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Project Summary: Civil Society and Local Dimensions of Neighbourhood: Final Project Report

The EUDIMENSIONS research project has sought to understand the actual and potential role of civil society in developing new forms of political, economic, and socio-cultural co-operation within this emerging “New European Neighbourhood” beyond the external borders of the EU. This project focused on specific local development issues where civil society groups are active, including economic development, cultural and educational issues, urban development, minority rights, local democracy and participation, the integration of immigrant communities and environmental issues. 

European border research indicates that cross-border and transnational co-operation is a very selective project of networking. Given the simultaneity of inclusion and exclusion dynamics that characterise the ENP context, civil society will play an increasing important role in promoting “European” ideas, common values and bridging socio-cultural differences. The quality of wider transnational civil society co-operation, however, is not only a local issue; it is subject to practices and discourses that operate at several different spatial levels and societal realms. With Wider Europe and its policy-driven instrument ENP, powerful geopolitical rationales are (and will be) in operation that provide both a discursive platform as well as a series of policy-centred practices that promote cross-border region-building. However, Wider Europe is characterised, in terms of Realpolitik, by competing rationales of ‘stability’, ‘prosperity’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘security’. These different rationales suggest that the development of political community at borders with the EU’s new neighbours will be a major political challenge. 

One of the main project objectives of EUDIMENSIONS has thus been to determine the extent to which EU co-operation programmes (in particular the ENP) und national policies open windows of opportunity for civil society engagement. Above and beyond this, EUDIMENSIONS has contributed to wider European debate over the societal significance of CSOs and civic initiatives within a context of “multilevel governance”. Applying a pragmatic approach (centred on social practices and learning processes), case studies have centred on how reconceptualisations of Europe’s political space implied by Wider Europe (as well as EU policies within the ENP and other frameworks) are being interpreted and used by civil society actors with a stake in transnational/cross-border co-operation. The focus is on values, value-rationality, situational ethics and their consequences for “good” co-operation practices. A central goal of the project is to provide added value in policy terms. Aside from those of the general scientific community, the needs of stakeholders and end-users, including the EU Commission, CSOs and local/regional cross-border actors, will be emphasised.  

Coordinator of the project is the  Leibniz-Institute for Regional Development and Structural Planning (IRS), in Erkner (near Berlin), participating in the project as well are nine other research institutions including: University of Iasi (Romania), Queen’s University Belfast (Northern Ireland), Middle East Technical University (Turkey), University of Joensuu, (Finland), University of Gdansk (Poland), Hungarian Academy of Sciences (Hungary), University of Tartu (Estonia), University of Thessaly (Greece) and Radboud University Nijmegen (Netherlands).
Information: www.eudimensions.eu & www.irs-net.de
The results that the 10-member consortium have produced cover a rather broad spectrum of inquiry into the “European Neighbourhood” and the role of civil society – too broad to reproduce in detail here. For example, EUDIMENSIONS indicates 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. The reasons for this variation in co-operation patterns are multifarious and indicate the importance of regional, national and supranational contexts for civil society activism. One central message of EUDIMENSIONS thus relates to the different scales of action (e.g. transnational, European, national, local) within which civil society organisations (CSOs) operate and the opportunities and constraints these different scales represent.

Above and beyond this, EUDIMENSIONS has contributed to wider European debate over the societal significance of CSOs and civic initiatives within a context of “multilevel governance”. As we have demonstrated, pre-conceived (and largely Western) notions of civil society as a force “independent of government” are only partly valid and in fact can cloud our understanding of state-society relationships in many neighbouring countries. In addition, EUDIMENSIONS has drawn attention to the contradictory nature of the EU as an international actor: while promoting new forms of regional co-operation based on mutual interdependence, the EU’s restrictive border and visa regimes have a decidedly exclusionary impact that complicates civil society co-operation. This is reflected in the perceptions of civil society actors with regard to the European Union and its role as promoter of civil society co-operation. These and other issues that have emerged out of EUDIMENSIONS research will be briefly discussed below. In addition, we will outline some possible consequences of our research for co-operation policies and practices.

Co-operation Patterns and Experiences

In our research areas (i.e. Finnish-Russian, Estonian-Russian, Poland-Kaliningrad, Polish-Ukrainian, Hungarian-Ukrainian and to extent the Spanish-Moroccan cases), considerable CSO co-operation occurs at the regional or local level. 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. 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.
At first glance, it appears that the quality of the cross-border co-operation is generally assessed positively by CSOs. CSO actors mention that cross-border activities with their counterparts have allowed them to grow professionally and develop the skills to solve serious problems. The role of networks is perceived as crucial for maintaining cross-border connections and for assessing the quality of cross-border activities. Such networks shape the quality, thematic focus and dynamics of cross-border activities. They have enabled different actors and organisations to come together and share their knowledge. In this context, borders can be conceptualised as zones of interactions and co-operation connecting different actors and their interests. Networking is also a means of attracting funding for joint projects. There is consensus that long-term co-operation is more beneficial for the actors. Closer scrutiny, however, reveals several problems regarding cross-border co-operation practices. 

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; they depend on central authorities or regional elites, not the support of local citizens. The short-term character of many projects has resulted in a lack of long-term strategies and a lack of clearly defined perspectives and plans. Partners are often chosen on the basis of their objectives, expertise and capacities to carry out joint projects rather than with regard to the needs of borderland communities. In many cases, development agendas are prepared by central organisations and their agencies, relegating local CSOs to an executive role through deciding what priorities will be funded. In addition, CSOs are often quite distant from local communities and act more as centrally managed development agencies than bottom-up entities. Technical criteria here may outweigh more substantive criteria. 

Despite the understanding among CSOs actors that CBC can bring benefits, the majority of respondents are aware that CBC also involves substantial costs and risks. In this context, the border represents a barrier, an obstacle and marker of difference that is to overcome. As nicely captured in our Finnish-Russian case study ‘…crossing a border is a move out of one's own, familiar culture and into a different and unknown one. It is these differences together with general unpredictability that is being pushed into the foreground as an explanation for the lack of cross-border relations’.

Civil Society: Negotiating between local, national and European levels of action 

In general terms, our various cases clearly show that civil society actors on both sides of the EU’s external boundaries have intensified their crossborder activities, thus transcending national territorial contexts in political, economic and social terms. Nevertheless, civil society actors are often subject to the competing, often conflicting logics of the EU’s neighbourhood relations, projects of post-Cold War nation-building, social transformation and local interests. Ultimately, historical legacies of interstate relationships – the legacy of past conflicts, current tensions and potential future conflicts condition much of the potential for civil society co-operation. However, the EU plays an exceedingly important role as mediator between states and societies– a role that in the case of the “Neighbourhood” has been rather ambivalent.

For example, despite political statements to the contrary, the EU has privileged formal, bilateral, and thus centralised, avenues of communication, opening little space for local groups and “peripheral” CSOs. At the same time, national governments often view civil society’s border-transcending exercises with scepticism and try to co-opt or regulate their activities in ways that serve national interests. Furthermore, popular attitudes towards cross-border co-operation are a frequent although rather unpredictable variable that can often hinder local attempts to forge international links

Within this context, the nature of state-society relationships and their consequences for civil society activities are central issues. Furthermore, the roles civil society and citizens’ organisations play within national contexts are by no means limited to those of “watchdog” or “loyal opposition” but often involve relationships with the state untypical for EU member states. For example, CSOs often provide basic services that overstretched state budgets cannot guarantee (e.g. in Russia, Ukraine, Moldova and Morocco). Furthermore, as a vital actor in community affairs and local development, civil society cannot always be assumed to be an importer of “Western” or “EU” values.  By the same token, the relative autonomy of civil society is contingent on trajectories of post-Soviet development and democratisation. Preconceived notions of an “autonomous” civil society can thus be rather problematic in cases where state influence is pervasive. 

On the European Neighbourhood Programme

EUDIMENSIONS has investigated the extent to which EU co-operation programmes (the ENP in particular) open windows of opportunity for civil society engagement. Civil society has been singled out by the EU as an important actor in the development of new regional partnerships – but to what extent does this rhetorical support reflect itself in the actual practices of the EU? The ENP is the most explicit form of geopolitical integration between the EU and its immediate region, it is a policy framework that aims to structure relations between the EU and its neighbours according to the criteria ostensibly set by both the EU and its partners. As such, the geographical reach of the ENP – and hence of the concept of neighbourhood – is considerable.
 Two major neighbouring countries, Russia and Turkey, are not included within the ENP but have concluded special agreements with the EU; membership negotiations, although controversial, have been initiated in the case of Turkey. As has been documented elsewhere, the ENP is a means by which to maintain the momentum of Europeanisation and to promulgate the values of the EU without actually offering direct membership to third states. In effect, a selective partnership is being offered to neighbouring states via the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Initiative (ENPI) in order to strategically manage the ‘wider European’ geopolitical context. In some specific cases (e.g. Ukraine, Moldova, Morocco, Turkey) partnership rather than an unambiguous perspective of possible EU membership is being offered. 

The ENP is seen by our interviewees to represent an important step forward in the (emerging) foreign relations of the EU in that it is not explicitly based on narrowly defined national interests and one-sided economic dependency. The foundational principles of ENP are that of mutual interdependence, multilayered interaction (economic, political, social AND cultural) and perhaps most significantly, the prospect of co-ownership of the EU’s regional co-operation policies. Co-ownership is most visible in the individual Action Plans that the EU negotiates with neighbouring states and where local perspectives and interests can be reflected in concrete actions. In the view of most civil society actors, however, the ENP operates too much as a formal instrument of bilateral relations that targets capital cities and metropolises of neighbouring states. Local and regional interests are seen to be neglected and it is here where the ENP has, to date, proved to be inadequate. 

Concretely: cross-border co-operation at the external borders simply does not enjoy support commensurate with the EU’s discursive exhortations to greater regional neighbourliness. One telling indicator of contradictions between EU promises of ‘privileged partnership’ and its regionalisation practices are the imbalances in resources allotted to cross-border co-operation. The EU’s Cohesion and Regional Policy 2007-2013 has an operating budget of 321 Million Euros with a clear focus on distributing aid to poorer areas of the EU-27. By comparison, the ENP’s total budget for the same period will be about 15 Billion Euros.  In addition, and most surprisingly, out of this amount very few funds will be allocated to cross-border and interregional co-operation with neighbouring states. Ironically, over 1 Billion Euros will be dedicated to border security and technology studies within European research programmes, more than the entire CBC budget planned for the ENP.

A further irony is this with the INTERREG IV structural initiative, which will also cover the 2007-2013 programming period, there is now one Europe-wide programme supporting cross-border, interregional and transnational co-operation. However, almost all of this is focused on co-operation within the EU and very little on projects involving neighbouring states. In the July 2006 ERDF Regulation, strict tenets of exclusive territoriality governing the use of regional development funds are not only upheld but underscored. This rather strict separation of EU internal and external activities makes little sense in terms of regional development strategies aimed at avoiding wider divisions between the EU and its Neighbourhood. As a result, the ENPI appears authoritative only in those areas where strategic investments are seen needed and in areas that directly serve the EU`s own agendas.

Civil Society Perceptions of the European Union 

One of the major results of our case studies is that, in line with the above, CSO representatives often have a rather ambivalent perception of the EU as a facilitator of co-operation. CSO activists, particularly at the local and regional level, see that the role of the EU in influencing cross-border relations has increased. By the same token, many local and regional level CSO actors agree that the ambitious geopolitical goals of ENPI as well as the EU’s emerging external policy appear overly broad and distant. One reason for this perception of geopolitical distance is the fact hat the EU still remains rather insignificant in terms of everyday co-operation (e.g. facilitating practical contacts and co-operation initiatives across the border). For many small CSOs, participation in large EU-projects - or even going through the complex application procedures to receive funds - is associated with very high transaction costs. Furthermore, despite the recent strengthening of the role of the civil society dimension, EU policy frameworks for relations with neighbouring state still seem to be directed towards economic and political matters at the expense of social issues. 

From the perspective of CSO actors operating at the local and regional levels, the EU is seen to have done little to positively affect CBC, to enhance people-to-people contacts or to bring neighbours closer to the EU in cognitive terms. A more broadened focus is perceived as necessary in order for the EU to effectively influence developments at the EU’s external borders. In this sense, the implementation of ENPI might ease the situation, but scepticism remains as to whether this basically top-down instrument will actually be “able to deliver”. 

Critical Question: Reasons  for EU “Weakness”?

Interviews with CSO activists on both sides of the various border regions reveal some of the main reasons why the EU’s influence in promoting co-operation and a sense of “Neighbourhood” has been rather limited. One of the most problematic issues raised in this context has been a lack of connection with civil society itself, perhaps due to pre-conceived notions of what civil society is, what it is not and what its specific roles should be. It seems to be widely understood that a civil society dimension is vital for the overall success of EU policies that aim to deepen integration between the Union and its neighbours. However, from the actors’ perspective, top-down proposals for deeper integration should pay more attention to dynamics from below, as ignoring these dynamics would prove to be short-sighted and hardly socially sustainable. The role of CBC in promoting social cohesion and convergence is also emphasised by many. Regardless of the public benefits to be realised by cross-border civil society co-operation, the most successful and enduring examples can be found when individual actors themselves feel that they benefit from co-operation. In this sense, it seems to be the positive experience from the civil society sector, rather than EU policies, which have made co-operation, seem worthwhile and beneficial. 

Furthermore, in the view of civil society actors, instead of trying to change the societies of neighbouring states (such as Russia, Ukraine and Turkey) or merely “export” European values 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 ground-level support for deeper integration. CSO actors are of the opinion that civil society co-operation should focus more on supporting Russian, Ukrainian, Moldovan, Turkish and Moroccan organisations as these are better placed to shape preconditions for greater integration based on their understandings of national development contexts. 

The perceptions of civil society actors reflect several contradictions of the ENP. On the one hand, the EU is seen to pursue a new quality of non-exploitative and multidimensional regional relationship in which the neighbours are inclusively treated as partners. On the other hand, the EU’s desire for a state-like political authoritativeness, combined with “exclusionary” populist discourses emanating from member states, has promoted polices of conditionality that tend to encumber these partnerships. One major interpretation of this situation is that civil society is marginalised in areas of ‘high politics’ but offered a prominent role in broader political and social platforms where policy issues are discussed. However, there appears to be a lack of communication between these formal and informal arenas. Furthermore, the main common denominator in the dialogue between EU member states, elites of EU ‘quasi-statecraft’ and the governments of many neighbouring states is seen to be security and the creation of a wider security community. Consequently, illegal immigration, human trafficking, terrorism and cross-border organised crime often crowd out other social concerns of civil society. 

What Conclusions Can be Ventured? 

EUDIMENSIONS was designed from the outset to address practical aspects of cross-border co-operation. Applying a pragmatic approach centred on social practices and learning processes, our case studies have centred on how changes within Europe’s political space and the EU’s notion of regional neighbourhood are being interpreted and used by civil society actors with a stake in transnational/cross-border co-operation. Based on this perspectives we can suggest the following practical and policy relevant insights: 

1) Whatever the limitations and weaknesses of civil society in the ‘Neighbourhood’, and its promotion by the EU, it needs to be acknowledged that the process of deeper co-operation within the ENP framework has contributed to the development and professionalisation of some CSOs, particularly in the countries with ambitions to join the EU and thus 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 the state and civil society that will be the best measure of the EU’s influence within the Neighbourhood. 

2) While the ENP is an important structuring instrument of relationships between the EU and its neighbours, it is important to recognise that it is not the only one. The geo-political influence of the US and Russia and their 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. 

3) The “Europeanisation” of civil society is a selective and ambiguous process defined by a combination of domestic and external factors with positive but also negative consequences. First, the increasing dependency on foreign funding can lead to a 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. We can, for example, observe structural shifts within domestic civil society where social agendas are increasingly conditioned by external influences and where grassroots level CSOs are being displaced by professional and centralised CSOs with a corporate spirit. Furthermore, the bureaucratic structure, rationales and agendas of EU programmes can just as much inhibit as they sustain civil society co-operation between the EU and neighbouring countries.

4) Power inequalities lead to uneven opportunities for CSOs and make it difficult for CSOs to participate actively in public sphere. Furthermore, in the Post-Soviet and Post-Socialist context, as well as in the case of Morocco, civil society has not yet consolidated itself as a powerful actor. This is accompanied by passivity and lack of interest in politics resulting in part from a legacy of mistrust of formal organisations and disappointment with new political institutions. All this suggests - at least in the sort term - a rather limited practical application of notions based on communitarian, pluralistic and participatory civil society. Although perhaps less straightforward and conceptually “messy”, more nuanced approaches to civil society are needed that promote institutional capacity-building in the long-term (see notes of Cyprus seminar below). 

5) 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.

6) 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 CSOs in Eastern Neighbourhood to share their experiences and form basis for cross-border co-operation. 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. 


1. Introduction: About the Project

EUDIMENSIONS “Local Dimensions of a Wider European Neighbourhood: Developing Political Community through Practices and Discourses of Cross-Border Co-operation” was financed by the 6th Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development within the Thematic Priority 7 (Citizens and Governance in a Knowledge-Based Society). The project ran from May 2006 through June 2009. The consortium consisted of 10 partners representing universities and research institutes within the EU and in Turkey. Coordinator of the project is the  Leibniz-Institute for Regional Development and Structural Planning (IRS), in Erkner (near Berlin), participating in the project as well are nine other research institutions including: University of Iasi (Romania), Queen’s University Belfast (Northern Ireland), Middle East Technical University (Turkey), University of Joensuu, (Finland), University of Gdansk (Poland), Hungarian Academy of Sciences (Hungary), University of Tartu (Estonia), University of Thessaly (Greece) and Radboud University Nijmegen (Netherlands).
With the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and with the concept generally known as Wider Europe the EU has mapped out an ambitious vision of regional "Neighbourhood" as an alternative to future enlargement. The EU’s aim is to is offer “privileged partnerships” to several neighbouring states with close ties to the EU. The EUDIMENSIONS research project, has sought to understand the actual and potential role of civil society in developing new forms of political, economic, and socio-cultural co-operation within this emerging “New European Neighbourhood” beyond the external borders of the EU. The project focused on specific local development issues where civil society groups (particularly CSOs) are active, including economic development, cultural and educational issues, urban development, minority rights, local democracy and participation, the integration of immigrant communities and environmental issues. 

European border research indicates that cross-border and transnational co-operation is a very selective project of networking. Given the simultaneity of inclusion and exclusion dynamics that characterise the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) context, civil society will play an increasing important role in promoting “European” ideas and bridging socio-cultural differences. The quality of wider transnational civil society co-operation, however, is not only a local issue; it is subject to practices and discourses that operate at several different spatial levels and societal realms. With the ENP, powerful geopolitical rationales are (and will be) in operation that provide both a discursive platform as well as a series of policy-centred practices that promote cross-border region-building. However, in terms of Realpolitik, ENP is characterised by competing rationales of stability, prosperity, and security. These different rationales suggest that the development of political community at borders with the EU’s new neighbours will be a major political challenge. 

The primary objective of the EUDIMENSIONS project was thus to understand the actual and potential roles of civil society actors in developing new forms of political, economic, and socio-cultural co-operation in the emerging EU “New European Neighbourhood”. Equally as important, however, was the study of the EU’s impact in promoting civil society networks between EU member states and neighbouring countries. In order to address these twin objectives EUDIMENSIONS was compelled to better understand the multilevel contexts within which civil society operates. As a result, EUDIMENSIONS was designed as a research platform on various issues related to Civil Society, citizenship and governance in Europe and involved the following three research strands: 


Research Strand 1: Scrutinising the Development of Civil Society Communities of Interest

In terms of the actual operations of civil society organisations (CSOs), emphasis was placed on cooperative mechanisms that address local political and economic situations as well as social and environmental issues. In this context it has been important to scrutinise specific issues related to local development such as gender-specific social issues, minority rights, youth-related activities and economic/business promotion. An important issue within this context is that of “scale-jumping”, the extent to which civil society and individual groups bypass their respective national levels and directly petition or lobby European level institutions for support. 

Research Strand 2:  Actors’ Perceptions of Europe

The purpose here has been to study the reception of the EU’s increasing political, economic and cultural role in promoting interstate relations and cross-border co-operation. This includes judging the concrete policy role and influence of the EU by assessing the impacts of Neighbourhood Programmes, Action Plans, etc. Does thus EU play a positive role in addressing local development problems? If not, why not? Here it will be important to identify local CSO understandings about the neighbourhood and attitudes to different neighbouring countries and their preferences with whom to cooperate more. This may also include their perceptions about the non-EU neighbouring countries in order to compare and contrast the impact of the EU in different context. We also need to identify challenges that the EU membership present for national interests if any. We also should clearly state what we understand as the EU’s political ideas. Some organisations may not be aware of such ideas therefore we should provide them with relevant examples which will reflect the EU’s political ideas. 

Research Strand 3: Contextual Processes of “Bordering”

Here, we have focused on changes in political language and discourses with respect to bilateral political relationships and attitudes towards the EU and the EU’s political ideas. This includes the framing of “we” versus “them” categories, the reception of the EU’s geopolitical visions and of related ideas such as “membership” versus “partnership”, understandings of “security”, understandings of shared values and concerns, understandings of subsidiarity, cohesion, etc. Such concepts can have specific connotations within different cultural contexts.

All in all, empirical work involved interviews conducted with representatives of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) as well as newspaper screening and other forms of media analysis. The interviews included ca. 500 basic interviews and over 300 in-depth interviews. The in-depth interviews were conducted with selected CSO stakeholders and experts out of the initial sample from which basic interviews were made. The interviews were conducted to cover more or less evenly three scales - local/regional, national /bi-national and transnational – and were conducted between June 2007 and December 2008.

Results in Brief

The report provides a detailed overview of the main findings of EUDIMENSIONS. In very general terms, our fieldwork on civil society co-operation between EU member states and neighbouring countries has revealed the following: 

1) The nature and extent of civil society links is heavily conditioned by differentiated policies pursued by the EU in its eastern and south-eastern borderlands and by complex multilevel relationships. As a result, co-operation among civil society organisations (CSOs) in the borderlands of the EU operates on a variety of scales and often brings together diverse influences operating locally, nationally and transnationally. EUDIMENSIONS’ research confirms highly variable patterns of CSO co-operation. In particular, 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, Romanian-Moldovan and Hungarian-Ukrainian borderlands to the very limited and cautious co-operation between Turkey and Greece. Certainly, cross-border CSO co-operation is influenced in every case by the nature of the relationships between the national states involved. Interstate relations can reflect geopolitical tensions and disputes over borders, minorities, or energy for example, all of which may inhibit civil society co-operation across borders. There is also considerable variation in state-civil society relationships which in turn conditions the prospects for cross-border co-operation.

2) The perceptions of civil society actors reflect several contradictions of the ENP. On the one hand, the EU is seen to pursue a new quality of non-exploitative and multidimensional regional relationship in which the neighbours are inclusively treated as partners. On the other hand, the EU’s desire for a state-like political authoritativeness, combined with “exclusionary” populist discourses emanating from member states, has promoted polices of conditionality that tend to encumber these partnerships. One major interpretation of this situation is that civil society is marginalised in areas of ‘high politics’ but offered a prominent role in broader political and social platforms where policy issues are discussed. However, there appears to be a lack of communication between these formal and informal arenas. Furthermore, the main common denominator in the dialogue between EU member states, elites of EU ‘quasi-statecraft’ and the governments of many neighbouring states is seen to be security and the creation of a wider security community. Consequently, illegal immigration, human trafficking, terrorism and cross-border organised crime often crowd out other social concerns of civil society. 

3) Despite the ambiguities inherent in the ENP and in the EU’s influence over civil society in general, EUDIMENSIONS confirm a very positive influence of the EU on civil society actors in neighbouring countries. The insistence of the EU on multifaceted co-operation that also includes social and cultural issues has helped promote the agendas of CSOs focused on gender issues, human rights, social problems and political empowerment. 

The Structure of this Report

This Synthesis Report of EUDIMENSIONS begins with three important contextual issues that are central to the investigation of the emerging European Neighbourhood in terms of civil society networks. On the one hand, the incipient EU geopolitics of regional co-operation provides a crucial backdrop that promotes as well as constrains cross-border co-operation. On the other hand, borders themselves are important markers of territory, identity and “Europeanness” with powerful local impacts on cross-border co-operation. The third contextual issue is that of civil society itself. Not only must we define what we mean by the terms “civil society”, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs). Our approach to understanding the different functional roles and state-society relationships that condition the activities of civil society must be contextually sensitive, avoiding the trap of superimposing pre-conceived “western” notions. This contextual discussion is then followed by the results of our case studies, both in terms of co-operation practices and in civil society perceptions. In the final sections, policy considerations as well as theoretical and practical conclusions are offered.  

Clarification of Definitions Used in this Report

Both the terms non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and civil society organisations (CSOs) are used throughout. While they are often coterminous they are not synonymous; the term NGOs specifically refers to registered non-profit organisations that promote issue-based agendas. The term CSO can include all forms of non-state organisations that represent organised forums of civic action and/or promote social objectives (e.g. NGOs, trade unions, faith-based organisations, organisations that represent the interest of ethnic groups, independent research institutes, charities, foundations, etc.). In the interviews carried out, representatives did differentiate between being “NGOs” and “CSO” whereby the term CSO was seen to politically neutral and therefore easier to use.

N.B. There is a growing movement within the “non”-profit and “non”-government sector to efine itself in a more constructive, accurate way. Instead of being defined by “non” words, organisations are suggesting new terminology to describe the sector. The term “civil society organisation” (CSO) has been used by a growing number of organisations, such as the Center for the Study of Global Governance. The term “citizen sector organisation” (CSO) has also been advocated to describe the sector — as one of citizens, for citizens. This labels and positions the sector as its own entity, without relying on language used for the government or business sectors. However some have argued that this is not particularly helpful given that most NGOs are in fact funded by governments and business 

2. The European Neighbourhood – its Geopolitical Significance 

Having achieved historic enlargements in 2004 and 2007, the EU has set its sights further abroad and sees itself as developing a new kind of international political partnership. Furthermore, because of geographical proximity, long-standing (e.g. post-colonial) economic, social and political interrelationships and deepening mutual interdependencies, the EU is keen to assume a stabilising role in Post-Soviet, Eurasian and Mediterranean regional contexts (Browning and Joeniemmi 2008). The geopolitical vision that underlies this ideational projection of power is that of “privileged partnership” – that is, of a special, multifaceted and mutually beneficial relationship with the EU, in some cases in place of concrete perspectives of EU membership (Lavenez 2004).
 With this geopolitical vision, principles of (EU) European governance are being extended well beyond the borders of the EU.  

The ENP is the most explicit form of geopolitical integration between the EU and its immediate region, it is a policy framework that aims to structure relations between the EU and its neighbours according to the criteria ostensibly set by both the EU and its partners.
 As has been documented elsewhere (Commission of the European Communities 2004a, Wallace 2003), the ENP is thus a means by which to maintain the momentum of europeanisation and promulgate the values of the EU without actually offering direct membership to third states. The countries involved are: Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Moldova, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia and Ukraine.
 Additionally, the considerable geographical reach of the EU’s Neighbourhood is not limited to the ENP. Russia, for example, is not part of the ENP process as such but participates in the cross-border programmes funded through the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI). In the case of Turkey, membership negotiations, although controversial, have been initiated. However, the long-term and ambivalent nature of the process dictate that Turkey will be subject to similar geopolitical agendas as ENP member states. 

Ultimately, one of the central objectives of the ENP is to create a wider security community in Europe; illegal immigration, human trafficking, terrorism and cross-border organised crime remain issues where intensified co-ordination between the EU and its neighbours is envisaged. However, the ENP’s scope is complex and multilayered; it encompasses a wide range of economic, political and socio-economic issues (Scott 2005). This is also due to the EU’s broad definition of security as being environmental, economic and social (and not only military) in nature as well as a realization (not always translated into practice) that security concerns must be shared rather than imposed externally.
 As a result, the EU suggests that cultural understanding and the recognition of mutual interdependence are means with which to establish a common political dialogue (Commission of the European Communities, 2004a, 2004b). Within this context, the achievement of co-ownership of basic policy areas affecting the EU and its neighbours must also be emphasised.  In the words of the EU Commission (2003, p. 3):

Interdependence – political and economic – with the Union’s neighbourhood is already a reality. The emergence of the euro as a significant international currency has created new opportunities for intensified economic relations. Closer geographical proximity means the enlarged EU and the new neighbourhood will have an equal stake in furthering efforts to promote trans-national flows of trade and investment as well as even more important shared interests in working together to tackle transboundary threats - from terrorism to air-borne pollution. The neighbouring countries are the EU’s essential partners: to increase our mutual production, economic growth and external trade, to create an enlarged area of political stability and functioning rule of law, and to foster the mutual exchange of human capital, ideas, knowledge and culture.

Furthermore, it is not only the enhancement of the EU’s international influence that is at stake but also the strengthening of its identity as a stabilising element in the world system with “exportable” (i.e. universal) democratic values.
 Indeed, the EU pursues the objective of achieving community through shared values (such as human and gender rights, commitment to an open market economy, democratic participation, etc.), common goals and intensive co-operation on a broad range of EU internal policies.
 

Arguably, therefore, the ENP facilitates an ideational projection of power that – at least in theory – marks a decisive departure from traditional state-centred geopolitics. A further indication of this are the roles attributed to civil society and cross-border co-operation. In particular, the strengthening of a “civil society’ dimension” within the ENP is promulgated by the Commission, the Council of Europe and the Parliament. According to the Commission (2007, 11): “Civil society organizations have a valuable role to play in identifying priorities for action and in promoting and monitoring the implementation of ENP Action Plans”. It seems to be widely understood that a 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. Strengthening civil society can also be seen 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, democratization and promotion of liberal economic markets. CSOs are considered key actors in the promotion of good governance. 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 co-operation, the environment, the fight against corruption, local administration. The Commission (2006, p. 7) has suggested that civil society participation should go beyond exchanges and co-operation 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.’ (Commission of the European Communities ….. !COM (2006) NON paper ENP 726:7)

This aim is reiterated in the Commission’s (2007, p. 11) attempts to strengthen the ENP: 

The Commission will encourage a wide range of stakeholders to engage in monitoring the implementation of the ENP Action Plans, will promote dialogue in the partner countries between governments and local civil society and seek to bring more stakeholders into the reform process.

In addition, the practise of cross-border co-operation, a long-standing tradition within the EU, is a key priority both in the European Neighbourhood Policy and in the EU’s Strategic Partnership with Russia. As the Commission’s Strategy Paper on Cross-Border Co-operation states (2006, p. 8):

A key objective of the EU in general and of the ENP is to enhance the EU’s relations with its neighbours on the basis of shared values and provide opportunities to share the benefits of the EU enlargement, while help avoid any sense of exclusion which might have arisen from the latter. CBC is certainly an important means of addressing this, helping enhance economic and social links over borders as they now exist, by supporting co-operation and economic integration between regions.

The cross-border co-operation (CBC) strategy embedded within the ENP pursues the following objectives: 1) the promotion of economic and social development in border areas, 2) supporting actions that address common challenges on both sides of the EU’s external borders, 3) assuring efficiently managed and secure borders and 4) the promotion of “people-to-people co-operation”’.

3. The Significance of Borders in EUDIMENSIONS

Figure 1 contrasts and compares three general socio-spatial perspectives on borders that have been discussed within the context of EUDIMENSIONS. These perspectives are represented by the work of two authors who have been influential in the development of the conceptual framework of the project, Anssi Paasi and Liam O’Dowd, as well as in the work of a the traditional political geographer Otto Maull who worked on European borders before the Second World War. These different perspectives are indicative of the momentous change in the function, significance and symbolism that European borders have experienced during last 100 years. These changes, furthermore, have emerged within the evolutionary context of co-operation and conflict-resolution between European states. At the same time, it is evident that border formation is a complex societal process that takes place in many settings, not just at the site of state borders. EUDIMENSIONS suggests that these three strands of border research contribute – in their own ways – to a critical interpretation of more recent events and their impacts on border-related discourses and practices. Within the setting of the last phase of EU Enlargement and the emergence of European “neighbourhood” policies, borders have become conditional and arbitrary – seen as necessary for the consolidation of a quasi neo-national space and a powerful resource with which to expediently structure relations with third countries.

In order to relate such disparate epistemic positions to one another it is, however, necessary to elaborate on the notion of “bordering”. In contemporary debate, boundary-making or “bordering”, is about the everyday construction of borders through ideology, discourses, political institutions, attitudes and agency (Scott and Matzeit 2006, Van Houtum 2002). Bordering is, by nature, a multilevel process of re-territorialisation. It takes place at the level of high politics and is manifested by physical borders and visa regimes. Bordering is also reflected in media debates over national identity, legal and illegal immigration and language rights. Within this context, borders can be read in terms of 1) a politics of identity (who is “in”, who is “out”), 2) a regionalisation of difference (defining who is a neighbour, a partner, a friend or rival) and 3) a politics of “interests” (in which issues of economic self-interest, political stability and security play a prominent role). 
The 2004 enlargement of the EU can be seen a high water mark in the political attempt to extend the 1980s and 1990s momentum of “de-bordering” beyond the territory of “Core Europe”. Since 2004, borders in Europe have re-emerged in practical and discursive terms as markers of sharp – to an extent civilisational – difference. European border studies have been quick to react to this change in perspective: its social, political and cultural contradictions are only too evident (see, for example, van Houtum and Pijpers 2006 and Popescu 2006). Scholars see, for example, an obvious discrepancy between discourses of security and selectivity that affect more general perceptions of borders. In this respect, it is often difficult to separate supranational EU policies from national policies; while the EU, for instance, has required new member states to introduce visas for citizens of neighbouring states, national governments are negotiating the particulars of new visa regimes. Conversely, national governments are establishing policies affecting the status of migrants (and thus border regimes) and subsequently appeal for EU support. In the meantime, local institutions in border regions, though generally less powerful, are anything but passive: they are part of “multiscalar politics” and are reacting to national and supranational policies affecting them. This multilevel interaction generates a complex political-territorial environment in which cross-border co-operation must operate. 

Europeanisation and Consolidation as Bordering Concepts

Contemporary European border studies focus much attention on the European Union and its attempts to create a coherent political, social and economic space within a clearly defined multinational community (see Aalto 2006, Moisio 2007, Scott 2005). A central aspect of this re-territorialisation process is the definition of rules, norms and practices that aim to “Europeanise” national spaces; from this derive the objectives and values that create a “common” set of discourses in which various policy issues can be negotiated (Clark and Jones 2008). Europeanisation is expressed, on the one hand, by core documents, such as treaties and agendas, which spell out the EU’s various societal and political values. Furthermore, regional development and spatial planning policies as well as research funding schemes aim at the production of “new knowledges of Europe” that go beyond strictly national orientations (see Jensen and Richardson 2004). Europeanisation is thus also evident in cross-border situations. Cross-border co-operation is seen to provide ideational foundations for a networked Europe through symbolic representations of European space and its future development perspectives. More importantly, the practice of establishing Euroregions has been understood in terms of an active re-constitution of borders. Euroregions, local and/or regional government associations devoted to cross-border co-operation, have spread throughout the EU, on its external borders and beyond. Consequently, the Euroregion concept has proved a powerful tool with which to transport European values and objectives (Perkmann 2002, Popescu 2006).

Figure 1: State of the Art: Three Traditions of Border Studies
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Sources: Maull (1925), O’Dowd (2002), Paasi (1999).

Paradoxically perhaps, Europeanisation does not only imply “transcending” national spaces per se. It can also serve to confirm state sovereignty. In effect, while the space within the EU is being gradually “integrated”, a border is being drawn around the EU-27 in order to consolidate it as a political community and thus manage regional heterogeneity, core-periphery contradictions and political-organisational flux. This also involves an attempt to structure EU-European space through, for example, central political agendas, structural policies, spatial planning strategies and research-funding programmes. In effect, EU-European space is being differentiated from the rest of the world by a set of geopolitical discourses and practices that extol the EU’s core values. Consolidation, and the border confirming practices it entails, is seen as a mode of establishing  state-like territorial integrity for the EU and thereby also strengthening its (in part contested) image as a guarantor of internal security. 

However, the enforcement of exclusionary borders is a challenge to the identity of the EU as a supranational “force for good in the world” that transcends national and socio-cultural divisions (see Barbé and Nogue 2008). Because of geographical proximity, long-standing (e.g. post-colonial) economic, social and political interrelationships and deepening mutual interdependencies, the EU is keen to assume a “stabilizing” role in Post-Soviet, Eurasian and Mediterranean regional contexts. The very norms, values and “acquis” that define EU-Europe (e.g. the virtues of co-operation, democratic “ownership”, social capital and general values such as sustainability, solidarity and cohesion) are thus being also projected upon the wider regional “Neighbourhood” in order to provide a sense of orientation and purpose to third states. This is a geopolitical vision of Europeanisation – a de-bordering discourse based an ideational projection of power and the notion of “privileged partnership” – that is, of a special, multifaceted and mutually beneficial relationship with the EU, in some cases in place of concrete perspectives of EU membership. 

The results of the EXLINEA project, a FP 5 precursor to EUDIMENSIONS, indicated quite convincingly that local societies reflect in their propensities to transcend borders through purposeful co-operation multilevel discourses of identity. European, national and regional identities indicate how local communities (or representatives of the communities) see themselves in relation to their own national contexts and to their (foreign?) neighbours. Perhaps the lack of empirical attention to local communities has been due to methodological difficulties; “identities”, perceptions of “We”, “Them”, “Europe” can only be meaningfully uncovered through writings and utterances (e.g. interviews). There is, at the same time, a metatheoretical bias that marginalises agency and practices. At any rate, EUDIMENSIONS has indicated that themselves are perceived locally in very different ways -  in some cases as a measure of protection of local identity (Russian-Finnish, Russian-Estonian) in other cases as an unnatural line that separates communities (Polish-Ukraine, Hungarian-Ukrainian, Romanian-Moldovan).

4. Civil Society and its Local European Dimensions

Civil society is a social construct that is often invoked in debates on democracy, governance and intercultural understanding. In West European debates, Civil Society gives expression to the expectations of European citizens of more direct participation in debates on Europe’s future and the collective choices it entails (Mokre and Riekmann 2006). Importantly, this also involves the exercise of citizenship in contemporary political contexts and systems of government. Civil society, as an emerging (consolidating?) political force is often seen as a mirror reflection of an increasing lack of confidence in the capacity of traditional governance modes to address problems of modern societies.
 What are less clear are the modes by which civil society actors develop cross-border political agendas and the impacts they have on local development. 

Closely related to studies of governance, research on civil society and participation provides a rich source of knowledge on how political decision-making processes are socially embedded. Generally speaking, civil society is characterised as a social structure that can (or must) be conceived relatively independently of political systems and yet – thanks to its interaction with these systems and role of intermediary – is central to processes of democratisation.
 According to Kraus (1996, 1999), for example, civil societies can develop from a network of voluntary, semi-autonomous, and/or self-supporting organisations whose activities are beyond the direct reach of the State. Linz and Stepan (1996) suggest that particular attention should be drawn to: social movements, local groups, self-organising groups and the expression of individual interests in the form of associations, declarations of solidarity, etc. Again, access of these groups to formal decision-making processes in terms of a “transformation of government into participatory governance” (Heinelt 2007, p. 219) or to politically defining discourses (see Charpentier 2003, for example, in the case of the European information society) remain a central research problem.
 

Because of its putative embeddedness in national/local societies, the relevance of civil society in understanding (interpreting) patterns of cross-border co-operation is all too apparent. However, in order to comprehend civil society as a vital agent of intercultural understanding we must know more precisely about its embeddedness within more general societal contexts. EUDIMENSIONS has therefore eschewed the application of general theoretical frameworks with which to approach complex questions of civil society development in Europe. In the words of Stenius 2003, p. 17) we “aim to detect common social and political problems concerning the status of the citizen in the region and, thereby, perhaps be of service to the citizens in their efforts to find common solutions to common problems”. A priori characterisations based on theoretical considerations do not appear helpful; problematic as well are antagonistic or zero-sum notions of state-civil society interaction that restrict the possibilities for effective social action. The neo-liberal idea of an inherently antagonistic relationship between the state and civil society is, furthermore, characteristic of Anglo-Saxon scepticism of state action and thus culturally specific.
 

Furthermore, we must also take into consideration processes of post-socialist transformation that operate in most of the case study contexts of EUDIMENSIONS. Only in the Turkish-Greek and EU-Morocco examples is this not the case. Theoretical approaches to the study of civil society have often been guided by “Western” concepts and reifications of case-specific empirical findings (such as is the case with “social capital” or the above mentioned notion of “government to governance”. These approaches have also been strongly influenced by theories of democracy based on evolutionary transatlantic experience rather than on abrupt systemic change.
 In order to go beyond the state of the art in governance research, Western ethnocentric interpretations and received notions of their respective roles should be questioned (Howard et. al. 2006). Assumptions that post-socialist (Post-Soviet) transformation is, in effect, a process of transition to (Western) democracy in the sense evoked by Adam Przeworski (1999) are challenged by Alapuro (2008, p. 74):

Whereas in several Western contexts voluntary associations and other institutions of civil society constitute an element in an established system of interlinked elements – the public sphere, articulation of interests, and so forth – in postsocialist societies they had to be created or revived more or less at the same time as the actors in state institutions and in civil society were being defined or redefined and their mutual relations regulated: both the rules of the game and the players who play the game had to be defined simultaneously.

EUDIMENSIONS has attempted to understand – as Korkut (2003) has framed it – “the cultural formations” of postcommunism and social transformation.  Kennedy (2002, 117-118) argues that these involve “new meanings and values, new practices, new relationships and kinds of relationships”. These formations could, in turn, contribute to the evolution of new governance cultures, institutional norms and values and civil society roles. As Schmidt-Pfister (2008, p. 41) reminds us: “Western researchers who tend to look for forms of civil society on the grounds of their preset hypotheses have difficulties finding them in contemporary Russia – and thus tend to criticise Russian civil society for its weakness, fragmentation, or even its non-existence” 

Furthermore, as Liikanen (2008, p. 9) states:

In the Russian case, the relationship between the state and civil society is far from a simple dichotomy of two opposed blocks, and it is only through a complicated network of mediating structures that the level of local voluntary association encounters federal-level state politics. This makes it appropriate to address the question of Russian democracy starting from a regional perspective and considering the development of civil society in relation to local and regional power structures.

Of course, the role of civil society in the post-1989 context of systemic change has been a complex one and remains closely related to processes of democratic consolidation in Hungary, Poland, Romania and other new member states of the EU (O’Dowd and Dimitrovova 2006). Experiences in these countries have demonstrated how newly created pressure groups have been able to exert an indirect, yet long-term influence on democratisation (Schmitter 1999). These pressure groups have partly developed relatively stable forms of co-operation with state authorities and “institutional capacity” for negotiating solutions to social conflicts. On the other hand, Korkut (2005) has revealed a widely embedded elitism in political and civil spheres and patron-client forms of relationships between the state and the civil society organisations in Central European countries. 

Similarly, Mate Szabó (2004) has drawn attention to the ambivalent (occasionally “deforming”) effects of powerful external influences on civil society development. Resources and support from international NGOs have been selective, privileging, for example, specific environmental and gender-specific agendas while neglecting others. By the same token, local CSOs have been often forced to conform to objectives and values defined by international organisations. These factors have, in some cases, tended to limit more open access of civil society organisations to political debates and policy-making processes. There are also indications that post-socialist elites often utilise civil society as a vehicle for pursuing particularistic interests, thereby circumventing formal institutions and regulations set by the new democracies (Dimitrovova, O`Dowd and Scott 2007). The role of such new elites may appear “corrupt” to Western observers, yet in order to more properly comprehend the significance and potential of civil society transformation contexts we must also go beyond the assumed antagonisms between the “State” and “Civil Society”. 

5. Case Study Results: Civil Society Co-operation Experiences

In this first part of the case study synthesis we will be addressing two major issues: 1) Emerging cross-border governance models - this involves the investigation of the development of co-operative strategies and how they are influenced by socio-political contexts; 2) Closer scrutiny of local development agendas - here, the consortium has studied the role of civil society and CSOs in developing in addressing local economic and social development issues and environmental protection within cross-border contexts. 
The individual case studies are organised along the following outline:

1) The internal political context: this takes into account national political contexts and binational relations and their conditioning affects on civil society in general and on CSO cross-border co-operation in particular. In analyzing the internal political questions were asked that are related to the internal capabilities of domestic actors, the levels of dependence and interdependence between them that determine their ability to act and to define cooperative strategies. For example, economic dependence or a environment characterised by intense competition for funds might determine the ways CSO choose to act. For instance, a highly politicised environment often leads to the clear prioritisation of soft issues (culture, youth, health, environment) by CSOs. Equally, business lobbies might pursue their commercial interests in a manner that is competing with other fields such as development, environment or health. Human rights or other politically sensitive issues might be viewed with suspicion by key elites.  Of course, there might be variations with respect to different scales. For instance, in Russia the national level is not conducive to CSO activities; it is rather more the regional level where civil society organisations tend to flourish. 

2) The external environment: Here, we are interested in how interactions with international/transnational actors – the EU in particular – shape the dynamics of CSO co-operation in our case studies. 

3) Cross-border co-operation practices and experiences: this involves a focus on the development and assessment of cross-border co-operation initiatives.

EUDIMENSIONS also attempted to trace CSO actors’ perceptions of the EU in terms of definitions of “Europe” and inclusive or exclusive notions of “Neighbourhood”. 

Finland-Russia Case Study 

The Internal Political Context

Finland’s relationship to Russia (and the Soviet Union) has been shaped by common histories, pragmatism and lessons learned from armed conflict. For the sake of this discussion – and in the interest of brevity – we can emphasise that in post-World War II geopolitical contexts, the Finnish-Soviet/Russian has been a special one of pragmatism and mediation, even though one cannot really speak of “warm” bilateral relations in the period between 1945 and 1991. Prior to the collapse of the Soviet Union, cross-border interaction between Finland and Russia was regulated by a tight visa-system and administered by a number of centralised bilateral agreements. An interesting element of this highly regulated co-operation was the role of Finnish voluntary associations which co-operated with official Soviet organisations despite considerable state control. This peculiar and obviously asymmetric setting revealed both the privileged status of CSOs in Finland and the weakness of Soviet civil society, handicapped by the authoritarian structures of the Soviet regime. In the Finnish case it was primarily organisations linked to the project of building Nordic-type welfare-states that became an important part of para-diplomatic cross-border co-operation (CBC) with official Soviet organisations. These policies of official delegations and joint communiqués came to an end with the collapse of the Soviet Union. After 1991, the border became more permeable, enabling more direct, local interaction between new emerging Russian voluntary associations and the Finnish CSOs.

Today, a major share of the CSOs that engage in CBC with Russia receive funding for their activities from the “Neighbouring Area Co-operation Funds” provided by the Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs. The priorities of CBC are largely informed by this opportunity structure and involve the promotion of regional stability, support for balanced economic and social development and the rule of law, and administrative and legislative reforms. Through this co-operation, Finland also endeavours to reduce risks related to the environment and nuclear safety and to develop the social welfare and health care sector and strengthen civil society. Funding is available, first and foremost, for CSOs and projects that deal with these and closely related issues. It is essential to understand that even though most of the funding comes from Finnish sources, almost all work is done on the Russian side of the border. It can thus be argued, with some exaggeration, that it is Russian interests but a Finnish agenda which dominate co-operation. In other words, national state agencies seem to have a strong impact on the development and promotion of co-operation. The more that the CSOs have alternative sources of funding for CBC activities, the more they can define their own strategies. From the CSO actors’ perspective, the neighbouring area co-operation funds are fairly easily accessible and there is no competition among the CSOs for funding. 

In the Finnish case, many well-established CSOs have a tripartite structure, which consists of local, regional (district), and national (central) representatives. Local organisations are part of district organisations, which often coincide with Finnish provinces. Both these levels operate under a central organisation that, in some cases, may be a part of a supranational body. In general, most sub-national organisations are independently registered and thus have their own decision-making structures, even if these may be heavily influenced by guidelines set at higher levels. A multilevel structure enables priorities, action plans as well as other relevant information and knowledge to be communicated effectively. The task of local level decision-making bodies is to determine which recommendations are most suitable for local implementation. Due to multilevel “command structures”, the lower levels can focus on practical work, whereas higher levels have more time and resources to engage in administrative tasks, applying for funding, dissemination and communications, etc. This division of labour also revealed itself in the first sets of interviews carried out by the Finnish team: the local level actors where the best sources for the information about CBC practices, but could often say little about the external environments in which they operate. Actors representing national organisations were happy to talk about the political contexts and the European Neighbourhood Policy, but had less experience in practical matters. 

In order to understand the asymmetrical setting between these two countries and the issues that CSO face today, some historical perspective may be in order. In Finland the role and standing of civil society has traditionally been comparatively strong. Civil society organisations are central actors alongside the state, municipalities and businesses. Historically, civil society in Finland has deep roots, reaching back to the traditions of free peasantry and strong local self-government typical to the Nordic countries. Finnish nation-building in the 19th century was accompanied by wide social and political mobilisation, which towards the end of the century reached a large segment of peasantry and the emerging rural and industrial working class (Alapuro 1988, Liikanen 1999). 

In Finland, the emergence and endeavours of CSOs have largely mirrored the societal challenges of each respective era. As an example, previously important political party-based associations have now been overshadowed by more specialised culture and sport associations. During the 1990s, political and economical problems sparked by the collapse of the Soviet Union (by far Finland’s most important trading partner) resulted in a greater level of social trust increased, whereas the confidence in government and state authorities declined. These problems were not, however, social or strongly related to a decay in social capital. On the contrary, the economic and social restructuring as well as Finland’s entry to the EU in 1995 paved the road to the civil society boom of the late 1990s as there were more new associations established on annual basis than ever before (Siisiäinen 1999, 139). 

Recently, Finnish welfare policy has reduced resources for public services – herewith silently “marketizing” its services (Julkunen 2001). As a consequence, the scope of many CSOs has been increased to include service provision – at least in areas where private entrepreneurship has not proved profitable. As a result of this tendency, CSOs working in this field can be seen as becoming a part of the public sector, as an instrument to implicate state politics under contracts. Albeit this has also urged the formation of an alternative movement opposing this trend, by and large the development is warmly welcomed by many. For example, Möttönen and Niemelä (2005, 18–19) consider this kind of enlarged and more systematised co-operation between, for example, municipalities and CSOs to be the only means to realistically safeguard the future of welfare services. 

If understood in terms of social capital, Finnish civil society seems to be functioning soundly, yet the actual ability of CSOs to influence the system in a more concrete manner has undoubtedly been weathered down. Many CSOs have networked closely with state institutions in order to safeguard their funding and, thus, future operations. Accordingly, it might not be an exaggeration to argue that in Finland, especially in the field of social welfare and health, the state at least partly aspires to direct civil society according to its own interests. As it is exactly this field that also exceedingly active in CBC, it can thus be said that the state has a say also in the development of civil society co-operation. 

In general terms, CSOs in Finland can be divided into three different groups regarding their relations to Russia:

1. CSOs that are not interested in cross-border co-operation or that are not are to willing to orient themselves towards Russia

2. CSOs that are interested in the idea of co-operation, but that are not yet involved in any cross-border co-operation activities

3. CSOs that are already actively involved in cross-border co-operation

Local and regional level CSOs in Finland seldom have had any significant direct relations with political parties or the political elite, although these connections are apparently mediated by their national level organisations.  CSO representatives pointed out that, most typically, members of political parties and the political elite often participate in events (forums, conferences, etc.), where relevant issues can be discussed with CSO actors.  A number of the political elite are also very active in various CSOs. Womens’ organisations in particular emphasised their strong links to the Finnish parliament as well as the strong female representation in Parliament, which is seen as crucial in making the voice of womens’ organisations heard.  

The demise of the Soviet Union was crucial for the development of civil society in Russia. Civil activities based on social networks played an important role in the Soviet society as well, but they were unorganised, non-political and often underground due to the fact that in the Soviet era all civil activities, however distant from politics, had to align with communist doctrine. Not until the economic reforms of perestroika, introduced in 1985 by the Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev, did the formation of actual civil society became imaginable. During the perestroika period, there was witnessed a mushrooming of grassroots movements and inspired a sense of euphoria and a belief that the transition to a market economy and democratic society would be simple and short (Skvortsova 2000). The first NGO law was adopted in 1990, when Gorbachev was still in power (Dzhibladze 2006). The Republic of Karelia is known for its comparatively large number of CSOs as well as for their fairly diversified structure. The growth in the number of CSOs began long before the collapse of the USSR along with the increasing popularity of social protest movements during Perestroika. 

However, the civil sector in Karelia does not seem to be consolidated at all. Civil society leadership is dispersed among several large and influential CSOs which do not necessarily have a long history or much experience. Another peculiarity is that there are numerous small CSOs, yet no umbrella organisations that might unite these small CSOs operating in the similar areas. Nevertheless, in the Russian case it is very important to take into account regional and local dimension, because political and social development as well as role of NGOs and CSOs in general can vary essentially from one region to another, from one locality to another. Taking into account, that Finnish-Russian border on the Russian side faces at least three subjects of federation and very different localities, three cases were studied: the Republic of Karelia, St Petersburg and Vyborg, a city within Leningrad oblast. 

The development of CSOs in the selected Russian regions was in the 1990s very different. In the Republic of Karelia growth in the number of CSOs began long before the collapse of the USSR along with the increasing popularity of social protest movements during Perestroika what was connected with the status of autonomous republic and ethnical movement. In St. Petersburg, where the democratic movement during Perestroika was very strong, the first CSOs provided mass mobilisation and continued their work also after the mobilisation was finished. In Leningrad oblast’, in primarily rural areas the role of CSOs is mostly played by local authorities and unorganised social networks rather then by the registered CSOs. In the 1990s–2000s, St. Petersburg CSOs strengthened their professionalism and showed some attempts to consolidate themselves and became influential actors of regional or even federal politics. St. Petersburg nowadays has a well developed network of numerous civil society organisations. Among them there are both strong influential CSOs with very strong networking and small unconsolidated CSOs working in different spheres of public and social life. Many CSOs are actively working with the regional and local authorities, although their influence is still quite weak. Republic of Karelia is known for its comparatively large number of CSOs as well as for their fairly diversified structure. Leningrad oblast in general shows very weak and limited development of CSOs and their influence on local and regional political and social development. 

In recent years, CSOs have been increasingly funded by the state, especially in the relatively prosperous St. Petersburg area. This concerns not just social CSOs, which have been for long supported by the state funding, at least to some extent, but also infrastructural ones, which have been traditionally oriented towards Western funding. This means that only in the recent years Russian authorities began to fund not just social projects oriented on the solving of internal social problems, but also some elements of cross-border co-operation. Until now, their co-operation with Western partners has always been funded by Western foundations.


The External Environment

When Finland joined the EU in 1995, conditions governing CBC faced a significant transformation. On the one hand, the previously bilaterally-governed co-operation across the border became part of the broader dynamics of international politics and EU-Russia relations. However, on the other hand, regional and local actors also took an active role in international affairs by cooperating directly across the border (Liikanen 2004 (b)). The influence of the EU is, however, twofold by nature. Europeanisation promotes co-operation by bringing well-needed vigour, if not in the currency of ideas, at least in form of funding. However, it also tends to confirm the existing differences between EU and non-EU members. In addition, EU funding, most importantly through past Tacis and Interreg programmes, has made actions increasingly project-based. The role of the EU has become of the essence, as the level of cross-border interaction at the national and sub-national levels is, more or less, dependent on the EU-Russian relationship. Finnish CSO activists, particularly at the local and regional level, see that the role of the EU in governing relations has in general terms increased, but remains still rather insignificant for their practical contacts and co-operation initiatives across the border. For many small CSOs, engagement in large EU-projects or even going through the weighty application procedures feel often too complicated or time consuming. 

Despite the recent strengthening of the role of the civil society dimension, EU policy frameworks for relations with its neighbours still seem to be directed towards economic and political matters at the expense of social issues. Even if important as such, it is perceived that these orientations have done little, particularly at the local and regional levels, to affect CBC, enhance people-to-people contacts or bring neighbours closer in mental terms to the Union. A more broadened focus is perceived as needed in order for the EU to manage the transnational space, which now seemingly extends beyond its external borders. In this sense, the implementation of ENPI is hoped to ease the situation, but on the other hand there seems to exist a broad skepticism about what this fairly top-down instrument will actually be able deliver. For many local and regional level CSO actors, the grand scale goals of ENPI as well as the EU external policy in general sound overly broad and distant.

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. However, 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. 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 local actors 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. The role of CBC in building social cohesion and converge is also emphasised by many. Regardless of the public benefits to be realised by cross-border civil society co-operation, the most successful and enduring examples can be found when individual actors themselves feel that they benefit from co-operation. In this sense, it seems to be the positive experience of civil society actors, rather than EU policies, which have made co-operation seem worthwhile and beneficial.

Another interesting point that emerges from the opinions of Finnish CSO actors towards EU policies is that there is neither a coherent European civil society nor is the EU a coherent actor in relation to Russia. Policy frameworks that endeavour to capture “the entire picture” are seen as destined to overlook country-specific issues and circumstances. Accordingly, it is often expressed that for CBC to be effective, projects receiving EU funds should be derived from practical issues that emerge locally. Accordingly, a majority of Finnish CSOs that have already managed to establish contacts with Russian CSOs work rather independently from EU initiatives and polices. According to many, co-operation has arisen from a general awareness of a common interest or problem, which has functioned as an impetus for co-operative initiatives. It is these bottom-up initiatives that have mobilised the people to take the first step across the border and engage in pragmatic and constructive forms of co-operation. 

Finnish CSOs actors also mention that “top-down” EU initiatives and other Western funding frameworks do not actively engage Russian organisations as partners and that they are too broad in scope. Furthermore, there is the question of “European values”. Even if the enhancement of democracy, human rights, rule of law, etc. are certainly goals worth pursuing, experience has shown that simply transplanting these goals from their “original” setting to a rather different context is likely to create problems. 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, provide help and support Russians as they confront the specific conditions that have emerged as a result of Russia's own historical development. Accordingly, the most successful examples can be found when the actors themselves feel that CBC is not only a means to an end, but that there is added value to be gained in the process itself. In this context, civil society organisations in all their diversity have certainly a crucial role to play in any policy proposal or in projects aiming to enhance the relations with the EU and its neighbours.

International Influences on Russian Civil Society

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 in Russia, with the assumption that this is a crucial aspect of the transition to and consolidation of democracy. To the disappointment of many, these good intentions have often resulted in unintended outcomes (see e.g. Sperling 1999; Mendelson & Glenn 2000; Bae 2005). 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). As Basina (1997, 104, cited in Alapuro 2005: 8) has pointed out: “all which is ‘Western’ planted onto our [Russian] soil bears fruits which differ considerably from the seed, and, what is most important, from the expected result”. 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 cotributed to the emergence of a vertically institutionalised and isolated civil community. The result from this, in her opinion, 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 (Ibid.).

According to Henderson (2002: 142) dependency on the West has resulted in serious problems. Firstly, it was seen that western donors rather than the Russian population were the “voices that mattered”. Secondly, as a more equitable distribution of funds faltered, foreign aid strengthened the division between the haves and the have-nots and centralised the resources in the hands of those with connections to the West, creating a fairly distinctive “civil elite”. Furthermore, Sperling (1999) has remarked that the heads of organisations are often in closer contact with their transnational partners than with the constituents they mean to represent or the government they claim to be influencing. Thirdly, 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. Lastly, even though the aim of many Western donors was to facilitate small grass-roots movements, Russian CSOs tried to mimic the organisational style of Western donor organisations, which are often large, wealthy, centralised and fairly “corporate” in nature.  All this, together with drastic political changes brought by the collapse of the Soviet Union, the establishment of an independent Russia and the following “marketisation” of state property has, according to Bae (2005, 3), led to a structural shift within Russia’s incipient civil society, which has actually weakened rather than enhanced its development potentials.

Even if cross-border civil society co-operation has certainly had its problems also in the Finnish-Russian case, in general terms a rather positive picture can be drawn based on practical experiences. There are a number of reasons for this. From the CSO actors’ perspective, the key to success has been that instead of focusing directly on the big goals of civil society building and enhancing democracy, Finnish CSOs have channelled their efforts and funds into strengthening the prerequisites for individual citizens in Russia, in order for them to build better preconditions for their own well being. Accordingly, particularly social and health CSOs have been well represented in the formation of transnational civil society links. Given the nature of the situation, particularly in the early 1990s, interaction across the border was certainly closer to humanitarian work based on goodwill rather than co-operation between equal partners to the advance of both. However, as Russian civil society developed towards more institutional forms, Finnish CSOs began to engage also in the practical training of Russian actors that would help them to develop their own organisational skills and increase their effectiveness in the new, internationalising environment. Now, co-operation is becoming a two-way process, in which both sides can learn from each other.

The large number of social, especially health-related, CSOs can at least be partly explained by the fact that they are exceptionally well networked and often led by an umbrella organisation
. 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. From a practical point of view, most of the problems that CSOs are dealing with are so complicated and large in scale that to solve them would be an overly enormous task for a single organisation. In addition, networking has proven out to be a more efficient way to attract funding, and made the actual application procedures easier for an individual organisation.


Republic of Karelia, Russia

The responses of CSO representatives and other experts dealing with EU-sponsored financial programmes (such as the TACIS support bureau in Karelia or officials of the EUROREGION) indicate that CSOs are not closely involved with the implementation of European projects. The majority of the respondents confirmed that they have tried to apply for funding within TACIS or Interreg programmes, but have discontinued the attempts after rejections of their applications. Among all the explanations given by respondents one confirms vividly the hypothesis of unwillingness to seek 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. 

It can, nevertheless, be inferred that CSOs that enjoy support from regional and local authorities and that have plenty of organisational and infrastructure resources are often involved in EU-sponsored projects and express readiness and desire to maintain and continue such activities. CSOs working in the social sphere (working with children, invalids, youth etc.) occupy the top of the list of these examples. Their relationships with the EU are limited to those required by the financing programmes: reporting to the European Commission and working together with European experts who take part in project implementation and carry out general monitoring of project activities. 

The respondents assessed the EU’s project of “Neighbourhood”  in positive terms, but remained quite sceptical about the potential development of the EU-Russian relationships more in general – reflecting, thus, the official federal rhetoric regarding this issue. However, all the respondents noted that the influence of the EU in terms of promotion of co-operative agendas is significant and that continuation of this promotion is very much needed. Almost every respondent expressed a very common point of view (which can also be called a feature of the regional identity) shared by the majority of the population of the Republic that Karelia is a “European region having a plethora of different kind of connections with the EU”. Nevertheless, the respondents did underline that funding opportunities provided by the EU are presently not being used to the full extent. 

The EU is seen mainly as efficiently promoting co-operative agendas in the Republic and all CSOs representatives are aware of the fact that the regional government and Karelian municipalities have for quite some time been involved in many different projects that have benefited both the Republic’s infrastructure and population. However, respondents seemed perplexed when they were asked about the perspective of EU institutions on the co-operation due to obvious lack of knowledge of what the EU institutions are. The same degree of perplexity was registered when the respondents were asked the question about inclusiveness of the EU policies and common European future. A bit later, all of them referred back to previously made statements about being Europeans when compared to citizens of other parts of Russia. EU policies were assessed as quite friendly and definitely as non-excluding (even though few arguments were made in defence of this view). Quite interesting results were obtained when asking respondents about their understandings of Europe and “Europeanness”, albeit all the respondents supported their arguments with very simple terms and symbols. Europeanness is mainly seen in terms of specific attitudes towards governance, labour and al the things connected with these issues. Respondents’ views on this issue are overlapping with their views on demarcation lines between “us” and “them”.

All CSO representatives expressed that one of the main distinctive features of “Europeanness” is attitudes towards the quality of work and an attitude that punctuality, discipline, scrupulousness and reliability are important aspects of governance. These attitudes serve to distinguish between “European” practices and the present Russian situation. This can be explained by the fact that many CSO activists were given training and education opportunities through other EU-sponsored projects. This has led to the absorption of institutional rhetoric that reflects an emphasis on effective and efficient problem-solving rather than, for example, on civil society actors in normative terms. Europe is also seen as a success story in terms of social development and welfare, which appears to be an important demarcation line as well. As could be expected, the respondents expressed that it is either is impossible or unnecessary for Russia to become a member of the EU due to the huge dissimilarities between them. The respondents seemed to be quite aware of the advantages that EU membership might bring, such as travelling without border controls, using a single currency or opportunities of a large common market. However, “deep association with the EU” without any loss of sovereignty is seen as vastly preferable. 

St. Petersburg/Leningrad Region, Russia

Traditionally, St. Petersburg CSOs have co-operated with their Finnish counterparts via Finnish or EU funding of joint projects. The existence of funding is key. However, even in cases of successful co-operation, Russian CSOs are not able to provide co-financing, even through Russian funding mechanisms for co-operation. Interestingly, even though Finnish national funding schemes are being reduced due to economic growth in Russia, the Russian perception of co-operation with the Finnish partners has not changed. This means that  funding is becoming scarcer and co-operation is accordingly decreasing. The European Union is obviously a facilitator in the various areas of cross-border activity as it has provided funding in the framework of Tacis programme and, now, of European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument. These programmes create the most important opportunities for co-operation, but it is not always clearly seen by St. Petersburg CSOs that most funding originates from Finland. In general, the EU is seen as significantly and efficiently promoting co-operation agendas that address social needs and local development. 

As in-depth interviews were carried out with CSOs leaders who are working intensively with Finnish and EU partners, these actors stated that they saw themselves as part of Europe and desired to break down barriers between a Russian “us” and EU-European “them”. Nonetheless, they also underlined that Russia is a very special kind of Europe. As a non-EU member and a country which does not aim to the EU membership, Russia has a very clear border, also in mental terms, with the EU countries. In the recent past, it has tried to build much more clear borders and to raise its national self-understanding, which in turn reduces the significance of international co-operation of the Russian actors, especially regarding the Western funding. At the same time, without funding Russian civil society actors and CSOs are not able to co-operate with foreign partners (including Finnish ones).

Sectors of CSO Co-operation

The primary areas in which Finnish-Russian CSO co-operation takes place are in social welfare, public health, culture and education. In general terms, gender/womens’ issues appear in two dimensions as a focus of CSO activity. The first one concerns the “natural” gender dimension of the CSOs involved in cross-border co-operation. A majority of interviewees referred to a strong feminine composition of CSOs involved in co-operation. This is for the most part due to the fact that several interviewed organisations work in the field of social welfare and health, which have traditionally been, and still are, dominated by women. The second dimension of the gender sector is the special gender-specific organisations or problems addressed by co-operation projects. In the case of Finnish-Russian CBC, this aspect plays an important role as gender issues have traditionally been very important in Finland. Hence, Finnish organisations focused on gender issues and women have good chances to get funding and are, therefore, also successful in co-operation. The importance of the gender aspect mirrors the main features of the co-operation in general; as Finnish partners are more active initiators and fundraisers of joint projects, they also have more influence on setting agendas and co-operation priorities. This has resulted in the discussion of these issues in Russia as well and in the promotion of a more critical understanding of what “gender” issues in Russia actually entail. 

Cross-border Practices and Experiences 

It is essential to understand that the primary focus of most Finnish CSO activities lies on the Finnish side of the border. Engaging in cross-border co-operation, in turn, is usually something to be done if and when the resources and time allow. There seems to be a coherent understanding among CSO actors that CBC could yield considerable benefits, but that it also involves substantial costs and risks. Any collaborative effort involves considerable transaction costs in terms of resources and time spent in negotiating and carrying out co-operative activities. These costs are increased dramatically by the border. In addition to the inconvenience of actual border crossings (e.g. due to visa procedures and poor cross-border infrastructures), the border poses a barrier as it signifies where one set of rules ends and another begins; crossing a border is a move out of one's own, familiar culture and into a different and unknown one. It is these differences together with general unpredictability that is being pushed into the foreground as an explanation for the lack of cross-border relations. All in all, without supportive networks, resources and time might have a better rate of return if invested internally or in a relationship with an organisation on the same side of the border. Thus, in order for CBC to thrive, it is essential that actors themselves feel that CBC is not only a means to an end, but that there is added value to be gained in the process itself; i.e. through engagement in cross-border civil society co-operation and the creation of people-to-people contacts.

The CSOs operating across the Finnish-Russian border face now a rather different reality than they have in the past. The gradual and partial opening of the border as well as increased funding from the EU has brought about new kind of possibilities, even if grasping them has proven to be easier said than done. There has been a gradual growth of cross-border ties among civil society organisations. 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. Even though the basic situation is a positive one,  Skvortsova (2005: 37) has brought up that in many cases the upsurge of co-operation between the Finnish and Russian CSOs has actually been closely suggestive of a love story in which two partners meet, fall in love, are disappointed and finally divorce. There are, however, a significant number of CSOs that have managed to keep up active co-operation across the border already for long – heedless of individual project time frames or funding periods. It is exactly this long-term co-operation that is perceived as most beneficial by the actors. Even if short term projects, for funding is often easier to find, may be efficient in avoiding endless debates of which principles should frame co-operation or focusing a particular issues or a problem, they often do not produce the broader and longer term objectives originally set out in the PCA, neither do they contribute to any major extent to the creation of social capital and more constructive dialogue between the neighbours, which is in turn likely to create more proponents of deeper integration. More long-term co-operation certainly requires resilience, patience and flexibility; that is precisely what makes it rarer, though not nonexistent. All in all, it can be argued that cross-border interdependence has been created as the border became more permeable and people were finally able to interact with those to whom they were the closest geographically. The growth of cross-border linkages among various CSOs have now become a driver of bottom-up integration in contrast to integration from above. In the Finnish-Russian case, many successful links were created before the Finnish EU membership and even after that they have been carried out rather separately from grand scale policy frameworks – or even the new funding sources.

Republic of Karelia, Russia

As was mentioned above, all respondents quite positively assess support for CSO co-operation in the Republic of Karelia. What is even more interesting is their vision of CSOs as the main facilitators of cross-border co-operation and their vision of the Republic as a “pilot region” in developing different and transferable practices of cross-border co-operation. This is closely connected with the overall positive evaluation of CSO development in Karelia. CSOs are viewed as channels through which cross-border co-operation can actually grow dynamically. The desire to co-operate among Russian Karelian CSOs goes beyond working with traditional partners and neighbours (Finland and Sweden) and there is a clear willingness to work with CSOs operating in Baltic countries, Norway, the USA and other EU countries outside the Baltic Sea or Northern European regions. Some of the CSO, such as the Red Cross as an example have been actively working with CSOs from the UK and the Netherlands. However, those CSOs which have not been involved in cross-border co-operation as actively as others express willingness and desire to establish contacts with the closest neighbours. 

It is also interesting that one can observe a somewhat new trend in the development of CSOs regarding their vision of partnership. Some of the respondents mentioned that they have tried to establish partnership links with the Russian partners from other regions and tried to get involved into projects led by federal umbrella organisations. Expression of this desire was also accompanied by a new interest in obtaining financial assistance from Russian sources due to the diminishing activities of foreign foundations. However, respondents did negatively assess the cumbersome procedures of using Russian funds. Almost all the respondents assess the quality of the cross-border co-operation positively, mentioning that it was the cross-border activities with their counterparts that allowed them to grow professionally and see their experience as an opportunity to address serious social issues. Collaboration with foreign partners is seen in terms of support allowing CSOs to function. All the respondents underlined that their organisations would probably become extinct if foreign partners would withdrew their assistance. None of the respondents, however, mentioned the existence 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. This confirms the abovementioned statement about Karelian CSOs’ reliance on foreign partners for support.

In some cases, furthermore, cross-border co-operation was assessed as an activity that helped put specific issues on civil society agendas. Heads of Russian women’s organisations stressed that it was their partners from Scandinavia that for the most part contributed to the spread of gender discourse in the Republic of Karelia. Another interesting fact is that cross-border co-operation is developing between partners operating on different scales. For instance, the majority of the Finnish partners with which Karelian CSOs collaborate are umbrella organisations operating at the national level in Finland (such as the Union of Invalids of Finland) and these are the main donors for Karelian CSOs. This situation is due to the weak presence of national Russian CSO organisations in Karelia.

Answering the question about the elaboration of joint projects and the potential domination of external interests, almost all the Russian Karelian respondents negatively. They rejected the idea that interests and preferences of their foreign partners dominate, though some experienced CSO representatives admitted modifying their preferences and interests during the process of project development as a means to improve chances of obtaining EU funds. It was therefore not apparent that Karelian CSOs emphasise vulnerability to pressures from foreign donor organisations and partners. Among the main obstacles to cross-border activities are difficulties in contacting appropriate partners, language barriers, border and visa regimes, as well as different levels of experience of Finnish (and other foreign) and Russian CSOs. Finally, the thematic focus of co-operation has shifted in recent years. If the majority of the projects in 1990s were targeted at the professional growth of CSOs themselves and included mainly such components as education, experience exchange, transfer of skills and infrastructure, the present focus is primarily on social problems (health, unemployment, drug addiction, domestic violence, etc.) and deepening existing civil society/political networks in order to find innovative solutions to these problems. 

St. Petersburg/Leningrad Region, Russia

The preliminary analysis of the Vyborg and St. Petersburg situation of cross-border co-operation in general and of CSO participation in particular shows very important differences between them. In Vyborg, co-operation with Finnish organisations is seen as cross-border co-operation, while in St. Petersburg Finnish organisation are perceived just as any partners among the other EU and foreign partners. Due to absence of the land border and availability of the sea border with other countries than Finland, the co-operation between all actors, both of governmental and civil society ones, is not considered particularly as cross-border co-operation. Another reason for the difference in perception is the very special status of city of St. Petersburg. International partners for co-operation of the actors from St. Petersburg are situated mostly in Helsinki, or other rather big cities of Finland. The connections with the local actors close to the border are scarce. Therefore, the discourse of Russian-Finnish co-operation in St. Petersburg is clearly nationally, or at least regionally, dominated, whereas the local aspect is completely missing. This produces a very important feature especially in comparison with the Vyborg case. 

The relative lack of local-level awareness of co-operation in the case of St. Petersburg is well demonstrated in the interviews by the fact that the St. Petersburg CSOs co-operating with Finnish partners could not answer questions about cross-border co-operation at all. In most cases, the notion of “cross-border co-operation” seemed unfamiliar. Particularly problematic seemed to be questions about general strategies of cross-border co-operation, the roles of different kinds of actors as well as political priorities in this field. This means that the St. Petersburg CSOs do not perceive the existence of a strategy and do not see their partnerships in projects as a part of any broader cross-border co-operation “master plan”. In the case of Vyborg, in contrast, newspaper screening (interviews have yet to be carried out) brought up a number of “real” CBC cases, where very intensive exchanges take place among different kinds of actors on both sides of the border. However, apart from the Vyborg branch of the Russia-Finland Society, no CSOs were mentioned in the paper.

Due to the specific understanding of cross-border co-operation in St. Petersburg, the priorities were not defined in Russia but rather in Finland. Another important explanation for this phenomenon is the transitional status of Russia’s politics and economy, which has required (and requires) firstly humanitarian aid from West and, secondly, funding and knowledge from the West in building up the Russian social policies. Therefore, the Finnish government has developed a number of special programmes in order to support St. Petersburg CSOs in the field of welfare and health. For these purposes, a special CSOs network was established in 1996 in Helsinki and St. Petersburg (later also in Petrozavodsk), which provided important financial and training help to many St. Petersburg CSOs in form of establishment of co-operation with their Finnish partners
. Such social policy agendas have dominated the co-operation initiatives at the local and regional levels. 

Estonia-Russia Case Study

The Internal Political Context

If Finnish-Russian co-operation has been characterised by pragmatism and cautious accommodation, relations between Estonia and Russia reflect the more problematic aspects of EU-Russian relationships in general. They deserve specific mention here as they clearly affect civil society co-operation between the two countries: the dividing symbolism of the border, different understandings of history and ethno-linguistic tensions have made official contacts progressively more difficult since 2000. The April 2007 conflict between Estonia and Russia in connection with the removal of a bronze statue of a Soviet Soldier from Tallinn city centre served to publicise these tensions on an international scale. In addition, the establishment of the “Schengen” border in 2007 has made cross-border interaction more cumbersome and has severely affected border cities such as Narva (on the Estonian side) and Ivangorod – formerly “twin cities”. This situation is clearly felt at the “microlevel”. In terms of the Estonian team’s experiences in the field, representatives of Russian-speaking CSOs are rather reticent to be interviewed, afraid to be criticised or being quoted saying something that could jeopardise their status within Estonia. 

In terms of civil society co-operation overall, these negative events have not considerably hurt more long-standing contacts, but they have hindered the involvement of new organisations that as yet have little co-operation experience. And this is a challenge because there is no new generation emerging on either side that might take part in cooperative projects. Young Estonians prefer in this situation to start up their projects at more exciting regions such as the Southern Caucasus or even Africa and Latin America; Russian youngsters have a lot to do these days within Russia itself. Therefore, there is an obvious need special efforts and special funding from the EU side to promote the co-operation of youth and youth CSOs in the EU external border area.

Concerning the internal political context, a majority of Estonian and Russian CSOs’ representatives interviewed, considered that the cooperative strategies developed historically, through personal contacts with partners whom they as a rule met at international events or through an international CSO network. CSOs prefer to develop the co-operation with similar organisations in other countries that have the same values and are involved in similar activities. Many of the CSOs in the region became mobilised into larger regional and global networks aiming to promote the environmental protection or economic development on a regional or a global level; the priorities of activities in such projects are set by those large networks of interest affect selection of the priorities for projects by the networks’ member organisations. In the case of the Estonian – Russian border area most of the regional initiatives are connected to the environmental protection or development in the Baltic Sea Area – these are Coalition Clean Baltic, Taiga Rescue Network, WWF, other. Sometimes CSO projects are initiated by international organisations or national governments. For instance, some of the first trainings in Georgia by the Estonian women’s training centre were organised at the beginning of 2000s on an invitation of the Organisation of Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE); the ongoing Centre’s Estonian – Georgian women trafficking project is a part of a Pan-European project. 

In the case of Russian organisations, bilateral aid projects supported by the governments of Northern European countries or Germany (e.g. countries in the Baltic Sea basin) usually involve co-operation between CSOs and state organisations (environmental agencies, social welfare administrations, etc.) of those countries. It should be noted that such co-operation patterns are similar to those present in Estonia in the 1990s. For instance, the first cross-border water protection projects of the Estonian Peipsi Center for Cross-border Co-operation were initially shaped and supported by the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency. Initially, the Swedish EPA intended to develop cross-border co-operation together with state organisations and regional administrations in both Estonia and Russia. However, as no intergovernmental agreements on environmental protection or cross-border water management has been signed by 1997 between the two countries, the state agencies did not have a mandate to develop such intergovernmental co-operation and to implement cross-border co-operation projects. Co-operation was thus facilitated by CSOs until the international arrangements for the co-operation on the intergovernmental level (the Estonian – Russian cross-border water commission) were finally established. As one of the Russian CSO representatives concluded, “In some cases CSOs act as an “extended hand” of international organisations or governments in Russia”.  

Both Estonian and Russian CSOs select their cooperative strategies for their projects in accord to their own interests, the local context and needs and the available in the organisations expertise. In Estonia, the organisations usually decide themselves which projects to initiate and implement. The situation is often different on the Russian side – more often the Russian CSOs are invited into cooperative projects by European or other international partner organisations or the Russian state organisations that put their agenda to the table. As to compare to the 1990s, much more contacts between the CSOs and local communities have been developed, especially on the European side of the border where there is more support to the CSOs so that they have more resources to work with the local communities. In addition, there is a much higher interest from the side of the population of deliberations of the policies on the state and local level.

On the Russian side, one limiting factor with regard to the political situation within which civil society operates is that CSOs are not seen as natural partners in promoting local social and economic development from the side of the local communities; the idea of civil society involvement in the political decision-making and in addressing local development challenges remains unclear. It is also simply new due to the historical lack of continuous democratic development in Russia. Most of the CSOs interviewed in Estonia and Russia expressed interest in co-operating with political parties in order to more actively participate in the political life in their countries. However, they also recognised that they do not have the capacity for developing relations with political parties on a regular basis. On the other hand, these CSOs stated that representatives of political parties often remain indifferent to the agendas and interests of the CSO in the region, except during election periods. In Russia, there is a greater tendency for political interference into the work of the CSOs. Political parties muscle in on the more popular areas of CSO activity, such as youth work and certain forms of social work. These parties’ supported voluntary mostly youth organisations are better funded and more easily controlled. All the same, the weakness and looseness of regional local administrations does leave some room for action for those volunteer organisations that really care about their field of activity to implement their actions independently. In Russia no real procedures to guide co-operation between state agencies and CSOs have been established and, ironically perhaps, CSOs are often seen as subordinates to higher authorities. During the last several years, there has been a process of building up “vertical lines of power” in Russia that has involved an increased centralisation of power. For CSOs in Russia this means that it is easy to cooperate with local and regional administrations on specific issues such as nature protection, education, etc. However, co-operation with federal authorities is difficult due to the lack of central government interest in local issues and top-heavy bureaucracy.

The External Environment

The CSOs in the region have their own co-operation interests and agendas as defined by local interests and contexts. However, most of the CSOs do not have their own means to cooperate across the border and transnational support networks are exceedingly important. One the one hand, interviewees underline the powerful impact of Swedish and Finnish CSOs on both sides of the border – these groups often initiate co-operation and they provide expertise and resources to Estonian (and by extension to Russian) CSOs. Wider Baltic Sea networks are also involved within this context. On the other hand, there is no doubt that EU funding is an important factor behind CSO involvement in cross-border co-operation. Indeed, more than half of the CSO representatives interviewed had experiences of participation in EU supported actions and projects. For the CSOs working in the Estonian – Russian border area, European Union funding is especially important. In previous years INTERREG and TACIS funds have been large in terms of cash amounts and have been provided for a rather long periods of time – in some cases up to a few years (2 – 3 years). Through these EU funding mechanisms, CSOs have been able to address specific issues including, the establishment of regulations, building environmental and economic infrastructures, developing cooperative networks and raising their capacity. In particular, CSOs that have focused on largely technical issues (e.g. establishment of natural protection areas, conducting water monitoring, business support services), were quite satisfied with joint project financing.  

Generally speaking, the CSOs interviewed perceive the EU presence in the region not as much in terms of a political actor but as a source of support to practical actions of local actors that address local development challenges. Especially on the Russian side there is little understanding of the EU as an international organisation or a supranational body; there is more understanding of EU policies among Estonian CSO due to a simple reason that they have to deal with the implementation of the EU policies on an everyday basis; quite a number of CSOs representatives are consultative members in working groups working under the EU institutions (the European Commission or Committee of Regions). At the same time, most of the CSO representatives expressed dissatisfaction with the fact that available EU funding schemes seemed more designed to suit the needs of state agencies rather then reflecting the needs of local communities. As a result many of CSOs considered that the available European Union programmes do not offer concrete funding opportunities. Furthermore, CSO representative 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. This puts CSOs in difficult situation; it forces them to act as quasi-governmental bureaucratic organisations. As one of the Russian CSO representatives expressed: “the available EU funding programmes are not for CSOs. Those programmes are designed for municipalities and state organisations which, however, do not always have sufficient knowledge and capacity to implement those project; the CSOs act as shadow organisations to state agencies and support implementation of European projects”.  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.

As a consequence of this externally applied conditionality, a majority of the CSOs interviewed expressed an intention to pull out at least partly from EU-funded CBC projects in order to preserve their sense of mission and character as independent non-state organisations. What helps in this situation is the existence of Pan-European and Pan-Baltic networks of CSOs led by strong Western European CSO hubs that obviously have in their own countries the support of strong institutions that allow them to concentrate on their own organisational missions and objectives. Through these networks, CSOs in Russia also receive support and develop their capacities for action. It must be also mentioned that  the situation is different for CSOs that operate as non-profit consulting companies or business support structures. In these cases EU support has been deemed appropriate in addressing local social and economic development challenges. However, all CSOs did complain about overly bureaucratic reporting and management requirements that EU funding entails as well about the absence of a discussion of what all more expensive projects achieve in substantive terms. Empirical work of the Estonian team demonstrates an urgent need to create a space for the CSOs, especially those on the external border side (in Russia in this case) in the implementation of the ENP policy; the EU has to encourage the governments to organise wide consultations specifically with CSOs at a stage of the initiation of EU strategies and funding programmes; there is also a need in special funding programmes for CSOs in Russia and Europe.  

Sectors of CSO Co-operation

The main areas of civil society activity in terms of cross-border co-operation are in environmental, cultural and economic areas. Furthermore, the activity sectors are clustered geographically. Environmental co-operation centres around he use and management of joint resources, especially those of Lake Peipsi which straddles the Russian-Estonian border. Ethnic minorities and cultural ties are the focus of co-operation in Setumaa (an area populated by the Finno-Ugric Setu peoples between Tartu and Pskov that has been cut by Soviet borders drawn up in the 1940s). Finally, along the main transportation corridor between Tallinn and St. Petersburg, and at the Estonian-Russian border where the former “twin cities” of Narva and Ivangorod are located, co-operation is driven by economic issues, but also by networks of Russian-speaking organisations.

The gender dimension is different on the two sides of the border. On the Russian side the gender dimension discussion was focused by the women CSOs representatives who thought there is a lack of possibilities in the overly patriarchal Russia to be real leaders and speakers of their communities. Most of the decision-makers are men and their hard working aides and assistants are women; women are not considered to be equal and the decisions are traditionally made by men. On the Estonian side, there was no much of such a concern and Estonian CSO actors focused the discussion on the importance of the democratic representation of both men and women voices on each topic discussed in the society in official delegations to foreign countries or in parliaments. Estonian CSO actors are also aware of this representation when they conduct their projects in transition countries, such as, for instance, Georgia. As most of the CSO representatives involved in the cross-border co-operation are women (70% according to an estimation of a Russian CSO expert), it was discussed mostly by women – CSO representatives that perhaps women are more communicative and consensus oriented, they are more flexible in accommodating interests of the other side; and this is why they play a very important role in the cross-border co-operation. However, no signs of the increase of the gender dimension in the co-operation were mentioned. Still in general actors considered the gender dimension not as an important factor in the successful co-operation to compare to the skills and professionalism of the organisations.

Cross-border Practices and Experiences

The bureaucratic character of EU-funding mechanisms is seen as a main obstacle to cbc. Cross-border co-operation in the Estonian – Russian border area much depends on EU funding (as has been the case with the former EU INTERREG and TACIS programmes and in the new EU structural funds period of 2007 – 2013; INTERREG and ENPI). First, implementation of the projects under the mentioned EU instruments requires excessive paperwork and therefore there is a need to keep special administrative staff specifically dedicated to the time-consuming reporting on those projects. When projects end, results of those projects cannot be sustained as most of the CSOs are project based organisations and do not have own funding to retain job managers and administrators after the end of the projects. For instance, between the moment of the completion of the EU INTERREG funded Estonian - Russian projects under the structural period of 2002 – 2006 at the end of 2007 until start of the new projects under the ENPI instrument (estimated by specialists of the Estonian Ministry of Interior as year 2010), at least two full years will pass and most of the projects’ administrators are likely to leave their jobs much earlier. Therefore, the collected experiences and capacities for the implementation will be lost before the new funding will arrive. 

CSO representatives in Estonia said that they faced two major challenges in managing EU projects. The first is a bureaucratic centralised audit organised by the Estonian Ministry of Interior with auditors working in-house. As a result, the few auditors involved in the centralised auditing of many INTERREG projects were heavily overloaded and the process of the audit was very time-consuming - submitted projects’ reports were waiting for being audited sometimes for a few months. The reports are based very much on the correct representation of costs documents so in a way it was de-motivating to CSOs who desired to address through their projects an economic or an environmental issue in the cross-border area. Also, difficulties with obtaining visas have been identified as obstacles to cbc. In Estonia representatives of the Pskov–Livonia Euregio, most of who are heads of the Estonian border municipalities, applied to receive Russian multi-entry visas through the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs yet in 2006 and until now (year 2008) they never received their Russian multi-entry visas despite multiple requests.  

According to the results of the interviews with the CSO actors, the actors prefer to cooperate with similar organisations in other countries that share their values and are involved in similar activities. However, as the CSO are limited in their activities by funding possibilities, in the short term, especially on the Russian side today, CSOs are invited into the co-operation by international organisations or governments of other countries who bring their own agenda for cooperative projects.  It should be noted that this repeats the pattern of the CSOs co-operation on the European side of the border area that was the case in 1990s – before Estonia joined the European Union. Today in Estonia the situation is changing as CSOs are starting to receive institutional support from the Estonian government in addition to the European CSO support scheme funding. The co-operation agenda brought into the border area by the international organisations and governments of the EU member states is usually connected to the topics of environmental protection; addressing issues of sustainable development and security in the Baltic Sea Basin and in the European Union (see international projects on water quality, biodiversity, women trafficking, other). Cooperative networks are being developed through mostly personal contacts. Another important factor in the development of co-operation are Pan-Baltic Sea Basin and global networks led by strong CSOs with headquarters in Western Europe. Among these, the following can be mentioned: the WWF, Coalition Clean Baltic, Taiga Rescue Network, TRIALOGUE, Living Lakes Networks, etc. Those networks are rather independent in their activities from government agendas and act as a channel for the know-how and knowledge transfer to the CSOs in the East. 

In terms of relationships of the CSO actors with political parties and the political elite in their own countries, the actors understand the importance of bringing their agendas into political discussions and promoting their ideas on the national political scene; in Estonia most of the actors expressed an interest to get involved in regular discussions with political parties. However, they mentioned that political parties (except the newly-born Green Party that is currently composed of the former green CSO activists) do not show much interest in cooperating with CSOs. On the Russian side the contacts with political parties are more complicated – the parties, especially “United Russia”, have lots of money that are used to involve CSOs to promote the parties’ political interests and to bring more votes. Overall, Russian CSOs considered the political parties and state organisation in Russia does not consider CSOs who are involved in the co-operation with European organisations being equal partners; the CSOs are often seen as a hand extension of state organisations (as project management units) for the co-operation projects with Europe.  

Compared to the 1990s, many more contacts between CSOs and local communities have developed, especially on the EU side of the border where there are more support and resources available to CSOs. In addition, there is much greater popular interest in policy debates at the state and local level. On the Russian side, one limitation is that CSOs are not understood as natural partners in promoting local social and economic development from the side of the local communities; the idea of civil society involvement in the political decision-making and addressing local development challenges remains unclear; it is also simply new due to the absence of any long-term history of the democratic development in Russia.

CSO actors have expressed satisfaction with the improving quality of the cross-border activities and contacts; all mentioned that as the history of co-operation resulted in forming stable institutional contacts with partners on the other side of the border, there is trust among the long-standing partners and understanding of each other needs. There has been no dramatic shift in the thematic focus of CSO co-operation in the recent years either. Most of the actors involved co-operation developed have developed a certain expertise that has made co-operation more substantial; the meetings and networking grow into specific actions, investment projects, technical expertise and know how transfer. 

We find very different co-operation patterns on various areas of the border (environment, culture, ethnic groups, economic). However, in contradistinction to the Finnish-Russian case, co-operation in social welfare issues co-operation is not well developed here; Russian CSOs in Pskov dealing with women and children do not find support from Estonia counterparts. Why? Apart from the politically sensitive atmosphere that affects Estonian-Russian relations Estonian CSOs are perhaps also in a formative stage that does not facilitate these kinds of activity. As mentioned above, the gender dimension is perceived differently in Estonia and Russia. On the Russian side the gender dimension discussion was focused by the women CSOs representatives who thought there is a lack of possibilities in the overly patriarchal Russia to be real leaders and speakers of their communities. Most of the decision-makers are men and their hard working aides and assistants are women; women are not considered to be equal and the decisions are traditionally made by men. On the Estonian side, there was no much of such a concern and Estonian CSOs actors focused the discussion on the importance of the democratic representation of both men and women voices on each topic discussed in the society. As most of the CSOs representatives involved in the cross-border co-operation are women, it was discussed mostly by women – CSOs representatives that perhaps women are more communicative and consensus oriented, they are more flexible in accommodating interests of the other side; and this is why they play a very important role in the cross-border co-operation. However, no signs of an increase in gender-related aspects of co-operation were mentioned. 

The EU role was seen differently on the Estonian and Russian sides of the border. In Estonia there is lots of information about the EU as an international organisation; about the EU policies however such information is lacking on the Russian side. Discussion of the EU policies concentrates on the discussion of the funding possibilities for CSOs that is available for the CSOs to support their activities and the co-operation. Although in general the EU support is welcomed, the CSOs consider that the overly bureaucratic management and reporting affects negatives the organisations activities. Moreover, those funding schemes were designed to suit well state organisations; they do not take into account whatsoever needs and interests of CSOs and this is a problem of many CSOs. The situation is different for CSOs that are dealing more with business development or are non-profit consulting companies in the region: aside from very heavy bureaucratic reporting, funding schemes help to address their local problems quite well. For the actors who are actually involved in the CBC, EU is seen as being “inclusive” of non-member states; organisations in Pskov for instance consider themselves as a part of Europe. A drastic difference can be noted with regards to CSOs that do not have personal experiences of cooperating with European organisations – these are often negatively influenced by mass media coverage in Russia that often shows Estonia and Europe as external enemies. 

It could be concluded that there is an urgent need to create a space for CSOs, especially those on the other side of the EU’s borders (Russia in this case) in the implementation of the ENP policy; the EU has to encourage the governments to organise wide consultations specifically with CSOs at a stage of the initiation of EU strategies and funding programmes for the CBC and transnational co-operation; there is also a need in special funding programmes for CSOs in Russia and Europe and supporting their networks.  

Poland-Ukraine and Poland-Kaliningrad Case Studies

Internal Political Context

Recent years have been important ones for Poland’s foreign relations, particularly with a view to its neighbours in Eastern Europe. A main strand of Poland’s post-socialist foreign policy thinking derived from ideas suggested by Jerzy Giedoryc and Juliusz Mieroszewski. These Polish political journalists, who had been associated with the Polish emigré journal Kultura, published in Paris, re-visited Poland’s “eastern policy” just after the Second World War. After 1945, Ukraine, Lithuania and Belarus, were treated as independent countries and irredentist or imperialistic notions considering them former “Polish eastern lands” were abandoned. As an alternative to independence from the Soviet Union, a new triangle was envisaged that was to be based on romantic ideas: divisions between good and bad, between Eastern and Central Europe, and between occupied national societies and opportunistic governments at the services of an occupying empire. 

However, with the collapse of the Soviet Union, all four countries went their own separate ways – geopolitically and in terms of their own national development. Lithuania, along with Poland, is already in the European Union and NATO and only in a strictly geographical sense can be seen as “Eastern”. Belarus is somewhere between an alliance with Russian Federation and neo-socialist autarky. Finally, Ukraine is following its own path of nation-building and international relations which attempts to balance Russian and EU influences. 

In the case of Poland’s other neighbour, Russia, current relations are in a state of crisis. Poland is more often looking to the West, at the European Union and the Atlantic pact while Russia is focused on the relations within its own direct “neighbourhood” and its own project of democratisation and national development. This clear divide in geopolitical thinking that creates tensions between the EU and Russia impacts negatively on Polish-Russian relations. This has been exacerbated by the previous Polish administration’s (that of Prime Minister Kaczinski) openly hostile stance towards Moscow. In addition, the EU’s unease with regard to Kaliningrad (a Russian exclave within the EU) contributes to an atmosphere of latent tension. While Russia is conscious of the need to talk to the EU and member states, relations with Poland are still rather based on conflict rather than co-operation. 

Outlooks on European history, trade problems, visas, energy policy, etc. indicate that there is no common strategic aim in terms of bilateral relations. In comparison, relations with Ukraine are much better. Poland was the first state to recognize Ukrainian independency. Afterwards, dialogue between Presidents Kuczma and Kwaśniewski improved substantially. And, finally, Polish participation in democratisation processes of Orange Revolution provided a basis for more friendly relations. Poland became the “advocate” of Ukraine in Europe. However, since the events of 2004 governmental level contacts have suffered somewhat. The relations are still good but the implementation of the Schengen visa regime and permanent political changes in Ukraine are a negative influence. In the media this process of cooling relations has been characterised as a “velvet divorce”.  

Formal relations and co-operation at the regional level between Russia and Poland since 2004-2005 have been largely dependent on national relations between Moscow and Warsaw. Previously, Governors of Russian Federation regions (e,g, Autonomous Republics and Oblasts) had enjoyed relative freedom in regional policy and regional co-operation. In Kaliningrad Oblast this brought good results, especially in the case of co-operation with Marshal’s Office of Warmińsko – Mazurskie Voivodship. At present the relations are subject to national policies and media reports in both countries that contribute to an image of permanent Polish – Russian tensions. The tensions concern national-level crises and problems such as energy issues, disputes over trade in consumer goods, historical issues (i.e. the truth about the Katyń Wood massacre of Polish officers by Soviet agents), transportation (involving potential ecological dangers to the Vistula lagoon), etc. Indeed – and as the Estonian-Russian case also shows – historical tensions and animosities are often played out in terms of popular culture and public monuments. These highly visible issues influence popular Polish and Russian perceptions of each other. 

Co-operation between Polish and Ukrainian and Russian civil society since 1989 has developed in three stages. The first stage, which involved initial contacts, began directly after the political and economic transformation in Poland in 1989 and lasted until 1994. During this period, contacts were developed by organisations with roots in Soviet-era opposition movements and were aimed at enhancing democratisation processes. Then, between 1995 and 1998, a large number of Polish civil society organisations with closer ties to national political elites began to cooperate with Eastern countries organisations. Since 1999, most of the major CSOs in Poland (generally located in urban centres) have developed contacts and co-operation with counterparts to the East and especially with Ukrainian organisations. Furthermore, since 1999, smaller and local CSOs have started to develop their own cross-border co-operation networks. The thematic change appeared during the second phase, switched from politically involved to other, more concrete subjects. During the last seven years, together with the organisational development of CBC actors their specialisation has occurred. It is not yet a finished process. 

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. Nevertheless, these “quasi-CSOs” are not main actors in CBC. Firstly, we find youth-versions of established political parties. However, these are small organisations and they do not take part perform any significant collaboration with neighbouring states. There are also organisations with more general political affiliations, such as the Association of Young Democrats and Federation of Young Socio-Democrats that are similarly national in orientation. Furthermore, there exist CSOs established by politicians, persons and agencies close to government. These include foundations established by presidents, mayors, prime ministers, their spouses or their political partners. For example, the former Polish Prime Minister Jarosław Kaczyński set up the following organisations: The New State, Press Foundation “Solidarność”, Foundation “Solidarity Village”, while the present Polish Prime Minister Donald Tusk has established a Foundation for Help for Hurt Children (“The gift of Gdansk”). But only the former Polish President’s Aleksander Kwaśniewski foundation “Amicus Europae” is involved in co-operation with Polish Eastern neighbours. 

However, this political type of civil society organisation often lacks transparency in its operations and is even seen to be affected by corruption. On the Ukrainian side, one of the ways to obtain money is to offer persons responsible for grant disbursement a share of the given amount. One of the interviewees declared that this phenomenon has become less frequent in only recent years and that the share of “returned” money has fallen from 50 to 20-30%. In Kaliningrad, similar informal procedures take place. Polish foundations have been accused of this practice as well. As a reaction to such situations, projects aiming from greater governmental transparency have been undertaken by Ukrainian civil society groups and have, for example, been implemented by the Lublin branch of the Foundation of Local Democracy Development. In Kaliningrad Oblast the procedures of ISO quality of the local government in Gusiev have been implemented. As a general rule, Ukrainian and many Polish CSOs declare that they have no contacts with politicians and political parties and it is their own conscious choice.

Within the Russian Federation, there exists an association of civil organisations, the Social Chamber (Izba Społeczna RUSSIAN TERM???)  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. It was the first organisation which the new Russian president Dmitrij Medvedev informed about new liberal social policies to be enacted at the national level.
 He also declared his reliance on CSOs as important agents in the country’s development: “The role of civil society in a country’s development is fundamental… It is indispensable to reach economic and social aims.” This gives a glimmer of hope for the whole social sphere. However, Polish media treat these kind of declarations with scepticism. The remainder of the cited speech was in the same general and optimistic tone: “Local government should be open for citizens to decide independently about local problems…”, “We should try to create a model of country management based on contacts between authorities and society … and significant role should be played by non-governmental organisations.” Also a free media as a prerequisite for a new order were mentioned.
 

Similarly, when examined in detail, the civil society sphere in Kaliningrad Oblast appears to have strong connections with the regional government. Most of CSOs are in some way connected with 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. And occasionally, as did occur in 2006-2007, organisations are obliged to re-register and to obtain permission to work. 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. This draws the framework for accepted spheres of co-operation. It is therefore also the case with Kaliningrad authorities  that political careers often develop from business backgrounds. Large business developments require the informal support of political elites. With the acceptance of the political sphere and solid private finances, the road to the higher levels of government is open. 

Co-operative strategies, priorities, agendas The strategies and priorities of cross border co-operation are built on the basis of the actors’ main financial sources rather than developed according to the most urgent and present needs. It means that the main focus of co-operation derives from the strategies of funding organisations. Organisations on all levels of co-operation develop strategies on the basis of the strategies of organisations situated higher in the organisational and financial hierarchy. Small local organisations realise the strategies of regional organisations. Local non-governmental organisations (CSOs) realise the priorities of regional or national-level CSOs, often being invited to common activities or being commissioned, or else being involved in local or regional governments’ actions. For those two kinds of co-operation the unit located lower in a hierarchy depends on the ideas of units of higher ranks in the hierarchy. At this level the civil society organisations undertake a part of governmental tasks but only those that are chosen by authorities. 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, such as 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.

Regional organisations (i.e. regional and local governments) have often two or more rationales for the definition of their priorities. The first results from the sources of funds, e.g. from state agencies, the European Union, international programmes and bilateral co-operation frameworks. The relation of regional agencies to funding agencies is basically that of supplicant and receiver of grants. The second source of money come from internal operating budgets which can in part be used for purposes more specifically of a local nature. Local government co-operation with the neighbours is grounded on the main development strategy with general records addressed to good mutual co-operation with a national border seen as a barrier and threat to development as well as its opportunity. There are also bilateral agreements with border security, natural disasters, culture and heritage, social care and economy as the main focus of co-operation. In the case of regional civil organisations there is a wide spectrum of fund sources and the budget is settled for more than a year. It makes them more independent and gives opportunity to realise their own ideas. 

At the national and international level, co-operation concerns large national organisations and their branches, national agencies and networks of CSOs. The first three groups are often the main sources of funds and main idea-givers for cross-border co-operation (CBC). Out of the state initiatives the most useful for cross border co-operation are programmes such as PolskaPomoc (PolishHelp). It is an initiative of Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs focused on support for development and building of democracy and civic society. PolishHelp is directed to chosen Eastern Europe states including Ukraine, non-EU states of South-Eastern Europe and Middle Asia, with special focus on post – USRR countries. Ukraine is one of the nine priority states and actions through the funding of small grants are focused on: European integration, promotion of co-operation with Euro-Atlantic institutions, support to governments’ capacity, economic development, rural area support, energetic sustainability, local self-governments development, private education, schools co-operation and youth exchange. 

Another key player in cross-border activities is the Polish Consulate and the Consul. Apart from its more traditional remits the consulate also supports co-operation on economic, governmental and social level. Often, it is the very first institution initiating relations with neighbours, using its own data bases, contacts or helping with facilities. In the case of the Kaliningrad Oblast, the Polish Consul plays an important role at all levels of co-operation, i.e. tourism, CSOs, local governments, business, research institutions, culture, etc. The Batory Foundation, which receives extensive funding from national and international sources, deals with actions focused on: enhancing the role and involvement of civil society, promoting civil liberties and the rule of law and developing international co-operation and solidarity. Its main means of action is grant-making but it also serves as a forum for activity, organizing conferences, debates and training seminars, publishing policy papers and reports, and initiating awareness campaigns. The grants are devoted to: common international projects, institutional development of CSOs, local scholarship programmes, special programme for tolerance (ethnic, race, religion), law education, corruption actions, election control, common culture heritage, etc. 

The Internal Political Context 

Strategies and priorities of cross border co-operation are developed rather on the basis of available funding opportunities and less as a response to real needs and local problems. That means that the main focus of co-operation derives from the strategies of grant-giving organisations. Organisations at all levels of co-operation develop strategies on the basis of the strategies of organisations situated higher in the organisational and financial hierarchy. Small local organisations realise strategies of regional organisation. Local non-governmental organisations (CSOs) realise priorities of regional or national level CSOs, often being invited to common activities or being commissioned, or else being involved in local or regional governments’ actions. 

For these two kinds of co-operation the unit located lower in a hierarchy depends on the ideas of units of higher up in the hierarchy. At this level civil society organisations undertake a part of governmental tasks but only those that chosen by authorities. For the Polish – Russian (Kaliningrad Oblast) and Polish - Ukrainian case studies, national law requires governments at all levels to assign a part of their tasks to civic organisations and/or to deliver policy in co-operation with them (without specified spheres) and to support them financially or organisationally. However, the extent of such transfers to CSOs is often difficult in practice and does not result from any reasonable strategy. Nevertheless, there are also examples of good practices, like the City Hall of Gdynia openly and sensibly cooperating with local social actors, or the City Hall of Starogard Gdański focused on the strengthening of civil organisations also in co-operation across the border. Regional organisations, regional and local self – governments, have often two or more origins of their priorities. 

The first results from the sources of their funds, e.g. state agency funds, European Union programmes, international programmes and bilateral co-operation. The second source of funds is the organisations’ own financial resources and these can be used for purposes specified in their own strategies. Local governments’ co-operation with the neighbours is grounded in the main development strategy with general records addressed to good mutual co-operation with a national border seen as a barrier and threat to development as well as its opportunity. There are also bilateral agreements with border security, natural disasters, culture and heritage, social care and economy as the main focus of co-operation. In the case of regional civil organisations there is a wide spectrum of fund sources and budgets are approved in excess of one-year periods. It makes them more independent and gives opportunity to realise their own ideas. Therefore, the cross-border co-operation agendas logically stem from the raison d’etre of the civil society organisations. For instance, a youth grassroots organisation is focused on youth action, cultural organisation on cultural action and so on. In these cases, actors are looking for thematically related grants. This is a situation of a well developed organisation, which in the case of the young democracies in Poland and Ukraine are of seven or more years of age. In the case of Kaliningrad Oblast, well-developed organisations are limited to a few CSOs. 

External Environment

In terms of funding and guiding civil society co-operation, international/transnational CSO networks play an important role. For one thing, the very close relations between the US and Poland have had substantial impacts. As a case in point, Polish-Ukrainian and Polish-Russian co-operation – not only at the local level – is dominated by projects and priorities defined by Polish-American Freedom Foundation, the Polish- Ukrainian Co-operation Foundation PAUCI, the RITA Open Society Institute and the Soros Foundation. Common actions are focused therefore on democratisation processes, education and knowledge exchange. At the local level co-operation is more specifically focused on education and youth exchange. Schools and other governmental organisations like cultural associations are the key actors at this level. Financial sources originating from the US include, the Open Society Institute (founded and financed by George Soros), the FORD Foundation, the Trust for Civil Society in Central & Eastern Europe, the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation. German foundations also play an important role, such as the Robert Bosch Stiftung, the Stiftung Erinnerung, Verantwortung und Zukunft, etc. 

The next important actor in transnational co-operation between Poland and eastern neighbouring states is RITA the “Region in Transition” programme funded by PAUCI. The Foundation’s goal is to support the development of civil society, democracy and market economy in Poland, including efforts to equalise opportunities for personal and social development, as well as to support the transformation processes in other countries of Central and Eastern Europe. The Programme is implemented through: firstly, support for Polish CSO and education institutions working in post-communist states by grants to local initiatives, sharing experiences and by study tours to Poland; secondly, help in creating cross-border co-operation (databases, potential partners market) and thirdly, information and practical advice. 

The Polish-Ukrainian Co-operation Foundation (developed within the context of the Poland-America-Ukraine Co-operation Initiative) is oriented towards building the capacity of Ukraine to integrate with the European Union and NATO through the application of Polish and European experiences. It also facilitates extensive cross-border dissemination of knowledge and experience in key areas that impact human capital and civil society. However, the foundation also aims to involve Ukraine in the active support of democratic processes in the post-Soviet region (including Russia and Moldova). According to its status the key focus areas are: international and EU business standards, advocacy for closer integration with Euro-Atlantic structures, administrative and local government reform, youth empowerment and ethical standards in public life. Its aims are achieved through a combination of grant-making programs for CSOs and its own implementation activities. 

Another US organisation, the Open Society Institute created a fund called “East-East – Partnerships Beyond Borders”. The Institute is a private operating and grant-making foundation with aims to shape public policy to promote democratic governance, human rights, and economic, legal, and social reform. On a local level, OSI implements a range of initiatives to support the rule of law, education, public health, and independent media. At the same time, OSI works to build alliances across borders and continents on issues such as combating corruption and rights abuses. Together with the Batory Foundation they implement on the Polish eastern border the “East-East” programme. The Programme supports initiatives which inform and empower the development and expansion of open society, specifically through collaborative work among civic society organisations in more than one country. Initiatives are designed to share ideas, expertise, experiences and knowledge and to promote practical actions that result from information and knowledge networking beyond borders. The strategy of the Fund and its main aims are generally focused on strengthening the role and broadening possibilities of CSOs’ activities, but the priorities programmes and types of actions change every year. In 2007 for example, the following spheres were prioritised: counteracting marginalisation and exclusion of certain social groups; counteracting unemployment, developing entrepreneurship; transparency of public life and fighting corruption, improving quality of teaching, enhancing efficiency of justice and legal education.

An important foundation in the regions under study is the Fulbright Foundation. It is a US organisation that offers scholarships at Polish universities for local leaders from Eastern states such as: Ukraine, Russia (Kaliningrad Oblast), Belarus, Lithuania, Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Moldova and Slovenia. It is an important CSO actor because those educated in Poland often become significant players in civil society (such as in the Ukrainian case) as well as in governmental and scientific organisations (for example in the Kaliningrad case). They often are key players in the design of local government policies and regional development strategies as well in the development of the civic sphere – locally, regionally and across borders. 

European Union support for civil society is perceived as important in terms of material resources. However, in a more negative sense, media reports and political debate point to increasing tensions between Poland and its neighbours and the role the EU plays in exacerbating these tensions. Among the most intensively discussed problems are: energy sector co-operation, the US’ deployment of anti-missile shields on Polish soil, the Russian embargo on Polish meat, historical policy, the EU’s and Russia’s influence on Ukraine, the Schengen visa regime, etc. The EU as funding agent is seen as a partner who “says a lot and does not so much”. The European Neighbourhood Policy seems to be ambitious, the aims, priorities are well chosen but possibilities to realise it by civic organisations are limited. A group of selected by the EU formal restrictions apply to: governmental units, research institutions, networks of governments and its organisations, large CSOs and its networks. But the most “exclusive” elements of ENP are the financial guarantee and the rule of re-finance. It means that an organisation applying for EU funds has to have a stable budget and enough funds to realise a project. Then the organisation should wait until reports from project realisation will be approved, which can last for several months, and until the granted money will be transferred. The whole procedure can last a year during which the organisation has to operate without the granted money. The majority of CSOs and other small civil organisations are not able to cope with those restrictions. Their activity is based on short period and small budget.

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. In Kaliningrad Oblast it was mentioned that EU instruments created a closed circle, literally a “clique”, of fund recipients with accompanying small business units. In the case of the European Union as a provider of funding, the most helpful institutions for CSOs’ co-operation are national and regional agencies that disburse EU money. Therefore they are indirectly “EU institutions”. Examples of such agencies are Euroregions. CSOs declare that the Euroregions’ activities are hardly visible and not adjusted to organisations at the local level or to local needs. They are visible only for, again, selected group of civic organisations and local governments. Other EU funds - INTERREG/TACIS are managed by either Polish Marshal’s Offices or Euroregions. Here as well co-operation with local CSOs is limited to a minimum. The result is that most of the interviewed CSOs have at best a small share in European projects. Sometimes they are indirectly included in EU financed projects as subcontractors or receive monies as recipients of regional development assistance (rather than acting as agents in regional development. Larger, especially Polish CSOs are more often involved in European contests for grants. The main receivers of European grants are the aforementioned privileged, “chosen” and closed group of the fund users. But not all of the large CSOs are EU-funds oriented. For example, key actor in Polish-Russian CBC National I.Kant University of Kaliningrad is focused on other grant possibilities, such as from national (Russian) and Polish  and especially the US. The reason for this “non-EU orientation” is again the perception of EU project as involving too much bureaucratic procedure. The perspectives of further relations with European Union institutions are often seen from the point of view of financial and European Neighbourhood Policy instruments. 

However, there are differences in the general approach to EU CBC policy in Kaliningrad and Ukraine, especially in Western areas. The Kaliningrad Oblast actors are convinced that Russian relations with the EU as a community will never provide a basis for integration. An alternative solution that is being discussed publicly is that of declaring Kaliningrad Oblast a “special region”, being at the same time a part of the Russian Federation and the EU. This would be a favourable perspective for a region - Kaliningrad Oblast as a part of EU with full members’ rights but under the Russian legislation. On the Ukrainian side, integration with the Community, with Poland is seen as a natural direction of state development. Eastern part of the country is more sceptical and pro-Russia oriented but still open to the EU. Poland and Polish organisations are perceived as a model for Ukrainians. Polish forms of civil society organisations are often copied and adjusted to local conditions. The CSO representatives have almost the same opinion about European Union institutions promotion of neighbours’ co-operation. It is mainly visible with infrastructural projects, where the EU logo and information about funders is required, and when large “soft” projects and programmes are promoted in the media. European Neighbourhood Policy promotion is only observed by the organisations that already have used those funds and with government-connected organisations.

Proposed by the EU and discussed beforehand with specialists, priorities of cross border co-operation address local needs only in a limited sense; instead CBC priorities focus more on infrastructure projects or co-operation between large, national CSOs and governments at all levels. At lower levels where much smaller organisations operate, frustration stemming from the lack of opportunities to use Community resources is directly expressed. Frustration arises not so much from the restrictive nature of EU co-operation priorities but from formal requirements that include bank guarantees, financial contributions and refinancing rules. In this case, the perspective of EU institutions is to focus not only on the thematic scope of co-operation but also on the formal, technical manner of its implementation. EU institutions are seen as unprepared to deal with the financially difficult situations in Ukraine and Russia. As a result, ENP programming will tend to privilege the same “elite” groups of beneficiaries selected according to formal requirements. For the rest, i.e. the majority of Polish – Eastern states CBC actors, financial resources will be based on US, German, Polish or even Norwegian, Lichtenstein and Iceland programmes and funds. 

Sectors of CSO Co-operation

The major areas of CSO co-operation in both case study contexts are in culture, education, social welfare and to a lesser extent environmental issues. Gender-based and feminist organisations are quite important groups within the overall co-operation context and are quite well networked across borders. However, the majority of other CSOs regard them as marginal and not significant at present in cross-border co-operation and even in local development. A good example of gender-oriented collaboration across the Polish – Ukrainian border is that between the “West Ukrainian Centre-Women’s Perspectives” and the international organisation “Network of East –West European Women” and its Polish branch. In addition, multi-thematic regional CSOs such as the “Centre for Youth Co-operation and Mobility” (CWM) in Gdynia often deal with gender issues. The CWM’s founder admits that the organisation learned how to work within the area of gender issues mainly from Scandinavian organisations before branching out in its own work in Ukraine, Georgia, Russia (Kaliningrad Oblast) and also Jordan, Egypt, Turkey.  Gender organisations operate also at the local level, in villages such as Kruklanki. However the meaning of gender in this case is different. The Association of Ukrainian Women in Poland deals only with “feminine” occupations but in the traditional meaning. It means that they cooperate with other CSOs by preparing food and drinks, arranging rooms for meetings or trainings, cleaning them afterwards, performing traditional music and dances, knitting, etc. Similar types of activities are provided by women’s organisations called the circle of rural housewives (koło gospodyń wiejskich). These units were established during the communist period to maintain local traditions and women’s traditional skills at the countryside. Today those circles enjoy little popularity and are mainly interesting for older people. 

Co-operation Practices and Experiences 

In general terms of co-operative strategies, it is evident that they fluctuate not only according to the scales of operation (local, regional, transnational) but in terms of time scales. In the case of Central and Eastern Europe, at the beginning of 1990’s civil society organisations received financial and organisational help from US, German, Dutch and later Norwegian foundations and organisations. Just before Poland joined the European Union, pre-accession funds began to be implemented together with national grants. After Poland’s membership in 2004, structural funds and mostly European Neighbourhood Policy instruments became an important factor in CBC. To the present day US, German and Polish, Ukrainian and Russian national foundations are the most important in promoting civil society interaction. 

The role and support for civil society organisations in Polish-Ukrainian and Polish – Russian (Kaliningrad Oblast) co-operation is assessed in two ways: with regard to the funds used and the number of activities carried out. Both have significantly increased during the last years. And they both created stabile networks of co-operation composed of strong organisations and weaker networks of small CSOs. The ties between the two networks have developed without specific differences in relation to the spheres of cross border co-operation. Polish – Ukrainian co-operation between CSOs is more positively assessed than in the Polish–Russian case. At the local level, Kaliningrad CSOs are often weakly organised, passive and are referred to in Poland in a variety of rather negative ways: e.g. as “baroque”, “tourist”, “copy-paste” and “suitcase” organisations. Copy-past refers to “copied” ideas, structures or projects from other CSOs and the implementation of them as own initiatives but in other locales. Suitcase organisations literally move with new project opportunities. However those types are also present on the Ukrainian and Polish side. The co-operation with strong CSOs with stable budgets such as independent research institutes is assessed very positively. Therefore together with governments of all levels they are regarded as prestigious and desirable as a co-operation partners. 

A remarkable type of international co-operation is observed with two other kinds of CSOs: trade unions and small and medium-size enterprises. Trade unions are mainly focused on activities at the local level. However they are closely connected to international and European associations such as the International Trade Union Confederation – ITUC and European Trade Union Confederation. Through such international bodies they cooperate with unions in other states. In the Polish – Ukrainian case, Polish organisations such as the Independent Self-Governing Trade Union “Solidarność” and The Poland-wide Alliance of Trade Unions (OPZZ) work together with Ukrainian-wide Union of Workers' Solidarity – VOST, Federation of Ukrainian Free Trade Unions – FPU and Confederation of Independent Free Trade Union of Ukraine – KVPU. This collaboration generally involves advocacy training and workshops organised by Polish partners. Activities are focused on organisational issues, particularly the improvement of self-governance, lobbying activities and advocating legal reforms. Co-operation with Russian unions is more difficult and has brought about fewer tangible results. Solidarność and OPZZ collaborate with the Federation of Independent Trade Union of Russian Federation – FNPR, Confederation Labour of Russia – KTR and Russian National Labour Confederation – VKT.

In terms of business associations and their co-operation modes, the most common type of co-operation is between chambers of commerce at the national and regional levels. They often participate in activities organised by governmental actors. Organisations such as the Polish-Russian Chamber of Commerce and Industry and Polish-Ukrainian Chamber of Commerce are associated with national chambers of commerce. However they have a degree of autonomy in the selection of priorities. Generally speaking, the focus here is on the promotion of small and medium enterprises (SMEs). Other actors are firms that claim to be associations of SMEs or representatives of their affairs. Companies such as the “Centre Ukraine” from the city of Bydgoszcz help organise co-operation between entrepreneurs from Ukraine and Poland offering, for a fee, training sessions, conferences, fairs, exhibitions, etc.

Local and regional governments also have a solid net of co-operation but are mostly focused on common development planning, meetings, education and cultural projects. They have also created common institutional bodies, with the whole organisational structure focused on common development strategies. These are the Euroregions Bug, Niemen and Carpathia as well as The Ukrainian – Polish Agency for Cross Border Regional Development. This Agency was established in 2001 by four regional authorities: Volyn and Lviv Oblasts in Ukraine and Lubelskie and Podkarpackie voivodeships in Poland and later another two agencies were incorporated: Agency for Regional Development and European Integration from Lviv and European Centre for Integration and Self-government Co-operation HOUSE of EUROPE from Lublin. The aim of this organisation was to “to promote Ukrainian - Polish cross border co-operation and regional economic and social development against the background of Poland's accession to the European Union. This is done through the establishment of liaison and management structures between the four regions and the implementation of cross border projects of mutual interest. Actions have been focused on the organisation of conferences, meetings, trainings and a Small Project Fund with ten projects carried out mostly by local authorities. The Agency was created by the Department for International Development of the British government, and after the given money was used, activities of this international body came to an end. 

In the Polish-Kaliningrad co-operation, the most effective strategies seem to be those developed by regional and local self-governments and realised through their subordinated organisations. Units like culture clubs (Domy Kultury), centres for social care, libraries, schools, hospitals, labour offices and so on, have the strongest influence on the creation of common cross-border actions. It means that the activities in culture, heritage, social problems, youth exchange, education, tourism, health and unemployment spheres are the core of co-operation. Among the latest trends in the Poland-Kaliningrad co-operation it is worth emphasising the area of public health. Health co-operation began with joint conferences and exchanges between public authorities on both sides as well as with contacts between hospitals, clinics, and CSOs dealing with social and health problems. After Poland’s accession to the EU, collaboration became more active. Hospitals signed agreements and created common actions, such as the Voivodeship Rehabilitation Hospital in Ameryka (village) with Orthopedic Sanatorium for Children “Pioniersk”, hospitals in Bartoszyce, Kaliningrad, Bagriatonowsk. Also medical high schools cooperate more often (e.g. Medical Academy in Gdansk with University of I. Kant in Kaliningrad), as well as CSOs like the Association of Amazonians from Elbląg and Amazonians Club VITA from Kaliningrad as well as associations of doctors and nurses. 
Polish CSOs involved in co-operation with Kaliningrad also work quite intensively with Ukrainians partners. While topics of mutual operations are not much different from those with Russian partners, Polish-Ukrainian co-operation is much more open to democratisation issues, human and civic rights. Some Polish organisations have indeed terminated collaboration with Russian partners in favour of Ukrainian organisations, because of a lack of satisfaction with the results of work with former. 

One interesting strategy of co-operation is focused only on one specific aim – the preparation of the European Football Championship as a joint Poland-Ukraine project in 2012. It has created a few new levels of actions with a few spheres of interest. Firstly, the national football organisations of Poland and Ukraine, both affiliated with the Union of European Football Associations (UEFA) and with the Federation of International Football Associations (FIFA), decided to apply to UEFA for the joint organisation of the European Football Championship in 2012. They had to prepare a common plan regarding preparation and implementation as well as to receive guarantees and support from the two national governments. The next step and next level concerned agreements with towns hosting the Championship games. City governments were all required to show interest in the organisation and declare their support.

Finally, it is important to discuss the role of the EU and its support to cross-border co-operation. The EU not only provides material resources for CBC but also informs the priorities and strategies that characterise co-operation between Poland and its neighbours. However, the EU’s CBC instruments are inherently restrictive; only very well organised CSOs as well as those organisations with close ties to local and regional governments (cultural associations, social and public health organisations, schools, research organisations, etc.), are able to compete for project grants. Generally, smaller and local CSOs are eliminated from selection processes at an early stage due to two rules. The first of these is that of a refinancing requirement that only allows funds to be reimbursed rather than provided in advance. For small CSOs and CSOs with small and highly fluctuating sources of finance this is an insurmountable barrier. From the same reason, the second rule requiring bank supported financial guarantees is also often impossible to fulfil. In effect, the applicant organisations have to show that they have enough funds to realise co-operation projects themselves (i.e. prove their financial stability) even without EU support (!). To these restrictive financial control mechanisms we can also add problems associated with bureaucratic procedures and the centralised management demanded (either intentionally or unintentionally) by the EU. These are the most frequent reasons why Russian and Ukrainian non-governmental organisations seldom participate in EU programmes. 

Hungary-Ukraine Case Study

The Internal Political Context

Between 1945 and December 1991, Hungarian-Soviet relations had a major impact on all aspects of Hungary’s domestic development and external relations. These relations were officially established and exercised between Hungary and the Soviet Socialist Republic of Ukraine (including Trancarpathia
 proper), but it was rather Moscow than Kiev which acted as the strategic decision-making centre. Hungary – still during the existence of the Soviet Union – was the first to recognise the independence of Ukraine and to open its embassy in Kiev. Hungary’s EU accession was preceded by great hopes and expectations on both sides of the border. Hungary’s EU integration did not hinder the development of Hungarian-Ukrainian economic relations, as the volume of foreign trade between Hungary and Ukraine increased by 20 to 25% annually. By 2004, the value of goods traffic between the two countries increased to, and subsequently superseded 2 billion USD per annum. By 2004, Hungarian, firms had invested 70 million USD into Ukraine in the pharmaceutical, financial, service sectors and construction industry. The Orange Revolution in Ukraine in the autumn of 2004 was supported by all major political forces and actors in Hungary, but Hungary’s contribution to the overall process of the revolution wasn’t decisive. In Ukraine, political forces striving for a Western oriented foreign policy were at least partially strengthened by this process.

Within the context of Ukrainian transformation since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Hungarian-Ukrainian relationships have been generally good although not free of problems. Hungary’s NATO membership in 1999 posed no problems for relations between the two countries. Ukraine itself was also interested in building Euro-Atlantic ties. However, Hungary’s new military-political alignment has affected several elements of Ukrainian-Hungarian security policy and economic relations (NATO provided significant technical assistance for the management of flood crisis in Western Ukraine and Transcarpathia). Prospects of EU membership for Hungary (achieved in 2004) accelerated economic processes in the Hungarian-Ukrainian border zone:

· In January 1999, an Act was passed on the Establishment of a Special Economic Zone in Transcarpathia. The Act granted economic preferences for 15 years for businesses investing over 250 thousand USD in the zone. After the year 2004, the legitimacy of the whole economic zone was questioned, but at that time the value of per capita foreign investments had been 195 USD in Transcarpathia, compared to the average sum of 176 USD per head in Ukraine as a whole. In May 2005, the Parliament of Ukraine suspended the tax benefits granted to the Economic Zone.

· In April 2001, the Hungarian Chamber of Commerce and Industry founded its Ukrainian Section with 133 members. It became the driving engine of developing bilateral economic ties between Hungary and Ukraine.

· In February 2003, the ‘Hungarian-Ukrainian Regional Development Office’ (HURDO) was opened with the sponsorship of the EU. It provided institutional and professional support for the development of Hungarian-Ukrainian border-zone and cross-border co-operations. Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County and the County Council of Transcarpathia submitted a joint application for the establishment of the Office to TACIS and they won € 104,000 for its realisation. The two parties also contributed to the funding of the project with € 27,000 from their own budgets.

The staff of HURDO are responsible for monitoring the progress of cross-border economic relations and facilitating the process of building new arrangements. They are expected to coordinate the regional development plans of the two counties, concentrating on their cross-border chapters, as well as to prepare joint tenders to apply for EU funds. HURDO has also been assigned with the special task of facilitating the training of Ukrainian regional development experts and micro-regional managers, and with providing help for economic chambers, CSO organisations and municipalities by preparing them for Ukraine’s future EU accession.

After Romania’s EU accession, the attention of the Hungarian political elite was sharply focused on Ukraine and Transcarpathia. Never had such intensive contact building and such high level visits been made between the two states before, than in year 2007. The visits and bilateral contact building sessions occurred on various levels of diplomacy: presidential, prime ministerial, ministerial, Parliamentary presidents meetings, etc. 2007 brought new challenges, tasks, opportunities and in a certain sense, necessities for Hungarian-Ukrainian bilateral relations. In mid-January 2007, the presidents of the two states held a meeting in Transcarpathia. The main topics of their discussion covered such issues as the general situation of Hungarian education in the region, the problems of students’ applications for secondary school final exams and their admittance into higher education institutes, the environmental issues of the Tisza river with special regard to the fact that right before the meeting the river had just been polluted by a huge amount of communal waste in Transcarpathia, which was subsequently carried over the border into Hungarian territory; and the chances for the establishing of the Záhony-Chop Special Economic Zone. Subsequently, on 6th March 2007 the two prime ministers signed the “Action Plan of the Republic of Hungary and the Government of Ukraine for the year 2007”. The document in its introductory chapter makes the following statement: “During the past years, significant progress has been made in ’all areas of our bilateral relations’ and it is going to take a further step in all fields in the coming new year and it is going to intensify bilateral relations with ’being aware of Ukraine having no alternatives but to strive for full EU membership”. The Action Plan declared short and mid-term tasks in the area of economy, transport, the energy sector, water management, environmental protection and the human sector (health services, visa regimes, culture, education, and ethnic minorities).
 

Parallel to the development of bilateral state relationships, one must of course mention the emergence of cross-border activity in the field of civil society organisations. Municipalities have played an important role in the development of these relationships. A previously unprecedented, intense relationship was built between Hungarians on both sides of the border. Several families split up by the border for several decades were once more reunited. The opening up of the border also provided significant opportunities to exploit the benefits of cross-border economic contacts resulting from the significant price and product availability differences between the two countries. The structure and direction of traffic had changed several times, but the improvement of Transcarpathia’s goods provision level was the first to come to the foreground. The massive flow of people; their trade and smuggling created the majority of human contacts, to be followed by institutional co-operation only later on. The changes of the Soviet regime had hit Transcarpathia as well. Hungarians here were among the first to build Civil Society Organisations operating independently from the state. The Cultural Association of Hungarians in Subcarpathia (KMKSZ) was founded on 26th February 1989. KMKSZ was both a civil organisation and an association for the protection of common interests; later on, it had to be transformed into a political organisation to be capable of delegating an MP to the Parliament of Ukraine (between 1988 and 2002 the President of KMKSZ was acting as an MP).

An important contextual feature in the emerging civil society co-operation between Hungary and Ukraine is the evolution of CSOs themselves. 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. Economic rationality is often  subordinated to national and regional politics; in the worst case, short-termist resource hoarding and exclusionist practices prevail.
 In terms of political embeddedness, we can distinguish between the role of regional political elites and central governments; the latter is arguably less commonplace but individually more powerful. Furthermore, this distinction is obviously related to issues of scale. Central influence is especially important in setting development agendas: planning documents for the border region are prepared by central organisations and their agencies, relegating local CSOs to an executive role through deciding what priorities will be funded. 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.

There is a detectible difference between CSO relations with regional political elites and with the local branches of deconcentrated national public administration. While the regional level is seen as a “partner” of sorts, local administrative organs of the state are often perceived as disinterested, corrupt, inefficient and hostile to civil society activities. Furthermore, local administrators of central governments are not seen as business-friendly. Border authorities are the most visible, but not the only, example of this kind of attitude. Particularly small- and mid-scale economic CSOs have found this frustrating, expressing their concerns in the local press and our interviews.

Finally, in terms of bilateral contexts for cross-border co-operation, it must be mentioned that the changing EU border regime has been a very sensitive issue in Hungary’s EU integration process. In 2003, simplified border crossing and checking procedures for small-scale border traffic were discontinued. This created a rather unpleasant situation for localities on both sides of the border, especially as an obligatory visa system was introduced in November 2003 between Ukraine and Hungary. Following its entry into the EU in 2004, Hungary – partially because of financial and budgetary restrictions and partially through the urging of the EU – introduced a strict customs control procedure for goods carried through the border by local residents. Hungary instituted a policy and introduced countermeasures against the massive smuggling of various goods (petrol, alcohol, cigarettes). By November 2005 “petrol-tourism” (illegal trading with petrol through the border) had practically been eliminated. As these measures have had an adverse effect on the living conditions of inhabitants on both sides of the border, public opinion on this development is uniformly and overwhelmingly negative. As elsewhere along the EU’s external border, these problems have been exacerbated by the imposition of Schengen rules and visa restrictions. 

The External Environment 

Hungary has not been a major player in the EU’s grand scheme of “region-building” although the Neighbourhood policy is taken quite seriously. The main focus of Hungary in the area in question has, until recently, been squarely focused on improving conditions for ethnic Hungarians living in Ukraine and other neighbouring countries. However, it has become clear that the more global geopolitical situation will have direct repercussions on Hungary and Hungarians. 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. This was a moment of truth for Hungarian society and the country’s political elite began to understand the long-term implications of the political, economical and infrastructural heritage of the Soviet era. Belatedly, Hungary joined international development co-operation activities targeted at providing support for transitional and developing countries. Hungary’s efforts for support were mainly focused on Ukraine within the programme of “Nyíregyházi Kezdeményezés” (’Nyíregyháza Initiative’). Between 2004 and 2006 the EU’s Neighbourhood Programme at the joint border zone of Hungary, Slovakia and Ukraine was focused on cross-border socio-economic co-operation and on co-operation programmes in the fields of environmental protection and transport.

In terms of wider international CSO co-operation, the EU provides both political and financial support for CSOs operating in the countries under the aegis of the ENP. CSOs in Ukraine may also expect support from the EU:

· In the year 2002, within the “Preparation for the Execution of INTERREG Community Initiative” programme, the joint Ukrainian-Hungarian Small Projects Fund was launched with the objective of providing support for small-scale ’people to people’ cross-border co-operations targeted at community development projects and involving local actors in border regions. Among the actors eligible for the tendering criteria, non-profit organisations, CSOs, local governments and chambers were in the majority.

· The Hungary-Slovakia-Ukraine Programme was launched within the INTERREG III/A Community Initiative. It was targeted at the improvement of existing institutional and economic capacities to increase the economic potential of border regions, to facilitate the ongoing cross-border co-operations, and to provide support for the joint projects of local community organisations. Improving cross-border co-operation and intensifying the existing relations were the primary objectives of INTERREG III/A.

According to the calculations of VÁTI Public Co., one big project and 34 small projects had been implemented in the Hungarian-Ukrainian border region until 2003, to a total value of € 2,986,056.

As a rule, it can be stated that most interviewed organisations without regard to their profile have already received or are still receiving some grants from the EU. One foundation which has been established with the purpose of promoting and representing the interests of small entrepreneurs defined EU grants as instruments of essential importance. It was also reported that by learning the rules of the EU tendering system, the actors of civil society acquired a kind of European style behaviour pattern as well. The majority of interviewees mentioned TACIS then PHARE and INTERREG as the most important programmes for them. It can also be seen that some of the organisations have contacts with German, Northern Irish and Polish development agencies as well. 

Nevertheless, it should also be noticed that the Hungarian-Ukrainian border is located in the contact zone of four countries; therefore, cross-border co-operation in several cases involves Slovakian-Ukrainian-Hungarian-Romanian contacts. This is mainly true for economic co-operation. Economic development is a field in which Ukrainian state organisations are interested, therefore the relevant organisations of the Ministry of Economics, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and of the county council were also involved into the development of cross-border co-operation. In Hungary, the development of cross-border relations has a different role; therefore, the governmental policy and the different governmental bodies are making efforts to affect the operation of the civil sphere. Within the frame of the government’s National Civil Fund a significant amount of grants had been distributed to CSOs from the budgets of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Labour, the Ministry of Education (formerly also including the Ministry of National and Cultural Heritage), as well as the Ministry of Information and Communication (later incorporated into the Ministry of Economy). 

Sectors of CSO Co-operation

Cross-border environmental co-operation: Environmental issues should be of utmost importance in Ukraine. The negative consequences of Chernobyl, of the Soviet economy and of the Soviet Army are still seen everywhere. Although the Green Party of Ukraine has already been founded in 1990 in Ukraine, it did not prove to be a significant political force either on a national or regional level in Transcarpathia. Environmental issues are generally embedded into different political parties instead of being treated as independent policies. In Hungary the situation is more or less the same. Several efforts have been made to establish a nationwide ‘Green Party’, but on the party level, environmental issues have no mobilisation power. ‘Green movements’ are working efficiently as CSOs and within some parties special environmentalist groups have also been formed. The Hungarian National Civil Fund Programme provided support for civil environmentalist groups in Hungary’s neighbour states throughout the whole Carpathian Basin, and also promoted the raising of the awareness of the given country’s waste management problems and their solving mechanisms.

CSOs involved in gender issues in Ukraine were formed mostly as a result of international support and joined the activities of international organisations in the 1990s. Gender issues CSOs are representing women’s interests mostly on national levels but some regional-level feminist CSOs also exist. Hungary and its society is “one of the most conservative” regarding gender issues in the EU. The female civilian sphere and women’s opportunities of exercising their own interests are very weak in all areas of public life. Gender mainstreaming, a part of the EU’s development policy is either absent from or very weakly represented in the government’s policies, and it is even missing from the projects of – non-feminist – CSOs as well. Ukraine is “even more conservative” than Hungary with regards to gender issues. Discrimination against women is considered almost natural, and although some feminist CSOs exist there, they have almost no opportunities to exercise their agendas. If Ukraine and gender issues are raised in this conjunction, many people in Western Europe associate them with “women trafficking”. As the news or case studies published in Ukrainian or Hungarian language Ukrainian press suggests, “trafficking in female slaves” has become an extensive business. This kind of ‘business’ has became so extensive that it may even raise state security issues. The number of ‘sex slaves’ kidnapped from the country is estimated to be around 30–40 thousand. Our research on the Hungarian-Ukrainian border showed as almost self-evident that even the ‘most self-conscious CSOs’ had only few females in their staff, the number of females in leading positions being very low, just like their opportunities to realise their interests.

Co-operation Practices and Experiences 

Cross-border practices: During the Soviet era the ‘parallel structures’ (seated in Budapest and Moscow) were in close contact, but these connections were rather formal, being restricted to “exchanging experiences” on a yearly frequency only. In the transition period CSOs had to be established within the partner countries first and they could only set up contacts after their consolidation. This process was significantly promoted by international civil organisations. On the Hungarian-Ukrainian border the contacts of the civilian sector have a rather specific feature as they are entangled with ethnic minority issues. The preservation of the identity and native language of ethnic minorities concentrated in Ukraine’s Transcarpathia County. The promotion of the area’s economic development is a very important tasks of the Hungarian government’s foreign policy, which determines the attitude of Hungarian state organisations towards CSOs. 

The internationalisation of civil society in the border areas: The non-profit organisations established for obtaining EU or other funding resources in the fields of economic development, regional co-operation or education and training are emerging as new colours on the palette of cross-border co-operation oriented CSOs. These associations and foundations are emerging on both sides of the border and they have recognised in due time that they can make a good profit from the process of EU integration. However, as it became apparent from the public activity reports of such Hungarian organisations, they had received a significant amount of support from different governmental funds and also from the financial resources of regional state bodies (regional development councils for example). 

The majority of CSOs involved in cross-border activities are well aware of the EU’s New Neighbourhood Policy. With some exceptions they have already participated in it and received some grants through these programmes. It was ascertained during interviews that Hungarian and Ukrainian higher education institutes, although they have extensive foreign relations, have not yet applied for EU resources. This can mostly be explained by the fact that the organisational units involved in international co-operation have no independent decision-making competencies or they are unable to raise money for the own part of the project. Moreover the classification of the above-mentioned institutes into the category of civil sector seems to be a marginal case, particularly in Ukraine where the dominance of the state prevails.

Civil organisations consider the enlargement of the EU as a favourable process as the demand for the acquisition of knowledge on cross-border relations and on the affairs of the EU increased on the Ukrainian side of border as well. It can’t be denied that all these are partially motivated by the accessibility of financial resources. However, the interviewees considered the possibilities of exchanging knowledge and experience, the organisation of courses, trainings on writing tender applications for learning European practices and management culture very important. At the same time the international activities of CSOs is hindered by the difficulties of border crossing and by the very poor public transport facilities. 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. In Ukraine the new political situation is creating new opportunities, but at the same time increases the polarisation of society as well. The living standards of trained and well-situated people are increasing spectacularly while the others are facing worsening conditions. However, civil actors thought very positively of establishing closer ties to the EU, which forces them to think in a different way.

The majority of CSOs involved in cross-border activities are well aware of the EU’s New Neighbourhood Policy. With some exceptions they have already participated in it and received some grants through these programmes. It was ascertained during interviews that Hungarian and Ukrainian higher education institutes, although they have extensive foreign relations, have not yet applied for EU resources. This can mostly be explained by the fact that the organisational units involved in international co-operation have no independent decision-making competencies or they are unable to raise money for the own part of the project. Moreover the classification of the above-mentioned institutes into the category of civil sector seems to be a marginal case, particularly in Ukraine where the dominance of the state prevails.

In terms of public perceptions of civil sector organisations this situation is rather difficult. Although several CSOs operating on the Ukrainian-Hungarian border are involved in local economic development, according to the majority of interviewee opinions, the civil sector’s impact on the economy is weak and only very few interviewees were thinking that they had no impact at all. The majority of interviewees were on the opinion that CSOs are very distant from the economy, which can be correlated with the strongly centralised model of the Ukrainian state. The impact of CSOs on local social development was either evaluated as neutral or good, but at least improving in tendency. The activities of CSOs 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.

Some CSOs have stressed that greater importance should be attached to environmental issues between Hungary and Ukraine in the near future. This is reinforced by the necessity to take flood and disaster prevention measures. The role and possibilities of CSOs were evaluated most positively in the field of environmental protection, which can also be explained with the fact that several national funds (e.g. the National Civil Fund in Hungary) and international programmes (e.g. INTERREG III/A, Carpathians Foundation) provided support for the complex management of flood prevention, water management, riverbed revitalisation issues on the border. However it is also a fact that civil organisations are primarily involved in the fields of culture, education-training and social services.
Romania-Moldova Case Study

Internal Political Context

Since the fall of the Iron Curtain, Romanian-Moldovan relations have undergone several alternating phases of close and reserved relations. In May 1990, Romania and the Moldovan SSR lifted restrictions on travel between their two countries, and hundreds of thousands of people crossed the Prut River which marks the common border
. In his February 1991 address to the Romanian parliament, the Moldovan president spoke of a common identity of Moldovans and Romanians, referring to the “Romanians of both sides of the Prut” and “Sacred Romanian lands occupied by the Soviets”. However, by 1993 this initial enthusiasm for closer relations and even unification had waned and Moldova started distancing itself from Romania. The constitution adopted in 1994 used the term “Moldovan language” instead of “Romanian” while the 1996 attempt by Moldovan president Mircea Snegur to change the official language to “Romanian” was dismissed by the Moldovan Parliament as “promoting Romanian expansionism”. In Romania, while most political parties give mild support to the concept of unification, at least in theory, this would most probably be a burden on the Romanian economy, considering that Moldova is currently one of the poorest countries in Europe. Additionally, with Romania’s EU membership – and despite Romania’s support of Moldova in its foreign policy – many political analysts questioned Moldova's political preparedness and whether it has made sufficient progress to be part of a EU-member state.
In January 2006, the Romanian president, Băsescu declared strong support of the Moldovan bid for joining the EU and that “Romania's minimal policy is that the unification of the Romanian nation would be done within the EU”. According to a March 2006 poll in Romania, 51% of Romanians supported a union with Moldova, 27% are against, and another 10% declined to answer. Also, of those supporting the union, 28% supported a union with Moldova, including Transnistria, while the rest supported a union without Transnistria
.  In July 2006, Băsescu, made a proposal of union to the Moldovan president, Voronin, enabling Romania and Moldova to join the EU together. The offer, however, was refused and Băsescu said that he would respect this decision and that Romania would help Moldova find its own way to integrate with the EU
.
Romania’s political focus remains highly oriented towards the European Union and the country’s political strategies and priorities in terms of international relations and cross-border co-operation have had as their main objective – achieved on January 1, 2007 – accession to the European Union. Indeed, Romanian political priorities continue to be informed by relations with Brussels and an attempt to rapidly “Europeanise” institutionally. The harmonisation of Romanian legislation with the Community Acquis and its application in practice is, for example, of great importance within this context. A similar phenomenon can be seen in the Republic of Moldova, even if the basis there is the application of the ENP and its instruments rather than “pre-accession”. Despite the existence of European “commonalities” in terms of increasing interaction with the EU, relations between the two countries can be said to be rather complex – at least at the official level. Bilateral relations since Romania’s EU membership have been marked by increased opportunities for economic development. However, political relations are strained by slow democratisation processes and the presence of the Communist Party in power structures – for many of the political elite, too close relations with Romania (and by association, with the EU) represent a potential threat to their legitimacy. Problematic as well is latent conflict in the breakaway territory of Transnistria. Free circulation across the border has undergone a decrease following EU accession and imposition of Schengen Accord rules. Solutions are being sought in order to facilitate circulation between the two countries, without infringing in any way EU regulations. Solutions are also sought for making it easier for Moldovan citizens to obtain legal work permits for Romania. At the time being, the obstacles claimed in this process are excessive bureaucracy and high costs. Additionally, the desire for a reduced permeability of the border between Romania and the Republic of Moldova can be explained based on the following perceived risks:

1. contraband, especially with cigarettes, alcohol, as well as with other merchandise (including weapons, ammunition and drugs coming from the former Soviet Union).

2. human trafficking, Moldova being one of the countries the worst affected by this problem.

3. a high crime rate in the Republic of Moldova, especially in the Transnistria region.

4. illegal migration, not only of Moldovan citizens, but also of citizens from the other former Soviet states as well as countries in Asia (India, Bangladesh etc.).

Co-operation between Romania and Moldova has developed in several areas, partly in response to EU policies. Furthermore, this collaboration does not stop at blocking illegal circulation. The economic agreements signed encourage each side to use the existing opportunities of accessing third-party markets. Thus, exporting Romanian products towards ex-Soviet states is facilitated by the intermediary work of partners in the Republic of Moldova, and companies from Moldova are using and will continue to use Romanian partners in order to gain easier / more advantageous access to the EU markets. The EU has already opened financing lines for cross-border co-operation projects between Romanian and the Republic of Moldova in the structural, economic, social and cultural fields. Romania is a supporter of Moldova's interests before the regional, European and international bodies of which Moldova is not yet a member, and states – as often as the opportunity presents itself – that the safest and the most beneficial way of developing the relations between these two countries is within the future borders of the European Union. 

In terms of civil society co-operation between Romania and Moldova, CSO respresentatives that were interviewed pointed out different ways of establishing priorities, accepting the fact that the one of the principal rationales was simply available funding. For cross-border co-operation between Romania and the Republic of Moldova, a main source of funds is offered by the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA). This is the financial instrument dedicated to the candidate or potentially candidate states for EU membership. Cross-border co-operation specific to the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance combines the cohesion policy objectives with those of external relations. In this sense, the following priority objectives need to be taken into account:

1. the development of economic, social and environment activities in border areas; 

2. solving mutual issues in the domain of environment, public health, fighting organised crime 

3. ensuring safe and operational borders; 

4. co-operation in the areas of law and administration; 

 
5. promotion of activities of the “People to People” type. 

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). According to statements made by CSO actors, the connections with the local communities are very close with CSOs seeing themselves as a representative – maybe the most important – of the communities’ concerns and real issues. Many of those interviewed suggested that the CSO are the most active presences in the social, cultural, environmental, human rights and gender equality areas.

As far as the relationships among CSOs are concerned, all those interviewed have collaborations with local and/or national CSOs. 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 complementarity: 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.

Cross-border co-operation is encouraged by the presence of bilateral or national documents that establish priorities, strategies (local, regional, national, trans-national) and allocate resources. According to those interviewed, the possibility state agencies have to influence collaboration is limited by the fact that they must adapt to the regional and national context, to policies, strategies and programmes negotiated / accepted / established at a wider level, most usually the EU. Despite these limitations, agencies such as BRCT (the Regional Bureau for Cross-Border Co-operation) and programmes such as Phare have made several contributions to the development of co-operation:

1. The funding lines managed by these agencies are the main access route to European or national funds dedicated to cross-border co-operation;

2. The agencies and the programmes financing them have also had a role in regulating cross-border co-operation. Before 2004-2005, when cross-border co-operation among Romania - the Republic of Moldova - Ukraine became a separate chapter within the Phare-Tacis programmes, the partnerships used to be sporadic and embraced mainly educational or cultural dimensions. Afterwards, priorities were set and projects were funded in important domains: border safety and security, infrastructure development, social services development, environment protection, education, culture, promoting economic co-operation etc. These funding lines have encouraged and even caused the organisations to look for partners on the other side of the border. 

The development of the three euro-regions that include counties from Romania and the Republic of Moldova was achieved gradually, through meetings on both sides of the border. At the present time it can be said that local public administration authorities are also involved in and eager to extend co-operation at this level. A new element has been and still is the development and proposal of projects in partnership with CSOs and with representatives of Moldovan Local authorities. Cultural and economic ties had developed before 2004, without needing a dedicated funding line. There have been experiences at declarative level and mutual visits, part of the projects discussed materialising in actions. Not all of them materialised, because, as those interviewed pointed out, there are differences in the way the actions are perceived, the maximum level of mutual confidence has not been reached yet. To this contribute the not-so-encouraging political declarations and actions (especially on the part of the Moldovan Presidency). There have been situations where such collaborations between local authorities had to stop at the border, when border police managed to identify arguments to support the idea that those particular meetings were not necessary.

The External Environment

In the specific case of Romania-Moldova, the EU has played a very important role in normalising relations and in improving the conditions for co-operation. In addition, international CSOs are vital in supporting civil society initiatives dealing with very serious social problems. At the same time, Romanian’s accession to the EU has of course also radically changed the set of norms governing bilateral relations between Romanian and the Republic of Moldova: some bilateral agreements not complying completely with the European legislation have become inoperational, new requirements and norms have been introduced. The issue of Schengen visas, discussed elsewhere in this report, it particularly onerous given the close cultural ties between the two countries. 

On a more positive note with regard to the wider geopolitical context for CSO co-operation, a Memorandum of Co-operation for European Integration was signed in 2007 between the Moldovan Ministry of Foreign Affairs and several Civil Society Organisations from Moldova. This document sets up a new qualitative mechanism of co-operation, especially through the following ways and methods:

· Exchange of information and experience on the ongoing processes at the national and local levels, both, within the context of the Moldova-EU Action Plan implementation (ENP), and with regard to realisation of the European integration policy of the Republic of Moldova;

· Planning and carrying out common events, like experts and working groups meetings, conferences, round-table talks, etc.; 

· Promoting training through the organisation of workshops, courses and scholarships in the field of European integration and encouraging the participation of the experts and representatives of both sides in the seminars and trainings at national and international levels. 

According to the Press Service of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and European Integration (MFAEI), this initiative will give a new qualitative impulse to the co-operative relationship between MFAEI and civil society contributing to its consolidation in the process of implementation of the bilateral documents between Republic of Moldova and European Union, and fulfillment of the strategic objective of the Republic of Moldova that is European integration. 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. The text of the Memorandum can be accessed on the Ministry website: www.mfa.gov.md. 

At the operational level, cross-border co-operation programmes between Romania, Moldova and Ukraine is part of the framework provided by the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument. The Strategic Document concerning cross-border co-operation between 2007 and 2013 (a document still being processed by the European Commission) provides a list of states and of areas eligible for ENPI funding, as well as their grouping in common programmes. The Strategic Document, in the successive versions made available until now by the European Commission, stipulates that Romania carry out cross-border co-operation activities funded through the ENPI with the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine as part of a trilateral programme.

Finally, in very important areas of co-operation (such as combating human trafficking and especially the trafficking of women) agendas and priorities have been strongly influenced by international institutions, organisations and programmes such as the UNICEF, the UNOHCR (United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights), the IOM (International Organisation for Migration), the OSCE.
 Also, both direct and less direct influence in outlining co-operation strategies and priorities lists is exerted by grants providers. Before 2003-2004, the main donors were represented by USAID, the Soros Foundation, UNDP, IOM, UNICEF. Beginning with 2004, this place was taken by the EU, through the Phare-Tacis programmes. 

Sectors of CSO Co-operation

The principal areas where CSOs are active in cross-border co-operation lie clearly within the provision of social and health services, human rights, culture and education. Economic development is another area where co-operation is increasing. Interestingly, the issue of environmental protection has not figured prominently. The prevention of human trafficking as well as the assistance of victims of this practice is particularly important and an area where much international CSO support has been received.
 Poverty, high levels of unemployment, domestic violence are among the main factors making Moldova and Romania countries of origin for trafficking in human beings. In Moldova can be added as facilitating factors: discrimination against women and inadequate public services. Most Moldovan and Romanian victims are women and children trafficked for the purpose of sexual exploitation, although a number of men have also been trafficked for forced labour and begging. 

Cross-border Practices and Experiences 

In general, partnerships are formed in order to carry out a projects but also to meet funding requirements for cross-border projects. Partners are chosen to their agendas and goals and on the organisations’ ability to work together – either proven in previous activities or on the basis of recommendations or discussions during international/cross-border meetings. An interesting aspect that has emerged from the analysis of CBC projects is that partnerships initiated in Moldova are limited mostly to one village or one town on the other side, while the approach developed between the Romanian partners is usually at the national or regional level. 

As is the case in most of the other areas under study in EUDIMENSIONS, the absence and/or insufficiency of CSOs’ internal resources mean that dominant co-operation agendas are defined by external funding organisations – both CSOs and state agencies. Since 2003, for example, the Romanian government has been active in promoting local and regional networks capable in order to improve policies against human trafficking. In the Eastern region, at the border with the Republic of Moldova, a CSO coalition – coordinated by the “Alternative Sociale” Association from Iaşi – has received support along these lines.

In the Republic of Moldova, programmes run by the OSCE Mission aim to prevent and fight human trafficking; to prevent and fight domestic violence; to promote gender equality and women's rights; to increase the identification, protection and assistance offered to victims and vulnerable individuals; to promote respect for human rights and fundamental liberties; and to promote respect for the rule of law. Among international CSOs that are active here, the most notable is the La Strada International Centre, a member of the international La Strada network of organisations based in the Netherlands. The collaboration between Romanian and Moldovan CSOs at this level is in its beginnings. A more intense collaboration in this area is visible between organisations from the Republic of Moldova and other European countries: the Netherlands, Sweden, the UK, Norway.

According to CSO representatives who were interviewed, the main obstacles to cross-border activities are a lack of funds (particularly when measured against the potentials of civil society co-operation), “bordering” discourses and the restrictive nature of the EU border. Sometimes the smooth running of partnerships is affected by the overlying political climate, in which official statements reflect an official (and often “strategic”) reluctance to develop cross-border ties. From the point of view of “accessing the EU”, one CSO representative from Moldova  thought that most Moldovan citizens see the new EU border – now on the frontier with Romania – as an obstacle for working with Romania. This complaint is, of course, more frequent among those who were able to use cross-border trade to supplement their incomes, pay for their educations, etc. In more general terms, however, the border has come to symbolise a new sense of separation and “otherness”: while in the 1990s, Romanian-Moldovan tensions were understood in terms of political rivalries between national elites, the present situation has clearer civilisational (i.e. “European”) undertones.

The issue of human trafficking is, without doubt, one of the main political issues that encumbers relations and hightens the EU’s securitisation agenda at the border. At the same time, this phenomenon represents a major area of civil society interaction at the local, national and international level. Moldova is country in which trafficking itself is a grave social issue, Romania in turn is a transit country for the victims of human trafficking. Both Romanian and Moldovan CSOs cooperate as a rule with organisations from the countries of destination for human trafficking and with international organisations (IOM, UNICEF, OSCE).

In terms of the role of the EU, is it perceived to significantly and efficiently promote co-operation agendas that address social needs and local development? From some of the statements it follows that it would have been impossible to achieve so much without external financial support for social projects. Decentralisation as policy has not been supported by financial measures, and therefore part of the problems were taken on and “solved” to a certain extent by CSOs.  The local public authorities work now on projects in partnership with CSOs, and sometimes provide funding for local social projects. A representative of a CSO that has been working in area of social issues for almost 13 years stated that, without the involvement of the nongovernmental organisations, this sector would have been in a much worse situation. In the Republic of Moldova, most of the projects aimed at social needs receive financial support from abroad. For the time being, the neighbourhood programmes have detected the need for promoting co-operation at the two levels between partners from Romania and the Republic of Moldova. Here, some of the respondents from Romania – both from public and from private institutions – consider they have an important contribution to the partnership with those in the Republic of Moldova, due to the experience they can share after past projects. Among the priorities in financing cross-border co-operation programmes are mentioned both local development and social development.

Romania, known as a country with great enthusiasm for EU membership, is now more aware of the obligations it has as a member state. Many columns in the press support or criticise public administration’s ability to develop viable projects in order to draw structural funds. The statements made by the representatives of the local authorities underline, however, the preparedness to receive these funds: the president of Iaşi County Council has mentioned several times the fact that he supports the representatives of communes to write projects for infrastructure development. Also, the communes that now have access to water, gas, sewage, have realised these investments through Phare and Sapard-type projects. The experience acquired through these projects is now being used in cross-border co-operation with places in the Republic of Moldova. In the Romanian North-Est Region, strategies are debated and negotiated in order to rehabilitate roads and to invest in the infrastructure. 

Greece-Turkey Case Study

The Internal Political Context

Bilateral relations between Greece and Turkey have been characterised by conflict, violence and a deep mutual distrust – despite many elements of a common history. This situation has changed quite markedly in recent years, thanks in many ways to the influence of the EU which has partially defused tensions underlying Greek-Turkish relations. One of the peculiarities of the Greek-Turkish case is, on the one hand, a lack of mutual civil society engagement and, on the other, a strong international rather than cross-border dimension to civil society co-operation. This does not mean to say that there are no local CBC initiatives between Greece and Turkey – there are several at present and their numbers are increasing – however their significance is rather less in relative terms that the co-operation developing in the other case study areas.   

To understand international aspects of the bilateral political context for civil society co-operation it is most informative to scrutinise the situation in Turkey where international dimensions of democratic consolidation and regional co-operation are radically changing the nature of civil society. 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. Compared to the pre-1980 period, they are much more active and numerous and dynamically involved in the process of democratic consolidation. Most actors within civil society are keen on developing relations with international and regional organisations. However, their resources are not sufficient enough to initiate varieties of cross border co-operation activities. Usually, they can only take part in international networks and cross border co-operation initiated by the European/international partners. The funding provided by the EU and any other European organisations/institutions constitute major financial resources for most civil society actors. International funding not only increases the number of CSOs in Turkey but also their number and types of activities. 

Civil Society in Greece

Greek civil society is weak, both in terms of absolute numbers and in terms of the types of formal organisations that represent civil society activities. It was only after Greek adhesion to the United Nations Development Assistance Committee (DAC) in 1997 that small and medium organisations (SMOs) or non-governmental organisations (NGOs) made a noteworthy appearance in Greece. This, in turn, appears to have been the result of a top-down political decision taken by the state to promote such forms of political participation (Sotiropoulos and Karamagioli, 2006). In terms of the structure of civil society, a widespread apathy and a lack of civic engagement among Greek citizens has already been reported in the mapping exercise (see Deliverable 11). The majority of Greeks do not participate in non-partisan political activities, nor engage in voluntary work (with the exception of the Olympic Games in 2004). The depth of citizens’ commitment is not at all encouraging in terms of the amount of time and investment that the average individual is prepared to make. However, certain groups, such as sport and labour associations are rather strong. In general, the poor, socially marginalised and young people are less engaged in civil society activities than would be hoped for. 

The development of civil society – and the social capital necessary for its development – have been hampered in the Greek case by two factors. The first is the economic and political instability that characterised most of the country’s modern history. Throughout most of the twentieth century, Greece has faced foreign interventions, waves of refugees and immigrants as well as periods of civil war and dictatorship. The second factor is civil society’s heavy dependence on central state institutions (ministries and public sector organisations). Even though democracy has flourished in Greece since 1974, CSOs did not emerge in large numbers until the 1990s. Trade unions, sports clubs and cultural associations have the widest membership (Lyberaki and Paraskevopoulos 2002). However, the state, political parties and the family remain the strongest institutions within Greek society.

Finally, with regard to the Greek-Turkish case, there is no doubt that cross-border co-operation is directly affected by the quality of bi-national relationships. In the course of time bilateral relationships have been characterised by instability and uncertainty but also by periods of rapprochement. In other words, when political relationships are not encumbered by political disputes or controversies, the quality of CBC improves. However, when problems that affect bilateral relations come to the fore these relationships are halted. A typical example is that of a Turkish businessman (Cots), who following the arrest of the Kurdish leader Öcalan, stated that he would rupture all economic ties with the Greek side and that he would also initiate an embargo against Greek products. It is worth noting, that, a few months earlier this person strongly encouraged the establishment of a collaboration club between Greek and Turkish businessmen. He was also about to host in the same club a month later leading representatives of the Greek and Turkish mass media (To Vima, 28/2/99). The crisis between the Greek-Turkish relationships on account of the Öcalan incident, affected not only trade but tourism as well. For example, the reservations for about 5.000 Turkish tourists were all cancelled at the time of Öcalan’s arrest (Ta NEA, 27/2/99). This type of instability has created a sense of insecurity and reservation especially in the business world. The fact is not at all circumstantial that Greek businessmen have asked from the Greek government to sign an agreement with Turkey on business stability. This agreement would have been based on political and diplomatic principles in order to insulate CBC from recurring bilateral problems.  

Both social and developmental interests at local and regional levels are affected by a series of dilemmas brought forward by the challenge of co-operation. In the area of economics for example, the abolition of border obstacles to interaction has resulted in privileged access for Greek firms to the huge Turkish market due to geographic proximity. On the other hand, there are fears that low production costs in Turkey may pose considerable problems to Greek firms regarding their market share and competitiveness. In the area of politics the findings have shown that whatever co-operation strategy is adopted at a regional or local level could hardly be acquitted from its burdened historic past at the national level. The features contained within the cultural sphere employ co-operation strategies that must reflect differences in religion, culture, geographic or European identity – as well as the contradictory tensions that characterise Greek-Turkish relations.  

Internationalisation as a Strategy for Turkish CSO actors and CSOs

In order to be part of international co-operation networks, most active organisations in their respective field are, consequently, members of international umbrella organisations. The Women’s Entrepreneurs Association of Turkey comes to the fore with its external relations committee and its membership to World Women Entrepreneurs Association, Mediterranean Business Women Association (AFAEMME) and Balkan Regional Coalition of Women Business Associations. The representative of the organisation has stated: “we work in the international arena. Our main concern is to lobby the European Parliament and Commission and to express our demands, to affect decisions and recommendations”. Co-operation undertaken by women’s organisations with counterparts abroad may take place as in the case of World March of Women, an international feminist action movement aiming to eliminate poverty and violence against women and to empower women and build global solidarity.  Some of the women’s organisations from Turkey supported this movement during 2005 and 2006 with several protests, marches and other similar activities. Almost women’s organisations have ties with international ones, exchange experience and information through organising international meetings and conferences. Taking part in these kinds of activities they develop acquaintanceship with women, women’s groups or organisations in other countries. It is also important to note here the membership since 2005 of Turkish women’s organisations to European Women’s Lobby. 

In the sphere of environmental protection, Turkish CSOs are usually part of international networks such as, the European Association for Historical Cities, Bird Life International, WWF, WSPA, IUCN and IRPP. Becoming a member of such international umbrella organisations provide domestic CSOs an environment for interaction with international counterparts and insights into organisational capacity-building. Yet, to what extent such membership contributes to the sustainability of their activities remains unknown. Co-operation with neighbouring countries, on the other hand, remains limited. In this respect, one can argue that international networking activities serve to share experiences and to promote knowledge transfer in terms of project management rather than develop sustainable forms of collaboration. Only one Turkish environmental organisation, the Nature Association, has previously collaborated with Greek CSO partners. 

Human rights organisations in Turkey are very active in international co-operation. They are members of international umbrella organisations such as International Human Rights Federation, the US Center for Victims of Torture, Active Citizenship (Italy) and also collaborate with Helsinki Citizens Assembly, Mamacash, Olof Palme Institute, Amnesty International and European Roma Rights. They also provide reports to international organisations, act as consultants and are in close co-operation with representatives of the EU, the Council of Europe and foreign embassies in Turkey. 

For the head of WWF’s (World Wide Fund for Nature) Turkish branch: “funding contributes to the development of civil society. It increases the institutional capacity and makes it more active. But all work is done in accordance with the EU format, EU bureaucracy and EU mentality. It brings with itself the work based on expertise. People’s participation remains at the informational level”. Moreover, the terms and conditions defined in the project calls might not necessarily overlap with local priorities. The head of an environmental organisation has argued that: “funds are motivations. If professionalizing CSOs receive fundings from projects they will professionalise. If they do not have a stable core budget then they will look for funding and try to choose among different grant-givers. In these cases, it is rather hard to for them to do what they really want”. Furthermore, funding and project-based approach creates a monopoly of some organisations in getting grants and competition among CSOs/NGOs hinders inter-organisational co-operation. The head of the KAOS-GL also associates international funding with visibility at the international and state level: “those CSOs who get funding or aid from the EU are in the address book which means that European institutions hear you”. 

Sectors of CSO Co-operation

In the educational sector, Greek and Turkish-Cypriots teachers in 2001, started a discussion on common books, common programmes, and even a “commonly accepted history” (KATHIMERINI, 6/4/02). In the cultural sphere, important steps have been taken forward over the last years in relation to those in the past. This activity creates perspectives from both sides that cultural co-operation can work as a “bridge of friendship” between both nations (KATHIMERINI, 26/6/01). A new dimension is also being opened up recently in the areas of energy and banking, and it is something which shows a differentiation on issues concerning CBC. The linkage of both countries through the natural gas and oil pipelines is an issue of great geo-strategic importance. Furthermore, the appearance of Greek banks in the Turkish market set out new facts on the agenda of CBC. 

Generally speaking, women’s organisations have not been actively involved in the area of cross border co-operation. Nevertheless, in all other CSOs the role of women is a rather active one and they seem to play also a significant role in administration and planning of relevant actions. In addition, an important part of activity is taking place in the field of women entrepreneurship within the framework of funding from the European Union. It is worth noting that Greek CSO’s are impressed by the active role taken by women in Turkish coastal areas, something contrary to what is going on in Turkey’s interior. Not to be overlooked is that the Chairman of a large Chamber of Commerce in a Turkish city on the other side (Adramiti) is a woman. However, there has been no systematic co-operation with the Turkish side in relation to gender issues and the role of women in the social sphere. In the Thrace area, the extent of activeness and the role of women related to CSO activities are conditioned due to the Muslim minority present there. Organisations with a clear gender-issue profile are almost absent and their role in existing CSOs is minimal. The participation of women is mainly developed through a series of unofficial networks while promotions of women to key positions is as yet not a common practice. At a political level however, political parties, mainly on left of  the spectrum, do promote and encourage the active participation of women in social issues and their involvement in politics. 

There is a small but important presence of minorities in Thrace. More specifically, the Muslim minority is represented by three ethnic groups: 50% of Turkish origin, 35% Pomaks, and 15% Gypsies with a total population of about 100,000. Each ethnic group sustains its own language and traditions. 

Economic interaction constitutes the main field of cross border co-operation between both sides. Over the last few years there have been organised several visits from business delegations coordinated by chambers of commerce while at the same time the volume of investment and trade increased significantly. In a number of cases, protocols of co-operation concerning specific issues have been signed among the chambers of commerce from both sides of the borders. It is worth noting that ever since 1997 an event that has become an institution is one involving an annual business conference either on the Greek islands or along the Turkish coastal areas. Nevertheless, the problem of visa requirements does create unbalanced patterns of interaction as Turkish people are not allowed to visit Greece unobstructed due to the Schengen Treaty. On the other hand, the movement of Greek tourists to the other side is most frequent. Other projects on the agenda involve aspects of fellow feeling, the creation of a trust building atmosphere, cultural awareness, and peace strengthening. A wide range of activities are detected under this scope mainly on the island areas and they involve conference meetings among Greek and Turkish journalists, book presentations of both Turkish and Greek authors, peace demonstrations, children’s camps, organizing humanitarian help during an earthquake crisis, organizing cultural events, festivals etc, acquaintance events organised by women’s associations, open Greek-Turkish peace conferences and initiatives involving the preservation and the promotion of historical monuments. In contrast to all this, in the area of Thrace in particular, feelings of suspiciousness and reservation are predominant mainly due to the presence of a Muslim minority in the area.  Most of the time co-operation under these circumstances does not take the form of a well-organised project but it is implemented mainly through unofficial procedures and individual contacts with the Turkish side. 

A prevailing feature on the agenda of cross border relationships is the issue of illegal immigrants and smuggling. The number of illegal immigrants, who seek political asylum in Greece via Turkey, is steadily increasing in recent years. Illegal immigrants are being arrested by the police on a daily basis to prevent their migration either on boats or across the Evros Delta River (especially when the water level is low). It has also turned out to be a fact that the movement of illegal immigrants is a rather profitable venture. The actual phenomenon has not left CSOs unruffled. Within this context, CSO’s have in turn developed action in form of establishing immigrant support centres, briefing and awareness events for immigrants, educating immigrants, immigrant humanitarian support, protest against racist and discriminative behaviour and immigrant awareness on legislative matters concerning immigration. Environmental issues have notably started to emerge while some of these issues do receive European funding support (e.g. INTERREG). Within this context, one can observe specific CSO activities such as environmental conference meetings, public awareness meetings on environmental issues, publications, etc.

Co-operation Practices and Experiences

Research undertaken by the Turkish and Greek teams indicates that the number of CSOs on both sides that engage in bilateral cross-border co-operation are indeed few in number. This situation has affected the way in which co-operation unfolds between the two countries. In order to understand cross-border co-operation issues in the Turkish-Greek context we need to highlight their characteristics. For one thing, state agencies at the national or regional level are not systematically engaged in developing co-operation with the other side. Within this context, their contribution to cross-border collaboration is estimated to be low. Undoubtedly, through the European funding programmes such as the community initiative INTERREG, state agencies are able to define priorities as strategic lines of co-operation. So far however, the impacts of these actions have been rather slim. 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 reasons and for the sake of publicity. In contrast to this situation, EUDMENSIONS research indicates that local government bodies such as prefectures and municipalities do undertake initiatives and apply pressure for the promotion of cross border co-operation. Moreover, it seems that the role of individual interventions can prove to be a rather decisive one. For instance, the fact that the Prefect of Xanthi (Greece), has developed very good relationships with the Muslim minority and with the corresponding bodies in Turkey, seemed to be a very significant step in CBC.
Other significant patterns in terms of Greek-Turkish CSO co-operation are the following:

-Cross-border co-operation activities are limited to those European countries and/or countries that European and international partners suggest to domestic Turkish CSOs to cooperate with. In this respect, Turkish civil societal actors have either none or limited cross-border co-operation with their near-neighborhood i.e. the Middle East, the Caucasus, the Balkans and Black Sea. In other words, co-operation takes place between Europeans and Turkey. 

-Cross-border co-operation activities take place at the project level. Cross-border co-operation is a process within which Turkish and international/regional organisations gain familiarity with each other, acquire experience in working together, and develop mutual understanding. Yet, there is no guarantee for the sustainability of such co-operation initiatives since securing the future grants is not always possible.

-The types of cross-border co-operation activities that Turkish CSOs are engaged in are largely defined and initiated by external actors. This is due to the fact that the international dimension of civil society development in Turkey is determined by their external ties and the networks and relationships initiated by Western organisations. In addition, Turkey is not a donor country, and Turkish civil society organisations do not provide project grants as they do not have necessary funding. Furthermore, in Turkish civil society, the idea of international co-operation has rarely been interpreted to include collaboration with immediately neighbouring countries. 

In the area of environment in particular, considerable efforts have been made from both sides in an attempt to take advantage of the potentials for co-operation as some of the problems that have come up are rather urging. More specifically, a) large industrial plants are in operation along the Turkish shoreline out of which 25% are equipped with liquid waste management facilities. b) the Evros River receives an inflow of urban and industrial waste which has resulted in a huge environmental problem, c) the prospective construction of a nuclear plant in Akougiou on the Turkish coastal area stresses the issues of environmental protection and safety since the actual area has a long history of earthquake activity. 

However, it is worth noting, that certain Greek CSOs have encouraged the formation of a similar activities on the other side that had lead to the deployment of “privileged relationships”. These relationships were fostered through personal contacts and links between public figures coming from both sides. Personal interaction was launched through visits, communication by phone, internet and the participation in public events. Such actions do not concern the total territory of the countries but they are usually focused spatially. The co-operation strategy for example deployed by the CSO’s on the Greek islands is centered toward the Turkish shoreline due to geographic proximity. These types of co-operation strategies are legitimised by the emphasis of common characteristics/interestes and perceptions which prevail among residents living in the cross border area. Indeed, the Greek CSOs differentiate between coastal and interal regions of Turkey in terms of their cultural and economic conditions (and thus degrees of similarities with Greece). 

Initiatives undertaken by local governments have played an important role in the CBC development. These initiatives have also promoted CSO’s launching and participation in the whole procedure. Such contacts were mainly focused on the border areas of Izmir, Ayvalik, Pergamos, Adramiti, Kousadasi etc. In recent years attempts have been made to link CSO’s with one another in order for their activities to be better coordinated. Through this strategy, the CSOs are aiming to increase their influence beyond the limits of any single organisation. The significant role of citizens in the path of the Turkish-Greek relations and the role of “citizen’s diplomacy’’ was also highlighted in a Journalists’ two day conference on 6-02-00. 

The general notion is that state agencies at a national or regional level are not systematically engaged in developing bilateral co-operation. Within this context, their contribution to cross border collaboration is estimated to be low. Undoubtedly, through the European funding programmes such as the community initiative INTERREG, the state holds the chance to lay out its priorities of interest as well as its strategic lines of co-operation. So far however, the impacts of these actions have been rather slender. Furthermore, due to the dominant notions of negative stereotypes and preconceptions there are those who chose to fortify a negative ambiance for political reasons and for the sake of publicity. State agencies are seen as less flexible and more adherent toward perceptions related to the advocacy of “national interests”. There is (a) the notion that Ministries in particular, are quite tentative in Greece and even more in Turkey. It is worth noting Mr. Sami Seltzouk’s speech; the president of Turkey;s High Court, which caused a political stir up in the opening ceremony for the new judicial year: “ The Constitution we  have is to protect the interests of the state and not that of the citizens” (To Vima 9/8/00).

However, government initiatives have encouraged collaboration and exchange at the level of civil society and local communities. For example, the signing of five bilateral agreements by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs in early 2000 for co-operation at different fields was accompanied by a series of meetings among entrepreneurs and journalists. The initiatives undertaken from the Foreign Affairs Ministers Mr. Papandreou and Mr. Cem, following the earthquake crisis, had decisively contributed to the turnover suspiciousness that veiled both nations. Moreover, the spontaneous and impressive co-operation that stemmed between CSOs had resulted in discussions of “citizen diplomacy”. It is also worth noting that a few months earlier the state of relationship between both countries was on the verge of a crisis following the arrest of the Kurdish leader Öcalan. Research has shown that local government bodies such as prefectures and municipalities are those that undertake the initiatives and they can in turn apply pressure to state bodies in order to promote cross border co-operation. Moreover, it seems that the role of individual interventions can prove to be a rather decisive one. For instance, the fact that the Prefect of Xanthi has developed very good relationships with the Muslim minority and with the corresponding bodies in Turkey, seems to have been a very significant step in CBC. 

It is perhaps in the area of environmental protection where co-operation efforts have been most visible. Both sides are involved in attempts to take advantage of the potentials for co-operation as some of the problems that have come up are rather urging. More specifically, a) large industrial plants are in operation along the Turkish shoreline out of which only 25% are equipped with liquid waste management facilities. b) the Evros River receives an inflow of urban and industrial waste which has resulted in huge environmental problems, c) the prospective construction of a nuclear plant in Akougiou on the Turkish coastal area stresses the issues of environmental protection and safety since the actual area has a long history of earthquake activity. 

The prevailing conception within the CSO’s from both sides is that the well-being of a society should not be based on an ongoing use of its natural resources. Thus, producers and consumers should change their perceptions. For instance, the “Mediterranean SOS” Network is in favour of the idea of an integrated ecological project of promoting clean technologies and recycling. The Greek Ecological Society more specifically, undertook a new promotional programme on recycling waste along the cross border zone. Moreover, various municipalities, public bodies, and CSO’s become actively engaged in this programme. What is also being brought up is the planning of a common Turkish-Greek enterprise involving even private firms that would handle waste management in the safest and most cost-effective way. Having the candidacy status for accession in the European Union, Turkey, is very well aware of the fact that its legislation and administrative authorities should be aligned with those of the other member States. 

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. Findings have also accentuated the view that Greek and Turkish CSOs/NGOs are playing a catalytic role in promoting cross border co-operation. However, the practical results of co-operation are disappointing. CSO’s lack economic and technical resources and are unable to effectively publicise their activities The role of CSOs within a cross border context is characterised as one being sporadic and segmented whereas steps have been made forward but still  seem to be modest and reserved. It has been shown that even a small crucial mass of citizens and individuals can play a decisive role that could in turn trigger social dynamics. However, coordination, promotion and implementation of CSO’s actions had become a very difficult task at times due to the financial and administrative lack of sources. On the other hand, it has been shown more than once that unofficial forms of co-operation could turn out to be both subversive and substantial. In addition, coordinated attempts between CSOs on a cross border basis, as it is with the annual business conference held annually, on either side of the Aegean, offers an institutional backbone for the deployment of cross border co-operation.  

On the Role of the EU

The role played by the EU and the process of European integration is crucial for the domestic civil society development. The main tool that the EU uses to penetrate into Turkish civil society is funding. The funding provided by the EU and its related institutions along with other international non-governmental organisations constitute the main financial sources for most domestic CSOs to realise their activities. International funding not only increase the number of CSOs in Turkey but also their number of activities. It has, however, created a sort of dependency on foreign funds and the word “project” is associated with civil societal activity. So-called “project business” has resulted in the formation of an CSO elite which has  acquired the necessary tools and skills to communicate with their international partners. It also contributes to the professionalisation of civil societal activity where voluntary work loses its strength. If access to international funding is limited, the number of activities decrease as well. Funding constitutes the basis for doing civil society work the “European way” which requires expertise, know-how and language skills. The former head of the Human Rights Associations argues that: “the EU requires a system based on project, auditing, working plans, timetable and working discipline and these are important contributions to the Turkish civil society culture. It also changed our way of doing things like employing experts as well as our style of thinking: “you run a project with the EU and get the funding that you would normally get in 10 years time. In our case it weakens solidarity networks with individuals”.

The funding provided by the EU has also changed the content of the domestic actors’ activities. For some of the civil society actors, funding is not only financial means but also a political one which might overshadow the domestic priorities. The head of Helsinki Citizens Assembly argues: “EU funds guide Turkish civil society. They provide a basis for a civil society which is not formed based on its own will and internal dynamics. In other words, if the EU concludes that there is no torture in Turkey, the reason of existence for CSOs working on torture would disappear. The number of voluntary organisations decreases whereas CSOS are forced to be dependent on the funding, political frameworks, political preferences of not only the EU, but also its member states’ and other donors affect and shape Turkish CSOs”. 

However, dependency on international funding and project-based work has also tended to alienate domestic civil society actors from their grassroots basis, and weakened their relations with core supporters and members. Some of the international funding that CSOs receive have lead to professionalisation but also to breaks in ties the members. Through external funding, representatives of civil society become “experts” and “professionals” whereas the broader membership is only provided with information. This external dependency also can restrict the scope of their activities since the requirements of a specific project might not necessarily overlap with the local needs and priorities. While perceptions regarding the EU are predominantly positive, there are therefore problems with strong external influences on local civil society. Domestic CSO actors see, on the one hand, the EU as representing democratisation, the protection of civil and political rights and economic development. On the other hand, the EU is also associated with a “top-down” approach, “discriminatory practices”, “ambiguity” and “disappointment”. Relations with the EU have empowered domestic organisations in both institutional and financial terms. However, Turkish civil society organisations prioritise domestic needs and priorities and their contribution to process of democratic consolidation rather than that of any external source, including the EU. 

We should also underline the desire among civil society actors to engage in any type of co-operation activities not only with Europe but also with their closest neighbors including Greece, Iran and Armenia. Because they think such co-operation would contribute to mutual understanding and exchange of experience, have the potential to overcome hostility and prejudices and therefore to develop better relations. The head of Women Entrepreneur Association of Turkey argues: “it is reasonable when independent civil society organisations work together and they have the possibility of intervening in policies of home country, neighboring countries and the European Union. Besides when you negotiate, you start to talk about similarities instead of differences and develop policies out of similarities.”
 

Some representatives of Turkish civil society argue that cross-border co-operation is not always the ‘desire’ of the local actors but rather it is imposed by the EU. This does not imply a lack of desire to work within EU frameworks but rather that the areas in which they are involved do not necessarily reflect their own priorities. The head of Helsinki Citizens’ Assembly argues “The EU forces CSOs to work with their neighbors through co-operation, communication, and organisation of joint events. The EU encourages cross-border co-operation but it is not interested in Turkey’s eastern neighbors”.

Spain-Morocco Reference Study
Internal Context

Morocco is far from being a democratic society along “western” lines but there is no doubt that pluralist tendencies and civil society activism are setting the stage for gradual but fundamental change. There are a great number of civil society associations (in excess of 20,000!) in Morocco. The vast majority of these operate without an overall support structure (despite important international assistance) and are highly reliant on citizen participation and activism. As such, Moroccan civil society is highly fragmented and lacks clear leadership structures that can provide CSOs working in various areas with a politically forceful critical mass. However, the importance of civil society organisations has increased rapidly in the last years, often in response to state inability to deal with social problems (Huber 2005). Indeed, CSOs have become important providers of many basic services, particularly to marginalised communities outside of major urban centres and groups affected by poverty and social exclusion.  

Among the many CSOs and NGOs that have emerged in Morocco are the Women’s Labour Union, the Center to Aid Women Victims of Violence (in Casablanca), Maghreb-Mashreq Water Alliance, the Moroccan Association for Human Rights, the Euro-Mediterranean Network for Human Rights and the CSO “Bayti” that helps children who are abused and exploited. Women’s associations are particularly active and have been developing the cultural awareness of Moroccan women as well as providing them services that are as yet unavailable from traditional (including state) sources. On the other hand, The IGDA CSO aims at increasing the presence of women on the Morocco cultural scene, promoting their artistic creativity and sense of empowerment and challenging notions that cultural activity is secondary to issues such as address human rights issues and social development (source..). There are, in addition, women’s solidarity associations that help single mothers overcome social stigmas (and thus help prevent them from abandoning their children). Indeed, CSOs are trying to increase general awareness of womens’ issues (and taboo subjects such as sexual education) through the media and the work of individual associations. 

In Morocco, therefore, civil society is beginning to play a vital role in public life. As Moroccan observers have noted, the diversity of the country makes it very difficult to manage complex issues, such as education, within the context of a centralised state system. Partnership, flexibility, decentralisation and involvement of the community are among the values that CSOs are attempting to promote. For example, Moroccan CSOs increasingly work with local communities in providing “non-formal education” and other forms of §schooling that cannot be provided by the state. These developments are seen to be important within the North African context, as democracy and civil society are developing asynchronously and states are lagging seriously behind in their attempts to become a “social partner” (Bennett 2005, Kubba 2000, Sater 2002). However, in the case of Morocco it can be said that civil society has not only emerged as a partner of the State, particularly in providing essential social services, but also as a critical observer of the State and its policies. In this sense, Morocco is considerably “more advanced” than its North African neighbours.

Challenges facing civil society organisations include: the reluctance or relative inability of the Moroccan state to assume its societal responsibilities and its socially integrating role. Furthermore, a lack of economic dynamism means that the private sector is not able to meet many of the fundamental and basic needs of the population. At the level of CSO leadership, this has often been dominated by charismatic persona and their “clientele”; civil society activists have emphasised a necessity to “open up” CSOs in terms of institutionalisation and professionalisation and thus transcend charismatic leadership structures. 

Sectors of CSO Co-operation

Since 1989, a number of Spanish-Moroccan CSO co-operation initiatives have flourished. Among the groups that have been involved are: Al-Jaima, Pateras de la Vida, Red Dos Orillas, Asociación Pro Derechos Humanos-Campo de Gibraltar, Universidad Internacional de Andalucía and Andalucía Acoge. Most of these groups are focused on the problems of migrants and their families as well as on increasing public awareness of the reality of labour migration and combating racism. Among the complaints these (and other) organisations level at the EU is that resources available for civil society co-operation with Morocco have largely flowed through formal, clientilist channels in order to minimise political friction; Morocco has tacitly agreed to gradual democratisation while the EU has decided on a “soft” approach to push forward its human rights agenda. Civil society organisations, especially critical ones, have thus been often excluded from project support. 

Civil Society and Migration Issues 

Immigration issues are a critical test of civil society effectiveness in dealing with grave social issues, given that official treatment of undocumented persons – particularly those apprehended at the Spanish exclaves of Ceuta and Melilla – is a major human rights issue. Human Rights Watch (2006), for example, has been very critical of expulsion practices of undocumented persons at the Morocco-Ceuta/Melilla border crossing points. For example, in October 2005, mass attempts to force entry into Ceuta and Melilla were answered by Spanish authorities with rapid expulsions without individual assessments of asylum claims. During this event eleven migrants were killed and many wounded due to excessive use of force by Spanish and Moroccan border guards.

The European Commission is very much interested in promoting co-operation with Morocco in terms of preventing and combating illegal migration. However, Human Rights Watch (ibid) has complained of the technocratic approach taken within this context, disregarding the humanitarian and human rights dimensions of migration. For example the Technical Mission dispatched to Morocco after the 2005 tragedy did not address any procedural issues of border controls and migrant detention (European Commission 2006). Similarly, Amnesty International has drawn attention to the human rights crisis on the Spanish-Moroccan border; in a letter written March 2006 to Javier Solana, Amnesty criticised Morocco’s apparent reluctance to develop refugee determination procedures and wilful destruction of UNHCR documents attesting to asylum-seeking status.  

Significantly, these problems make co-operation between Moroccan and Spanish and other EU-based CSOs/NGOs in the area of human rights rather difficult. It is often international organisations with high profiles that promote co-operation agendas.

External Context (Morocco, the EuroMed Partnership and the ENP) 

Co-operation between Morocco and the EU is conditioned by a complex geopolitical situation. This Maghreb state (along with Algeria and Tunisia) was a former French colony and finds itself both “included” and “excluded” from greater co-operation with the EU. France, Spain and Italy have been principal protagonists in developing a “southern” (e.g. Mediterranean) geopolitical dimension for a number of reasons. The urgency of developing a co-operation agenda with Morocco and other states results partly from the very close economic dependency of the Maghreb on the EU, geographic proximity and strong post-colonial ties. Indeed, pressures originating from undocumented migration and illicit trade have highlighted the sensitivity of the EU’s southern borders. Furthermore fears that enlargement eastward might divert attentions and resources from the specific problems of the Mediterranean area have created pressure for a more decisive community approach to the region, such as  the  “Euro-Mediterranean Partnership” (Aghrout 2000).

The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP), was agreed by the Foreign Ministers of the EU and the twelve Mediterranean partners at Barcelona in November 1995 (for this reason the EMP is often referred to in general terms as the “Barcelona Process”). The guiding principle behind the EMP is a recognition of the fact that the promotion of democracy and stable societies in the southern Mediterranean will require a more active role on the part of the EU and a dialogue where not only economic development (e.g. the creation of a Free Trade Area) but also broader political and cultural dialogue are prioritised.
 The three primary goals of EU policy towards the Mediterranean are enshrined in the declaration adopted by the 27 countries that took part in the Barcelona Conference of November 1995
 , these are:

1) to create a common Euro-Mediterranean area of peace and stability based on a number of fundamental principles including respecting human rights and democracy,

2) to construct an area of shared prosperity through an economic and financial association which will favour the progressive introduction of a free trade area,

3) to commence wide-ranging action designed to build closer contacts between the different peoples of the region through a social, cultural and human partnership aimed at encouraging understanding between cultures and exchanges between civil societies.

The partnership is based on agreements of association negotiated both bilaterally between the EU and its 12 partners, and multilaterally through regional bodies, such as the Euro-Mediterranean Committee and the regular Senior Officials’ Meetings on the Political and Security Dialogue. Significant results of the Barcelona process have been the creation of a  funding mechanism (the MEDA initiative) for co-operation projects between the EU and Mediterranean states. During the 1995-1999 programming period MEDA was allotted €3,435 million (making up the lion’s share of the approximately €4,400 million dedicated to co-operation between the EU and its Mediterranean Partners). The 2000-2006 phase saw an increase in funding, with MEDA receiving €5,350 million. Apart from direct EU grants, the European Investment Bank (EIB) has made substantial loans to Mediterranean states, total loans provided during the MEDA I and II phases will likely total over  €11,000 million. 

Conspicuously, the Mediterranean dimension of the EU’s emerging geopolitical strategy is heavily influenced by economic agendas and the management of the negative “externalities” of market expansion. Increased regional trade and investment, a general goal of Wider Europe, is seen as a mechanism for combating poverty and thus reducing pressure on the EU to accommodate immigrants from the region. At the same time, border-related issues loom large and the EU demands “shared responsibility” for combating illegal cross-border activities and “common security threats”.

As a result, the problem of reconciling inclusionary partnership with exclusionary security policies is perhaps even more pronounced in the EU-Moroccan case than with respect to Russia and Eastern Europe. The EuroMed Civil Forum, while welcoming the development of multilateral dialogue between the EU and the greater Mediterranean region, has, for example, been quite critical of the EMP. One source of dissatisfaction is the perception that economic and security agendas are seen to be focused primarily on a rather one-sided notion of free trade and on controlling illegal immigration, marginalising the very socio-political elements that EU discourse so vocally promotes (e.g, democratic progress, sustainable development and human rights).
 Small group and culturally oriented programmes (the so-called decentralised programmes) have, unfortunately, been poorly managed and the EU will most likely discontinue these programmes.
 Similarly, to many observers with the region, the EU lacks credibility because it appears to be more interested in pursuing its own economic gain than seriously promoting human rights.
 These concerns have also been voiced by the EU’s Economic and Social Committee (ESC) who in an evaluation of the EMP stated that: “(…) the weakness of the Euro-Mediterranean partnership lies precisely in the emphasis on its political and economic content, with social content seriously lacking” (European Commission-ESC 2002:119). Perhaps more damagingly, the ESC have criticised the eurocentrism of the Free Trade Zone project. In what could be interpreted as thinly veiled neo-colonialism, the FTZ envisaged by the EU would privilege industrial sectors in which the EU is competitive while downplaying the role of agricultural trade, traditionally of great importance to Mediterranean countries.
 Viewed perhaps somewhat uncharitably, the MEDA programme is basically a form of development aid that is compensating for the disappearance of trading preferences while promoting economic transition.
 However, the total level of compensation falls well short of and mid-term losses of revenue these countries, and particularly the Maghreb states, face (Aghrout 2000).

In summing up, the EuroMed Partnership appears to lack a strategic vision for the development of more inclusive forms of co-operation. The EuroMed Civil Forum (2003:4) has complained that: “The Partnership’s stress upon security/stability imperatives has (…) raised the question of whether the EuroMed process is geared to contain conflicts rather than to facilitate sustainable, just solutions to these conflicts. Furthermore, the definition of the EuroMed region appears artificial, driven by the geo-political interests of European states, which serve only to increase the divisions in the region instead of creating a more equitable playing field”. 

With much of the EU’s attention and energies focused on the challenges on its eastern borders, the Civil Forum even senses a relative loss of interest in the EMP, except to the extent to where the post-September 11th “War Against Terrorism” is concerned. As a result, there appears to be little interaction between the principal actors involved in the EMP and organisations of civil society. Whether or not this situation will continue can only be answered in the mid-term. In 2001, Chris Patten, former EU Commissioner for Foreign Affairs, signalled in clear terms the necessity for a less patronising approach to co-operation. more sensitive approach to partnership with southern Mediterranean states: “The Mediterranean is our “near abroad” on our Southern flank. Thus, it should enjoy a special place in our external relations. The EU and its Mediterranean partners share many common interests: from trade and investment, through safeguarding the environment and energy supply, to maintaining regional peace and stability. The partnership established at Barcelona in November 1995 (…) recognised that common objectives and common interests need to be addressed in a spirit of co-responsibility leaving behind the more 'patronising' approach which often marked our policy in the past” (2001:1).

Summary of Case Study Working Papers

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) is presented as the EU’s strategic response in order to deal with the new situation following the enlargement of the European Union in 2004. These changing circumstances have led to new rationales. 1) coping with its new external borders and neighbours and 2), finding a solution for a further enlargement problem. This case study examines the consequences for the Spanish-Moroccan border region from multilevel perspectives. 

In particular, migration has been an important aspect of the Spanish-Moroccan border region. Annually, thousands of migrants attempt the “cross” to Europe via Morocco and Spain. The EU regards the inflow of illegal migration as a major ‘threat’. One of the targets within the ENP is to reduce illegal migration through a whole range of measures. Increasing border management, more police and border guards and FRONTEX boats must tackle this “problem”. But this European view of illegal migration, which is given in by possible threats and security issues is complemented with an entirely different view. One focus of the study is on the role of information in the migration process of sub-Saharan African migrants towards Europe and especially on the importance of information and information-sharing when migrants are travelling through Africa on their way to Europe. The sharing of information en route is an important survival strategy of sub-Saharan African migrants heading for Europe. They form collectives, often along ethnic lines, in which information on security matters and work possibilities is shared. However, there is one important aspect of the migration process around which great secrecy and even competition exists, namely information about how and when a ‘final jump’ to Europe can be made. Sub-Saharan African migrants in Morocco are very reluctant to share information on this issue, fearing the competition of other migrants. The greater the numbers of people who know about an opportunity to go to Europe the less chance you have to successfully make use of that opportunity. When Europe is reached, migrants mostly obtain information from their social networks and different social services.

Furthermore, within the case study there is a need to discuss the biased migration-related information that is spread by several media in Europe. Although the number of sub-Saharan migrants is increasing in Europe, it is still a fraction of total European immigration. Nevertheless, some newspapers and politicians suggest that an invasion of black African immigrants is taking place. Not only should the share of sub-Saharan African migrants in Europe be nuanced, the image of Africans arriving irregularly by small and fragile boats should also be brought into perspective. It is indeed becoming increasingly difficult for Africans to enter Europe regularly, but going clandestinely by boat is not the only way for Africans to reach the European continent. Many irregular migrants enter Europe legally and simply overstay their visa. Although this paper explores the role of information in the migration process, it does not cover all aspects. Therefore, it is still an interesting topic for further research, especially the migrants’ and their networks’ use of modern communication technology. As Ros et. al. (2007; 1) state: “There is a complete lack of knowledge of the ways in which information flows shape the movements of people around the world.”  

Another challenge with this case study has been to look from a somewhat analytical distance at what is happening at this border of the EU. We argue that inclusion of migrants from neighbouring states does not operate on the basis of moral equality. Instead, the rationales behind the ENP suggest a closure of Europe and allows for neo-colonial interpretations in which people from outside Europe are treated as suspicious and potentially harmful for European interests. This development is both undesirable and harmful. Europe is increasingly re-created as a bounded political entity institutionalised through treaties and acts. It is turned into a socio-political cultural construction embedded in its self-created values which makes distinctions between people on arbitrary grounds.

Conclusions from the working papers submitted so far suggest that the reconfigurations that have affected the Spanish-Moroccan border since 1986 can be read as a three-fold process of geopolitical, functional, and symbolic reshaping. Despite the fact that the establishment of parallels was not a priority of the working papers, the tracing of transatlantic border analogies has invited contemplation of the Spanish-Moroccan border reconfigurations in light of a large-scale collision between geopolitical and geo-economic needs that impinge on contemporary border dynamics (Coleman, 2005).  

With regard to the geopolitical reshaping of the border, the papers highlighted how the drawing of the external EU border has engendered the overlapping of two different and meaningful territorial lines: the border between Spain and Morocco, and the border between EU and non-EU territory. It has given rise to a frontier scenario where the boundaries of two traditional territorial units (nation states) meet with the line that marks the limits of a new territorial container that is characterised by its supranational (or post-national) nature. It has also been argued that some continuities can be found between the old Spanish (national) lebensraum of North Africa and the EU (post-national) space represented by the future Euro-Mediterranean Free Trade Area. The logic of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the European Neighbourhood Policy bears a certain resemblance to the Spanish geopolitical expansion experienced during the years of the Protectorate. 

Moving on to the functional dimension of the rebordering process, the growing divergence between the regulatory needs of EU external border securitisation and the requirements of “free-trade” globalisation has been charted. It has also been argued that the specific situation of the North African enclaves accentuates the selective model of external border management deployed by the European Union. The border regimes of Ceuta and Melilla represent an extreme form of the Gated Community model described by Van Houtum and Pijpers (2007) as an alternative narrative to the ‘imprecise’ metaphor of ‘Fortress Europe’. Here, we have observed that the peculiar and progressively technologised border regime of Ceuta and Melilla is rooted in flexibility between the bridging and the barrier functions of the border. Through the notion of a sealed off permeability, it has been pointed out that, as is the case for the U.S-Mexico border, ‘it is not immediately evident that technology can resolve the tension between trade and security at the border’ (Coleman, 2005: 199).

In relation to the symbolic dimension of its reconfiguration, the Spanish-Moroccan border has been identified as an instrument of national and post-national identity formation. In the scenario created after its (EU)ropeanisation, the symbolic remarking of the border contributes to the deepening and (re)production of the developing EU post-national collective identity, as it also concurrently contributes to the (re)production of the Spanish national identity. In relation to the specific cases of Ceuta and Melilla, it has been argued that the policing of their borders might be interpreted as a symbolic performance aimed at reinforcing the limits of the emergent EU socio-spatial imagery. 

The land borders of Ceuta and Melilla exemplify how the current EU (b)ordering model influences border agency. This draws attention to the fact that, beyond its instrumental dimension, reinforcement of the external EU border control also seems to be subject to far-reaching practices of political and symbolic delimitation. The result of the Spanish-Moroccan rebordering process shows us how, as seems to be a general contemporary trend, this particular reconfigured border regime has been engendered, developed, and rooted in an environment of contradiction between geopolitical and geo-economic priorities. In the conviction that much can be learned about the centres of power by focusing on their peripheries (Donnan and Wilson, 1994), further critical scrutiny of European borders might contribute to the debate over whether the EU is being built with the same conflicting schemes.  


6. Perceptions of Civil Society Actors on Europe, the EU, Neighborhood and the Contribution of the EU to Civil Society Development 

This second section of the case study synthesis scrutinises civil society actors’ perceptions of European policies and their attitudes towards Europe (Research Strands 2 and 3). The purpose here has been to study the reception of the EU’s increasing political, economic and cultural role in promoting interstate relations and cross-border co-operation. This includes judging the concrete policy role and influence of the EU by assessing the impacts of Neighbourhood Programmes, Action Plans, etc. Does thus EU play a positive role in addressing local development problems? If not, why not? Here it will be important to identify local CSO understandings about the neighbourhood and attitudes to different neighbouring countries and their preferences with whom to cooperate more. This may also include their perceptions about the non-EU neighbouring countries in order to compare and contrast the impact of the EU in different context. We also need to identify challenges that the EU membership present for national interests if any. We also should clearly state what we understand as the EU’s political ideas. Some organisations may not be aware of such ideas therefore we should provide them with relevant examples which will reflect the EU’s political ideas. 

Finnish-Russian Case Study

The EU’s Role in Supporting Co-operation

One of the major results of the Finnish-Russian case study was that CSO representatives have a rather ambivalent perception of the EU as a facilitator of co-operation. Finnish CSO activists, particularly at the local and regional level, see that the role of the EU in governing bilateral relations has in general terms increased. By the same token, many local and regional level CSO actors agree that the ambitious geopolitical goals of ENPI as well as the EU’s emerging external policy appear overly broad and distant. One reason for this perception of geopolitical distance is the fact hat the EU still remains rather insignificant in terms of everyday co-operation (e.g. facilitating practical contacts and co-operation initiatives across the border). For many small CSOs, participation in large EU-projects - or even going through the complex application procedures to receive funds - is associated with very high transaction costs. Furthermore, despite the recent strengthening of the role of the civil society dimension, EU policy frameworks for relations with neighbouring state still seem to be directed towards economic and political matters at the expense of social issues. 

From the perspective of CSO actors operating at the local and regional levels, it is perceived that the EU has done little to positively affect CBC, to enhance people-to-people contacts or to bring neighbours closer in mental terms to the EU. A more broadened focus is perceived as necessary in order for the EU to effectively influence developments in the Finnish-Russian borderlands. In this sense, the implementation of ENPI might ease the situation, but skepticism remains as to whether this basically top-down instrument will actually be “able to deliver”. 

Critical Questions Asked: What is the Reason for EU Weakness?

Interviews with CSO activists on both sides of the border and within different subregions of the Finnish-Russian Karelian space reveal some of the main reasons why the EU’s influence in promoting co-operation and a sense of “Neighbourhood” has been rather limited. One of the most problematic issues raised in this context has been a lack of connection with civil society itself, perhaps due to pre-conceived notions of what civil society is, what it is not and what its specific roles should be.

It seems to be widely understood that a civil society dimension is vital for the overall success of EU policies that aim to deepen integration between the Union and its neighbors. However, from the actors’ perspective, top-down proposals for deeper integration should pay more attention to dynamics from below, as ignoring these dynamics would prove to be short-sighted and hardly socially sustainable. The role of CBC in promoting social cohesion and convergence is also emphasised by many. Regardless of the public benefits to be realised by cross-border civil society co-operation, the most successful and enduring examples can be found when individual actors themselves feel that they benefit from co-operation. In this sense, it seems to be the positive experience from the civil society sector, rather than EU policies, which have made co-operation seem worthwhile and beneficial. Furthermore, in the view of civil society actors, 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 ground-level support for deeper integration. CSO actors are of the opinion that civil society co-operation should focus more on supporting Russian organisations as these are better placed to shape preconditions for greater integration based on their understandings of Russia's own historical development. 

Perceptions of the EU: European Identity and the Neighbourhood

When Finland joined the EU in 1995, conditions governing CBC faced a significant transformation. On the one hand, the previously bilaterally-governed co-operation across the border became part of the broader dynamics of international politics and EU-Russia relations. However, on the other hand, regional and local actors also took an active role in international affairs by cooperating directly across the border. In short, the role of the EU has become essential, as the level of cross-border interaction at the national and sub-national levels has become more or less dependent on the quality of the EU-Russian relationship. However, the influence of the EU is by nature twofold. Europeanisation promotes co-operation ideationally and materially. However, Europeanisation processes also tend to confirm the existing differences between EU and non-EU members. In addition, EU funding via the Tacis and Interreg Programmes and, most recently, the ENP-Instrument to which Russia has become a partner, has made cross-border co-operation increasingly project-based. 

One interesting point that derives from the opinions of Finnish CSO representatives towards the EU as a political actor promoting a sense of “Neighbourhood” is that there is neither a coherent European civil society nor is the EU a coherent actor in relation to Russia. Thus, a policy framework or an instrument that endeavours to capture the entire civil society universe at once is doomed to overlook country-specific issues and circumstances. According to many of those interviewees, co-operation has arisen from a general awareness of a common interest or problem. Accordingly, it is often expressed that for CBC to be effective, the actual ideas and initiatives have to be derived from practical issues at the very border regions in question; the EU, in turn, would then support these initiatives and provide funding. As the situation stand now, the majority of Finnish CSOs with working contacts to Russian CSOs operate across the border more or less independently of EU initiatives and polices. 

Finnish CSO actors also highlight that the problem with both top-down EU policy and other Western aid has been that the passive role delegated to Russia. The EU offers Russia (and other neighbours) a privileged relationship, building upon a mutual commitment to common values – as long as they are “European” values. Even if the enhancement of democracy, human rights, rule of law, etc. are certainly goals worth fighting for, experience has already shown that simply transplanting these ideals from their ‘original’ setting to Russian contexts is likely to provoke resistance. The dynamics across the Finnish-Russian border can be characterised as more pragmatic – it is not the aim of this co-operation to focus solely on the democratisation of Russia or on building a Western type of civil society. Instead, the principal aim of Finnish-Russian civil society co-operation has been to solve practical problems, provide help and support Russians as they themselves build better preconditions to confront the specific conditions that have emerged as a result of Russia's own historical development. Accordingly, the most successful examples can be found when the actors themselves feel that CBC is not only a means to an end, but that there is added value to be gained in the process itself. In this context, civil society organisations in all their diversity have certainly a crucial role to play in any policy proposal or in projects aiming to enhance the relations with the EU and its neighbors.

In case of Russian civil society actors, it is important to distinguish between the regional co-operate within Finnish and Russian Karelia (and where at least a partial sense of regional commonalities has emerged) and that which is more focused on the St. Petersburg Region

Respondents from the Republic of Karelia (Russia) assess the neighborhood with the EU in positive terms, but remain quite skeptical about the potential development of the EU-Russian relationships more in general – reflecting, thus, official central government rhetoric. However, all the respondents noted that the influence of the EU in terms of promotion of co-operative agendas is significant and that the continuation of this promotion is very much needed. Almost every respondent expressed the view shared by the majority of the population (which can also be called a feature of the regional identity) that Karelia is a “European region having many different kinds of connections to the EU”. Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that  respondents emphasise that opportunities of co-operation with the EU are presently not being used to the full extent. 

Generally, the EU is seen as efficiently promoting co-operation agendas in the Republic of Karelia and all CSOs representatives are aware of the fact that the regional government and Karelian municipalities have been for a long time already involved in a large number of different projects, which have brought certain benefits both for the Republic’s infrastructure and population. However, respondents demonstrated perplexity when asked questions of the perspective of EU institutions on co-operation due to an obvious lack of knowledge of what the EU institutions are. The same degree of perplexity was registered when respondents were asked about perceived inclusiveness of the EU policies and common European future. On the other hand, quite interesting results were obtained when respondents were queried about their understanding of Europe and Europeaness. Although expressed in simple terms, the Russian Karelian respondents see themselves as more European in outlook that citizens of other parts of Russia. They assessed EU policy as quite friendly and definitely as non-excluding. “Europeaness” is mainly seen in terms of specific attitudes towards governance, labour and al the things connected with these issues. Respondents’ views on this issue overlap with their views on demarcation lines between “us” and “them”.

All CSO representatives express that one of the main distinctive features of “Europeaness” is attitudes towards the quality of products and labour in which labour is seen as something which requires punctuality, discipline, excellence, scrupulousness, reliability and other elements of character. The respondents see such values as determining the quality of governance as well and in this way compare Russian governance forms with their European counterparts. This can be explained by the fact that many CSO activists were given training and educational opportunities by other EU-sponsored projects. This has led to the absorption of instrumental rhetoric that reflects an emphasis on effective and efficient problem-solving rather than, for example, on CSOs’ role as civil society in normative terms. Europe is also seen as a success story in terms of social sphere development and welfare, which appears to be an important demarcation line as well. The respondents, expectedly, express that it is either impossible or unnecessary for Russia to become a member of the EU due to the huge dissimilarities between them. The respondents seem to be quite aware of the advantages that EU membership could bring such as traveling without border controls, using a single currency or opportunities of a common market. In the views of respondents, the vision of “deep association with the EU” without any loss of sovereignty was preferable. 

In the case of the St. Petersburg/Leningrad Region (also in Russia) Traditionally, CSOs in St. Petersburg have co-operated with Finnish CSOs mostly with the support of Finnish and/or EU funding. If such funding exists, there are also co-operation projects. But it is clear that even in the cases of successful co-operation, Russian CSOs are still not ready to devote resources (either of their own or through Russian funding mechanisms) towards cross-border co-operation. Interestingly, even though Finnish national funding schemes are being reduced due to economic growth in Russia, the Russian perception of co-operation with the Finnish partners has not changed. This means that as funding becomes scarcer that co-operation accordingly decreases. 

The European Union is obviously a facilitator in the various areas of cross-border activity as it has provided funding in the framework of Tacis programme and, now, of European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument. These programmes create the most important opportunities for co-operation, but it is not always clearly understandable for CSOs as the initiatives as well as fundraising for the joint projects still originate mostly from the Finnish side. In general, the EU is seen as significantly and efficiently promoting co-operation agendas that address social needs and local development. 

The Russian CSO spokespersons who were interviewed work intensively with Finnish and other EU partners, they thus see themselves as a part of Europe and indicate to be working towards breaking down the borders between ‘us’ and ‘them’. Nonetheless, they seem to understand and underline that Russia is a very special case within and of Europe. As a non-EU member and a country which does not aim for EU membership, Russia has a very clear border, also in mental terms, with EU countries. In the recent past, it has tried to build much more clear borders and to raise its national self-understanding, which in turn reduces the significance of international co-operation of the Russian actors, especially regarding the Western funding. At the same time, without funding, Russian actors, including CSOs, are not ready to co-operate with foreign partners, including Finnish ones.

Estonian-Russian Case Study

The EU’s Role in Supporting Co-operation
Research conducted by the Estonian team at the University of Tartu concludes that CSOs engaged in cross-border co-operation have their own interests and agendas as defined by local interests and social contexts. However, most of the CSOs do not have the means to cooperate across the border and, therefore, EU funding is vital. Similarly to other case study contexts, CSOs perceive the EU’s presence in the region not so much as a political actor but rather as a source of support in addressing local development challenges. On the Russian side especially, there is little understanding of the EU as an international organisation or a supranational body. There is more understanding of the EU policies among Estonian CSO due to a simple reason that they have to deal with the implementation of the EU policies on an everyday basis; quite a number of CSOs representatives are consultative members in working groups working under the EU institutions (the European Commission or Committee of Regions).

At the same time, most of the CSOs consider that the available European Union programmes do not leave much space for them in the funding programmes; these are seen to be designed rather for state organisations (!). There is little background discussion and almost no consultations with CSOs at the time of design of EU policies for co-operation within the ENP context; the impression is that EU funding programmes are designed by EU administrators in co-operation with EU member states and national authorities or recipient countries. This is seen to contrast starkly with earlier experiences of CBC supported by the EU and which appeared more open to Russian CSOs and more explicitly focused on local/regional co-operation. On the other hand, there is recognition of the fact that Estonia’s EU and NATO membership and new border regimes have also made bilateral relations much more difficult. This situation creates difficulties for CSOs and forces them to act as quasi-governmental bureaucratic organisations. The majority of CSO representatives who were interviewed (especially on the Estonian side) expressed an intention to pull out at least partly from EU CBC project preparation in order to preserve their “CSO-identity”.

What helps in this situation is the existence of Pan-European and Pan-Baltic networks of CSOs led by strong Western European CSO hubs with strong institutional support that allows them to concentrate on their own organisational missions and objectives. Through such networks, CSOs in Russia also receive support and know-how with which to develop their capacities. However, the situation is different for CSOs who are non-profit consulting companies or business support structures; for which the EU support is appropriate and helps to address the local social and economic development challenges. Nevertheless, all CSOs complained about overly bureaucratic reporting and management procedures of EU projects and an absence of discussion of what all those expensive projects achieve in substantive terms.

More than half of the CSOs representatives interviewed had experiences of participation in EU supported actions and projects. For the CSOs working in the Estonian – Russian border area European Union funding is important. As the INTERREG and TACIS funds have been large in terms of amounts and were given for a rather long period of time – in some cases up to a few years (2 – 3 years), they have allowed participants to effectively address specific issues – establishment of regulations, building environmental and economic infrastructure, developing cooperative networks and raising their capacity. Those CSOs’ representatives focusing on rather technical issues (establishment of nature protection areas, conducting water monitoring, business support, for instance), were quite satisfied with the fact that there are funding schemes available to support the cross-border co-operation with Russia.   

At the same time, most of the CSO representatives expressed their dissatisfaction with the fact that the available EU funding schemes were designed to suit the needs of state agencies and do not reflect their needs. As one of the Russian CSO representative expressed: “the available EU funding programmes are not for NGOs. Those programmes are designed for municipalities and state organisation, which however do not always have sufficient knowledge and capacity to implement those project; the NGOs act as shadow organisations to state agencies and support implementation of European projects”.

While in Estonia there are CSO support infrastructure was developed that is managed by the Estonian Network of Estonian Non-profit Organisations (NENO), there are funding schemes that support CSOs (for instance, there are ongoing consultations among the authorities and CSOs on launching a Civil Society Endowment that would provide institutional support to Estonian CSOs), there is no state system of the support to Russian CSOs although the CSOs do need such a support. The CSO capacity building activities are at the time supported by short term grants by the Western European and the US governments through the embassies but this is not sufficient to develop the CSOs in Russia so that they would be able to work on the same level as European CSOs.  

The University of Tartu’s results demonstrate an urgent need to create a space for CSOs, especially those on the external border side (in Russia in this case) in the implementation of the ENP policy; the EU has to encourage the governments to organise wide consultations specifically with CSOs at a stage of the initiation of EU strategies and funding programmes; there is also a need in special funding programmes for CSOs in Russia and Europe. Russian CSOs in particular emphasised the importance of initiating a special CSO support programme by the EU that might facilitate networking between European and Russian CSOs. 

 Perceptions of the EU: European Identity and the Neighbourhood

In Estonia, interviews indicated a good understanding of the European Union as an international organisation and of the political processes ongoing in Europe. This is contrasted by the low level of knowledge of the EU among Russian CSO representatives (e.g. that it is a powerful supranational organisation of great institutional complexity). The reasons for this were also given by the interviewees: Estonia is a member of the EU and has been directly affected by EU policies for some time whereas Russian notions of political community are strongly national (rather then supranational) by nature and the EU has often been portrayed as a nemesis of national consolidation in the media. Russian CSO knowledge of the EU comes from practical experience in managing European projects (formerly INTERREG and TACIS programmes, currently the INTERREG AND ENPI). 

If this is the general situation, our interviews also provided more nuanced information. For example, according to a Russian CSO representative, attitudes towards EU policies depend on the specific organisation in question: representatives of organisations who are involved on a personal basis in international co-operation projects have a positive attitude towards the EU and its policies – and a generally well informed about goings-on in the EU. This differs drastically from representatives of local organisations who learn about the life in Estonia and work of Estonian organisations from the Russian media (TV); these people are often negative towards Estonia and the European Union. 

Asked whether EU policies are seen as being inclusive of non-member states and supportive of a sense of a common European future, Russian CSO responses were also very organisation-specific – those CSOs that have personal experiences of working with the European partners have a positive attitude of CSOs of being a part of a “Wider Europe”. A representative of a Pskov-based CSO (in Russia) who was also involved in international projects also felt herself being a part of Europe: „in Pskov; you can notice it not only in the way cities located close to the EU external border areas look but also in the style of work and communication between people”.  Again, as mentioned above, for small local organisations that are not involved in international co-operation and whose opinions are greatly influenced by the mass media,  there is no feeling of being a part of Europe; they rather judge the EU as being a part of the “other”, separate from “us”.    

For Russian actors who are actually involved in CBC, the EU is seen as being “inclusive” of non-member states; organisations in Pskov, located about 60 km for the Estonian border, consider themselves as a part of a common (that is, EU/non-EU) European space. This differs drastically with those CSOs that do not have personal experiences of cooperating with European organisations – here again, the highly ideological (and tendentious) Russian mass media often portray Estonia and Europe as external enemies. 

As explained in the Summary Report (Deliverable 24), the Estonian-Russian relation is a troubled one and has been subject to several spectacular shocks over the last few years. Estonia’s accession to NATO membership in 2004, the controversy surrounding the monument to the unknown Soviet soldiers, instances of “cyber warfare” and problems surrounding the status of ethnic Russians in Estonia have served to a create a tense bilateral atmosphere. Given the above data, and given the positive experiences of Estonian-Russian CSO co-operation, we can conclude that there is an urgent need to create a greater and clearer space for CSOs, especially for those on the other side of the EU’s external border (Russia in this case) within the programming and implementation of  ENP policy. Specifically, there is a need for special funding programmes that target CSOs in neighbouring countries (e.g. in the area of environmental protection and social issues) and that help them support their international networks. It was mentioned (in St. Petersburg) that making Russian CSOs again eligible for participating in programmes implemented by the EU’s DG Environment would be one small step in this direction. In addition, interviewees on both sides of the border insisted that the EU must encourage national governments to organise broader bottom-up consultations with civil society during planning stages of CBC and transnational co-operation policy; 

Polish-Russian/Polish-Ukrainian Case Studies

The EU’s Role in Supporting Co-operation

CSOs involved in developing cooperative projects between Poland and Ukraine and Poland and Kaliningrad judge European Union support for civil society and its co-operation agendas largely based on their experiences in obtaining funding for their activities. As this is generally difficult, the EU’s “inspirational” role in supporting cross-border co-operation is often perceived as ambiguous. To an extent, this is due to media coverage and political discourses that emphasise conflicts between Poland and its neighbours rather than co-operation. This directly involves the EU as some of the most intensively discussed issues are energy sector co-operation, the stationing of US radars in Poland, the Russian embargo on Polish meat, competition between the EU and Russia over influence on Ukraine’s social and political development, the restrictive nature of Schengen visas, etc.

As a provider of funds, the EU is seen as a partner who “says a lot and does rather less”. The European Neighbourhood Policy is perceived as ambitious with well-chosen aims and priorities, but the possibilities to implement the ENP through civic action and CSO are seen as limited. Complaints abound that only a select group can benefit from the EU’s opportunity structures such as, governmental units, research institutions, governments agencies and their associated organisations, large CSOs and their networks. But the most “exclusive” elements of ENP are requirements of financial guarantees and the rule of re-finance. These requirements dictate that an organisation applying for EU funds must have a stable budget and enough funds to realise a project (and thus not in need of additional support!). In addition, organisations involved in EU-funded projects must wait for extended periods of time (up to a year) before funds are transferred; in the meantime running costs and salaried must be paid without these funds. The vast majority of Polish, Ukrainian and Russian CSOs/NGOs simply cannot cope with such restrictions as their activities are based on short periods and small budgets.

Moreover, the EU’s control-focused procedure had already created an unofficial elite of CSOs - the privileged group of organisations that are able to prepare project proposals, pre-finance project costs, implement projects within their own networks and to prepare without outside help financial and activity reports that satisfy EU demands. In Kaliningrad Oblast it was explicitly mentioned that EU instruments helped created a closed circle, literally a “clique”, of EU-fund recipients who has established small business units for managing projects. Potentially, the most helpful institutions in CSO co-operation between Poland and Ukraine and between Poland and Kaliningrad should be national and regional agencies that manage the disbursement of EU funds. Indirectly, these are EU institutions as they are responsible for local co-ordination of EU programmes based on the standards set by Brussels. One example of such organisations are the Euroregions. However, the majority of interviewed CSO representatives stated that Euroregions have low visibility and are not adjusted to the needs of organisations at the local level and do not respond to local needs. Again, Euroregions are seen as truly accessible only for a select group of civic organisations and local governmental agencies. In addition, Polish experience with INTERREG/TACIS, programmes managed at the regional level and/or indicates a very low level of local CSO participation. 

Perceptions of the EU: European Identity and the Neighbourhood

The perspectives of future relations between the EU and civil society actors operating within the context of Polish-Ukrainian and Polish-Kaliningrad co-operation are seen to hinge on how the ENP plays out as an effective policy instrument. However, it is also clear that there are clear differences in the EU’s general approach to neighbouring countries. Civil society activists in Kaliningrad Oblast appear convinced that Russian relations with the EU will never get to the stage of policy or economic “integration”. But for the region another solution is perceived and already discussed and shown to public, i.e. Kaliningrad Oblast as a special region, being at the same time a part of Russia Federation and a part of EU community. This would be a favourable perspective for a region – Kaliningrad Oblast as a part of the EU with full members’ rights but under the Russian legislation.

The West Ukrainian case is rather different. Ukrainian CSOs (and representatives of local and regional governments) see integration with Poland and the EU as a natural course of national development. While the eastern part of the country is more sceptical about integration scenarios and somewhat more oriented towards Russia, it remains open to the EU. Polish organisations are, interestingly, perceived as a model for Ukrainians in the sense that practices of Polish civil society and organisational forms are often copied and adjusted to local conditions.  

Hungarian-Ukrainian Case Study

The EU’s Role in Supporting Co-operation

It is clear that the “performance” of Hungarian CSOs is relatively weak in comparison to their West European counterparts while Ukrainian civil society is still in an early stage of formation. For this reason, the external support of civil society co-operation is vital – and here the EU does play an important role, both directly (through its agencies working in Ukraine) and indirectly through funds apportioned to the Hungarian government. Besides EU organisations, Dutch, Swiss, German, Austrian and some US-based foundations can be named as important sources of funding for CBC projects. 

Building relations with the EU is a very important issue for Hungarian CSOs. These are active in accessing and disseminating EU related information. They organise seminars and conferences, partly in order to locate and inform Ukrainian partners of funding possibilities. Person-to-person relations remain of key importance in terms of building mutual trust and the rather surprising intensity of local-level CSO interaction give evidence of this. Cross-border networking between CSOs and other organisations of civil society is important because it helps bridge the legal and institutional asymmetries that are a great potential co-operation obstacle. Legal norms regulating the operation of CSOs in Ukraine, for example, are incompatible with European legal standards. This can be illustrated by that fact that Ukrainian CSOs are not authorised to open bank accounts in a foreign country, and that they have difficulties in obtaining foreign currency. Apart from the weak legal regulation of the CSO sector – due to the long traditions of autocratic governance style and the paternalistic attitude of the state towards its citizens – the cultural receptivity of initiatives originating from the CSO sector is very low. The interviews with the representatives of Ukrainian CSOs gave us a rather mixed impression on the state’s attitude towards CSO activities. On the one hand the majority of CSOs cannot expect any support from the state for funding, but on the other hand, some of them are subsidised by the state – for example through the Job Centre of Ukraine – for performing some of their public duties. The Ukrainian government – unlike the Hungarian one – has no special policy for the development of the CSO sector. Nevertheless, CSOs cannot even rely on financial support from the local level either.

For this reason, the majority of the Ukrainian CSOs interviewed have either built some contacts with the EU through participation in EU programmes, or they are functioning as branch organisations of Western European CSOs, or, alternatively, have mentioned an international organisation as a “parent institution”. In this way they have been able to obtain some funding resources through these channels. As a rule, it can be stated that most interviewed organisations without regard to their profile have already received or are still receiving some grants from the EU. One foundation which has been established with the purpose of promoting and representing the interests of small entrepreneurs defined EU grants as instruments of essential importance. It was also reported that by learning the rules of the EU tendering system, the actors of civil society have assumed  “European-style” behaviours as well. The majority of interviewees mentioned TACIS then PHARE and INTERREG as the most important programmes for them. There appears to be little experience with the ENP as yet.

 Perceptions of the EU: European Identity and the Neighbourhood

The “EU-European” dimension in this very specific case of cross-border co-operation is evident in several ways. Media analysis and interviews indicate that there is a strong sense of belonging to a “wider Europe” and there still is a great appreciation of EU support for the Orange Revolution and the aid that has been forthcoming. Nevertheless, those interviewed also had mixed opinions on the EU’s role in developing a sense of “European Neighbourhood”. For one thing, it is perceived that Europe has failed to overcome “bordered” thinking along old geopolitical fault lines and only hesitatingly recognises Ukraine as inherently European; discourses of a “divided” Ukraine along a perception of Russian proclivities in the East and EU-oriented sentiment in the West of the country – as well as discourses of endemic corruption – only contribute to a sense of being de-classified. 

There is as well a deep sense of disappointment in Transcarpathia that the EU has not taken the membership ambitions of Ukraine more seriously. The majority of interviewees also emphasised that much less attention has been paid to the Hungarian-Ukrainian region than is warranted by its geographical and logistical importance. The EU was sharply criticised for treating the whole region merely as a security issue (illegal immigration and smuggling) and for lacking a clear concept for the long-term perspectives of these countries’ relationships with the EU. Moreover, in this cross-border regional context the Schengen acqui has brought with it new border symbolisms and control rituals that serve to reinforce mental divisions between Ukraine and Hungary (the EU). Co-evolving with increasing regional co-operation are border practices (such as the imposition of minimum waiting times, rigorous controls) that make crossing a very laborious proposition and that reinforce Ukraine’s image as a source of illegal tobacco, cheap petrol and alcohol, illegal immigration. All this serves to reinforce the feeling that the border should not just be feared and respected but it should be crossed as little as possible; that everybody should stay on “their” side. 

One specific affect of “Europeanisation” in this case study context (and one that perhaps might seem tangential to the notion of European identity) is the fact that many Ukrainian CSOs are instrumentalised by political parties in support of specific agendas. The case of ethnic Hungarian CSOs in Transcarpathian Ukraine is quite revealing and demonstrates how the polarised political landscape in the “mother” country is being reproduced on the Ukrainian side. A one-sided focus on specific issues can also prove to be a co-operation handicap: interestingly, critical civil society actors in Ukrainian Transcarpathia have warned that the intensive degree of NGO/CSO activity for the development of ethnic Hungarian cultural infrastructure and the strong orientation towards Budapest could result in a “ghettoisation” of Ukrainian Hungarians, limiting contacts to Ruthenian, Ukrainian and other organisations within the region.

Romanian-Moldovan Case

The EU’s Role in Supporting Co-operation
In recent years, the EU has been seen as one of the most important determinants for bilateral (Romanian-Moldovan) co-operation agendas. The importance of this influence is evidenced by the relatively high significance of EU funds for this specific co-operation context. Criticism has been raised regarding ENP Action Plans (AP) and the conditionality applied to neighbouring countries such as Ukraine. In the Moldovan case, however, there appears to be a greater degree of consensus between the two parties on the AP priorities, for example in the area of migration. Priorities in the EU – RM Action Plan in this area incude:

· Implementation of the National Action Plan on Migration and Asylum; 

· Adoption and implementation of the National Action Plan on the facilitation of the EU – RM visa regime, developed recently by the Inter-ministerial Working Group. The goal of this Plan is to contribute to enhancing the efficiency of the dialogue with the European Commission on the liberalisation of the visa regime with the EU; 

· Deepening the dialogue with European states as part of the pan-European process on migration management and the implementation of the Vienna Declaration in 2006; 

· Negotiation and signing of the Readmission Agreement with the EU, and the initiation of negotiations with the main countries of migration origin, transit and destination; 

· With a view to strengthening the readmission mechanism and efficiently implementing the signed agreements, a Centre for Temporary Placement of Illegal Migrants was created in 2006 with support from the European Union; 

· Intensifying the process of awareness-raising in the migrant community, and data collection aimed at actively engaging the Moldovan Diaspora in the process of implementing and developing migration policy. 

Romania, known as a country showing great enthusiasm for EU accession, is now more aware of the obligations it has as a member state. While the media often criticise the government's ability to develop viable projects with EU structural funds, government at all levels underline their preparedness to use these funds effectively: the president of Iaşi County Council has, for example, mentioned several times the fact that he supports the representatives of communes to write projects for infrastructure development. Also, the communes that now have access to water, gas, sewage, have realised these investments through Phare- and Sapard-type projects. The experience acquired through these projects is now being used in cross-border co-operate with cities in the Republic of Moldova. In the Romanian North-Est Region, strategies are debated and negotiated in order to rehabilitate roads and to invest in infrastructure.

Perceptions of the EU: European Identity and the Neighbourhood

The Romanian team also attempted to reveal how CSO representatives seen the European Union as political actor and to what extent the EU influences understandings of Europe and Europeanness. The responses that were received indicate that Europe, in its geographic meaning as a continent, is considered more inclusive than as a group formed under the guise of the European Union. Belonging to Europe supports the idea of Europeanness, seen as an expression of the slogan “unity in diversity” and this goes beyond EU membership. Most CSO representatives on both sides of the river Prut assert that they are citizens of states belonging to a common European space, with the difference that Romanians are now also EU citizens. The meanings of the phrase "European citizen" are being debated, as are those of the word “Europeanness”. EU is seen as a “club”, even though membership is desirable the EU does not definitively define what is Europe and what is not.

However, even though the EU is not seen to embody European identity it is understood to have had very positive effects on social modernisation processes in both Romania and Moldova. As one interviewee put it: “The main advantage of EU integration was that the past seven years have brought about more than what the past thirty hadn't been able to. The fact that someone has monitored closely the extent to which the requirements have been met was actually a way of speeding up reform.” – one CSO representative declared.

The “common European future” is not seen by Moldavian authorities as contingent upon EU membership, but rather on a close partnership. Things are different among the Moldavian population, though: in the Social-Political Barometer carried out in April 2007
, 67% of the population declared they would vote for Moldavia's integration into the EU if a referendum were to be organised on this topic the following Sunday. 28% of the citizens consider that Moldavia may become a EU member in more than 10 years, while 26% hope the same for the next 5 to 10 years. Only 8% believe that Moldova will never be a member of the EU. Over half of the respondents also believe that Romania could help the Republic of Moldova in this process.

How do the interviewees see themselves as a part of Europe and what are the demarcation lines (issues, values) that define “we” vs “them”? The press materials published in the Republic of Moldova reveal at least two perspectives: the present stage is a favourable one, allowing a variety and a multitude of funding opportunities for projects and programmes; the second perspective is that of the expectation of becoming an EU member. Advantages and disadvantages are recognised on both sides. The representatives of Romanian CSOs would like more generous funding lines for social programmes. Many of them – especially those in border counties – have adapted to the new realities and have expanded their projects beyond the Prut, through the CBC and neighbourhood programmes. “In general EU policy there is no ‘us’ or ‘them’” – declared the representative of Phare CBC in Iasi.

Are the EU’s policies seen as being “inclusive” of non-member states and supportive of a sense of a common European future? The EU’s influence on combating cross-border crime is seen as something that promotes cohesion through combating a common problem. The issues of human trafficking and the limitation or prevention of this phenomenon are priorities for several EU member states as it is for Moldova. At the EU level there is also support and interest for the issue, materialised in dedicated community policies. The national, regional and local impact of the EU’s concerns and policies translates into national action plans influenced to a great extent by the harmonisation process with the community acquis. The year 2007 was a favourable one for the development of initiatives and actions in that domain, also due to the fact that it was declared the Equal Opportunities Year at European level.

In response to questions whether the EU’s policies are seen as being “inclusive” of non-member states and supportive of a sense of a common European future there appears to be general agreement both in Romania and Moldova that this is the case – with some qualifications. Most Moldavian citizens see the new EU border as discriminatory, an obstacle for crossing into Romania. This complaint is more frequent among those who used to supplement their incomes by selling products in Romania – products they used to transport themselves. The termination of such border trade also affects Moldovans who study in Romania and pay for their tuition themselves, receiving no scholarship from the Romanian government. 

The Neighbourhood policy is interpreted by some of the interviewed CSO representatives as an instrument by which the EU attempts to ensure security for its borders. On the other hand, if we analyse the Action Plan signed by the Republic of Moldova with the EU, and the policy for supporting financially the changes agreed by the two parties, then the support for “a common European future” becomes evident. 

Turkish-Greek Case Study

 The EU’s Role in Supporting Co-operation

There is as yet a low level of co-operation between Greek and Turkish civil society actors but the EU is seen as being key to developing these networks in several ways. One the one hand, the EU has provided funds for small projects between civil society actors. On the other hand, the EU has been very influential in promoting the development of civil society in both countries. Reforms initiated and policies implemented since Greece’s EU membership in the 1980s and within the process of Turkish accession negotiations are considered as important contributions to democratic consolidation. In addition, the EU has prompted an international outlook in the activities of civil society actors. Indeed, the funding provided by the EU and its related institutions along with other international non-governmental organisations constitute the main financial sources for most domestic CSOs to realise their activities. International funding not only has increased the number of CSOs in Turkey and Greece but also scope of their activities. It is ironic that, until recently, the bilateral orientation of CBC has been weaker than other European activities of Greek and Turkish CSO (e.g. Balkans, ex-Yugoslavia in the case of Greece, Black Sea regional co-operation in the Turkish case). 

It is interesting to note that the EU’s impact on Turkísh civil society is even more pronounced that in the Greek case. Reasons for this have been given in the Summary Report (D24). The EU’s influence has, however, created a sort of dependence on foreign funds. The “project business” that has developed around this dependence promotes the formation of CSO elites who acquire the necessary tools and skills to communicate with international partners. It also leads to the professionalisation of civil societal activity to the detriment of voluntary work. If access to EU (and other international) funds is limited the number of activities decrease as well. Funding constitutes the basis for the doing civil society work the “European”; this requires expertise, know-how and language skills. The former head of the Human Rights Associations argues: “The EU requires a system based on projects, auditing, working plans, timetables and working discipline and these are important contributions to the Turkish civil society culture. But it also has changed the way of doing things like employing experts as well as our style of thinking. As one other Turkish CSO representative put it: “You run a project with the EU and get the funding that you would normally get in 10 years time. In our case it weakens solidarity networks with individuals”.

 Perceptions of the EU: European Identity and the Neighbourhood

Among civil society actors in Turkey, images and perceptions of the EU are largely positive. However, the EU is also seen quite critically. On the one hand, the EU represents democratisation, the protection of civil and political rights and economic development. On the other hand it is associated with a “top-down” approach, discriminatory practices, ambiguity and disappointment. Although democratic development, protection of human rights, modernisation and high standards of living are associated with Europe at large, the European Union is also seen as a “non-coherent” entity with “potential for crisis”. Despite this, the predominant view on Turkey’s prospective membership to the EU among civil society organisations is positive. Particular emphasis is placed on the EU’s contribution to the democratic consolidation of Turkey, structural reforms, legal reforms and development of civil society. Representatives of the CSOs are very keen on developing “equal” and “reciprocal” relationship with the EU based on mutual understanding. 

The issue of mutual understanding is key to developing an inclusive notion of Neighbourhood that provides feasible opportunity structures for Turkish civil society. An outright attempt at “Europeanisation” is seen as counterproductive. Although they acknowledge the contributions of the EU, Turkish CSO representatives do maintain that efforts for democratic consolidation should be based on domestic struggles, initiatives and priorities rather than externally imposed. One interviewed representative of Turkey’s Regional Environmental Centre (REC) supported Turkey’s EU membership and stated that it is an aim of REC to assist Turkey in its process of European integration. However, he expressed caution arguing that: “we have to be careful in terms of its pros and cons. We have to evaluate (our agendas) based on 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”. Similarly, the representative of Amnesty International’s Turkey office stated that: “the EU is not a garden full of flowers. It is not a solely positive thing. Issues related to human rights and democratisation are positive but economic policies are not. In this respect it is not important for me to become an EU member. (It is) our internal dynamics that are important”. The head of Helsinki Citizen’s Assembly consideréd the EU as a “means” rather than an “aim that must be achieved”. The chair of the Human Rights Association argues that his organisation does not rely on the accession process for greater democratisation or the promotion of human rights. Similarly, the head of KAOS-GL considered the idea of Turkey’s membership to the EU as an “opportunity” in their struggle for their rights and to make them ‘heard’ at the state level. However, he did not think that all problems will be solved if Turkey would become a member state. 

In relation to European dilemmas that have emerged in broader political terms, discussion in Turkey is revealing. To quote political analyst Mr.Giavuz Baindar: “The way things are at the moment, Europe is at a point much further away than ever before”. “It is a striking fact that this is probably the first time we blame ourselves and not anyone else for why we are about to miss the train to Europe”, says author Murat Belge. Even more importantly, the dynamics of European policy compel anti-European movements within Turkish society to display and manifest their “true colours”. This is perceived as one of the most important steps of maturity concerning the European discussion in Turkey because it had been almost impossible up to now to question the army’s European credentials. Within more nationalistic circles, the requirements of the EU for reforms are seen as a “trap” for the Turkish nation. The Vice President of the Nationalist Party (MHP), Mr. Sevket Giahdintzi, has described present discussion on EU issues as: “an attempt to degrade the intrinsic power of our nation. The Turkish State is fully aware of the fact that the requirements related to cultural rights issues, educational rights etc. hides a deeper desire to create a different (Turkish) state. Our nation will never give birth to one other nation”. In the words of General Tutgut Halil Simsek: “The unity of the nation cannot be sacrificed for the sake of personal freedoms and sovereignty (…) Turkey realises that it has been treated unfairly and has been betrayed by the EU”. (Sources: newspaper screening; To VIMA, 21/01/2001).

The Turkish civil society actors who were interviewed have, furthermore, rather varied perceptions of European identity and its relationship to the Neighbourhood. Some representatives of civil society associate Turkey with “Eastern”, “Mediterranean”, “Muslim”, and “Middle Eastern’ countries whereas, for others, “Turkey is much more European than Romania and Bulgaria” or “Turkey shares more with Greece than with any Middle Eastern country”. Discussions related to “Europe” refer to Western Europe – Core Europe is the point of reference. In other words, Turkish definitions and perceptions of Europe exclude East and Central Europe. This can be explained by the fact that East and Central European countries are considered as “newcomers” to the EU. For some representatives of CSOs, Turkey is, in many respects, more developed than many other Eastern and Central European countries. We can argue that the perception of Turkey as a European country is dominant among civil society actors in Turkey although they also acknowledge their country’s distinctive features. As the head of one womens’ organisation argued: “I completed my graduate studies in Europe. Turkey is an eastern country when compared with other European countries. However, I had the opportunity to go to Syria and seen from there, Turkey is a Western country. I would not consider Turkey to be a strictly European nor as strictly Middle Eastern country”.

In the case of Greece, CSO representatives have stated that they know very little about the European Union’s Neighbourhood strategy. At the same time, newspaper screening and other related documents indicate concern in Greece with relation to new geo-strategic challenges on its borders and, in turn, on the European Union’s borders. As far as Turkey is concerned, it is a well known fact that Greece favours and firmly supports closer relations. On the other hand, being caught in the middle of what are seen as volatile geo-strategic areas (Balkans, Middle East, North Africa), Greece attempts to play the role of a regional European “diplomat” in promoting EU economic and political strategies. Greece also attempts to act as a representative of Balkan and Mediterranean countries in Brussels. Within this strategic context, Greece views Turkey as a regional military power that respects international laws and that will “embrace” European values and institutions (To VIMA,30-1-00).

On the Greek side, the issue of illegal migration is seen as a central Neighbourhood concern. In the words of one Greek official: “We will gather illegal migrants who are currently in Thrace and then move them back. Safeguarding measures at the borders will be applied. There will be a common agreement with the E.U. for all measures required to be taken into consideration that may also include financial sources which is also a rather considerable issue. There will be co-operation with the Turkish side in order to fulfill the requirements of the agreement we have signed” (KATHIMERINI, 15/5/02)

Spain-Morocco Reference Study
The EU’s Role in Supporting Co-operation

The EU promotes a broad platform for CSO co-operation within the context of the “renewed” Euro-Mediterranean dialogue. Among the organisations that can be named here are the Euro-Mediterranean Human Rights Network, EuroMed Human Rights Foundation, EuroMed Nongovernmental Platform and the EuroMed Civil Forum. The ENP and the EU-Morocco Action Plan also establishes a wide range of political, economic, social, cultural and environmental issues where co-operation is to be strengthened. However, much of the impetus of the EU-Moroccan dialogue is on human rights and (directly or indirectly) on security issues. Counter-terrorism provisions are included in the Action Plan and the EU is providing Morocco with technical assistance with a view to contributing to strengthening its capacity to fight terrorism, including money laundering and terrorist financing. 

Furthermore, the European Commission is very much interested in promoting co-operation with Morocco in terms of preventing and combating illegal migration. The EU has put considerable pressure on Morocco to deal forcefully with illegal migration and to improve surveillance of its maritime borders with Europe and at the enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla. The EU has also acknowledged that illegal immigration must be addressed in a context of wider regional co-operation. Responding to a Moroccan-Spanish initiative, a Euro-African Ministerial Conference was held in Rabat 2006 on the management of migratory flows.

Since 1989, a number of Spanish-Moroccan CSO co-operation initiatives have flourished. Among the groups that have been involved are: Al-Jaima, Pateras de la Vida, Red Dos Orillas, Asociación Pro Derechos Humanos-Campo de Gibraltar, Universidad Internacional de Andalucía and Andalucía Acoge. Most of these groups are focused on the problems of migrants and their families as well as on increasing public awareness of the reality of labour migration and combating racism. Among the complaints these (and other) organisations level at the EU is that resources available for civil society co-operation with Morocco have largely flowed through formal, clientilist channels in order to minimise political friction; Morocco has tacitly agreed to gradual democratisation while the EU has decided on a “soft” approach to push forward its human rights agenda. Civil society organisations, especially critical ones, have thus been often excluded from project support. 

Human Rights Watch has also complained of the technocratic approach taken within EU-Moroccan co-operation in the area of migration – despite EU affirmation of international standards. As a result, the humanitarian and human rights dimensions of migration have been disregarded. For example, the Technical Mission dispatched to Morocco after the 2005 deaths of migrants crushed in crowd panic did not address any procedural issues of border controls and migrant detention (European Commission 2006). Similarly, Amnesty International has drawn attention to the human rights crisis on the Spanish-Moroccan border; in a letter written March 2006 to Javier Solana, Amnesty criticised Morocco’s apparent reluctance to develop refugee determination procedures and willful destruction of UNHCR documents attesting to asylum-seeking status. Significantly, these problems make co-operation between Moroccan and Spanish and other EU-based CSOs/NGOs in the area of human rights rather difficult. It is often international organisations with high profiles that promote co-operation agendas.

Perceptions of the EU: European Identity and the Neighbourhood

Within the Spain-Morocco reference case study, questions of perceptions of EU-Europe and the Neighbourhood have been dealt with in relation to the geopolitical reshaping of the EU’s external border. This workpackage together with WP 3 (EU Perspectives) has highlighted how the drawing of the external EU border has engendered the overlapping of two different and meaningful territorial lines: the border between Spain and Morocco, and the border between EU and non-EU territory. It has given rise to a frontier scenario where the boundaries of two traditional territorial units (nation states) meet with the line that marks the limits of a new territorial container that is characterised by its supranational (or post-national) nature. It has also been argued that some continuities can be found between the old Spanish (national) lebensraum of North Africa and the EU (post-national) space represented by the future Euro-Mediterranean Free Trade Area. The logic of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the European Neighbourhood Policy bears a certain resemblance to the Spanish geopolitical expansion experienced during the years of the Protectorate. 

Moving on to the functional dimension of the rebordering process, the growing divergence between the regulatory needs of EU external border securitisation and the requirements of “free-trade” globalisation has been charted. It has also been argued that the specific situation of the North African enclaves accentuates the selective model of external border management deployed by the European Union. The border regimes of Ceuta and Melilla represent an extreme form of the Gated Community model described by Van Houtum and Pijpers (2007) as an alternative narrative to the imprecise metaphor of “Fortress Europe”. Here, we have observed that the peculiar and progressively technologised border regime of Ceuta and Melilla is rooted in flexibility between the bridging and the barrier functions of the border. 

In relation to the symbolic dimension of its reconfiguration, the Spanish-Moroccan border has been identified as an instrument of national and post-national identity formation. In the scenario created after its (EU)ropeanisation, the symbolic remarking of the border contributes to the deepening and (re)production of the developing EU post-national collective identity, as it also concurrently contributes to the (re)production of the Spanish national identity. In relation to the specific cases of Ceuta and Melilla, it has been argued that the policing of their borders might be interpreted as a symbolic performance aimed at reinforcing the limits of the emergent EU socio-spatial imagery. 

The land borders of Ceuta and Melilla exemplify how the current EU (b)ordering model influences border agency. This draws attention to the fact that, beyond its instrumental dimension, reinforcement of the external EU border control also seems to be subject to far-reaching practices of political and symbolic delimitation. The result of the Spanish-Moroccan re-bordering process shows us how, as seems to be a general contemporary trend, this particular reconfigured border regime has been engendered, developed, and rooted in an environment of contradiction between geopolitical and geo-economic priorities. In the conviction that much can be learned about the centres of power by focusing on their peripheries, further critical scrutiny of European borders might contribute to the debate over whether the EU is being built with the same conflicting schemes.  


7. Policy Considerations

The EUDIMENSIONS project has paid considerable attention to practical aspects of cross-border co-operation between civil society actors within the “European Neighbourhood”. While we refrain from formulating policy recommendations as such, we have, in this report, compiled aspects of our results that we believe to be highly policy relevant. These policy relevant considerations are almost exclusively based on the opinions of civil society actors from EU member states (Finland, Estonia, Poland, Hungary, Romania and Greece) and neighbouring countries (Russia, Ukraine, Moldova, Turkey). 

Perceptions of the ENP and CBC Promotion by the EU

The Neighbourhood Policy is seen by the majority of interviewed civil society actors both within and outside the EU to represent an important step forward in the (emerging) foreign relations of the EU in that it is not explicitly based on narrowly defined national interests and one-sided economic dependency. The foundational principles of ENP are that of mutual interdependence, multilayered interaction (economic, political, social AND cultural) and perhaps most significantly, the prospect of co-ownership of the EU’s regional co-operation policies. Co-ownership is most visible in the individual Action Plans that the EU negotiates with neighbouring states and where local perspectives and interests can be reflected in concrete actions. 

In the view of most civil society actors, however, the ENP operates too much as a formal instrument of bilateral relations that targets capital cities and metropolises of neighbouring states. Local and regional interests are seen to be neglected and it is here where the ENP has, to date, proved to be inadequate. The perceptions of civil society actors thus reflect several contradictions of the ENP. On the one hand, the EU is seen to pursue a new quality of non-exploitative and multidimensional regional relationship in which the neighbours are inclusively treated as partners. On the other hand, the EU’s desire for a state-like political authoritativeness, combined with “exclusionary” populist discourses emanating from member states, has promoted polices of conditionality that tend to encumber these partnerships. One major interpretation of this situation is that civil society is marginalised in areas of “high politics” but offered a prominent role in broader political and social platforms where policy issues are discussed. However, there appears to be a lack of communication between these formal and informal arenas. Furthermore, the main common denominator in the dialogue between EU member states, elites of EU “quasi-statecraft” and the governments of many neighbouring states is seen to be security and the creation of a wider security community. Consequently, illegal immigration, human trafficking, terrorism and cross-border organised crime often crowd out other social concerns of civil society. 

Negative attitudes to the EU and serious problems in its promotion of CBC were reported in all case study contexts. In some cases this reflected views emanating from Russian TV and other media rather than direct experience, though the selective, bureaucratic and exclusionary tendencies in EU-sponsored CBC was itself an important criticism, and much of it was in fact based on direct experience, and from both sides of the respective borders. While mostly perceived positively as a source of funds, the EU was also seen as a source of prohibitive regulations which had resulted in the closure of some small businesses and job losses (e.g., in the fishing industry) and there were calls for financial support but less interference with local life. EU application procedures were often altered and were generally difficult to understand, problems exacerbated on the non-EU side of borders where there was less information and support for EU applications, or access was only indirect through a member state. Some thought the EU did not make due allowance for the fragile nature of civil society in Russia. 

More serious, however, were two general contradictions in EU policy which affected CSOs in all the borderlands and constitute major problems which the EU would need to address. Firstly, there is a widespread perception (e.g., among most of the interviewed CSOs in Estonia and Russia) that EU programmes are designed to suit the needs of state agencies and do not correspond to the needs and capacities of most CSOs. In consequence only a rather narrow range can be effectively involved in CBC. As our Russian-Finnish case study revealed  “a few strong CSOs have skills in managing international projects; those are getting involved in EU programmes” (CSO in St. Petersburg), with the implication many are not. This was confirmed by the cross-sectional analysis of CSOs across all sectors in all eight Project borderlands: there is a general pattern of many CSOs not bothering to apply for EU funding because of the complicated nature of the programmes and their own lack of appropriate management and language skills or difficulties in finding suitable CBC partners. 

The Poland team put the matter clearly: “The instruments of European Neighbourhood Policy… are designed in such a way that the policy cannot be implemented by all CSOs. Only local and regional government organizations and the strongest CSOs are able to enter the project contests. The rest are eliminated at the contests’ preliminary phase…”. There are two main reasons. Firstly, projects chosen for support only received the necessary funds after the work had been done; and secondly there had to be financial guarantees that the applying organization had enough funds to realize project the project itself. Together, these barriers effectively ruled out many small CSOs with small and uncertain budgets; they simply did not have the resources to do EU-sponsored work before getting the EU funds and could not give the required guarentees. This applied to small CSOs in general (i.e., most CSOs in the borderlands), and it was also the most frequent reason why Russian and Ukrainian CSOs found it difficult if not impossible to participate in EU programmes. For the lucky exceptions this created an unofficial elite of CSOs, seen in Kaliningrad for example as:  “a closed circle, literally a ‘clique’ of fund users’; most of the interviewed CSOs have only a small share or even no share at all of European projects in their own activities’ structure, though sometimes they are indirectly included in an EU project as a ‘subcontractor’”. The Poland team foresaw a danger that the same small group of CSOs would continue to benefit from EU programmes, while the majority of CBC agents in Poland, Russia and the Ukraine would have to rely on the decreased funding from other West European and US sources.

At another level, civil society CBC in our East European borderlands - and, by extension CBC in other sectors and on the EU’s eastern frontiers in general - is deeply conditioned by the rivalry between Russia and the EU (along with the US/NATO), and by echoes of its pre-history in the USSR era. Furthermore, CBC can itself be seen, and sometimes is seen, as a weapon in the complex mix of co-operation and competition between these rival “empires§. Just quite how CBC is affected by the wider geopolitical situation is not always obvious, and clearly it varies from time to time and border to border. But in periods of heightened tension (as over the Russian memorial in Estonia, or Russia withholding gas supplies) the adverse effects on CBC can be very direct, and even in less fraught times such potentially troublesome concerns are a constant backdrop. Russia’s self-exclusion from the ENP (while not without the ambiguity of Russian organisations receiving ENP funds), and Ukraine’s problematical position between Russia and the EU, further complicate the geopolitical picture.  In this context even “purely” economic CBC can take on heightened (geo)political significance.

The sum up: the interviewed CSOs largely concur in the opinion that cross-border co-operation at the external borders simply does not enjoy support commensurate with the EU’s discursive exhortations to greater regional neighbourliness. One telling indicator of contradictions between EU promises of “privileged partnership” and its regionalisation practices are the imbalances in resources allotted to cross-border cooperation. While the European Neighbourhood Policy Instrument does provide limited co-funding for non-EU members, much less support is available than was previously the case. Thus, the ‘neighbours’ are both present and absent, not only in cartographic terms but also in terms of concrete project-oriented cooperation. Indeed, cross-border cooperation at the EU’s external boundaries, all rhetorical statements to the contrary, has become mundane, technocratic, underfunded and bereft of the historical symbolism of earlier cooperation at what, since 2004 and 2007, have become internal borderlands of the EU.

Critical Question: the EU’s Perceived “Weakness” as a  Supporter of CSO Activity

EUDIMENSIONS confirms the powerful influence of the EU within its regional neighbourhood context – and this is meant above and beyond the geographical coverage of the ENP. However, the influence of the EU is often rather differentiated, operating in different ways at different levels and with varying degrees of intensity. The EU’s influence can be measured in terms of the EU as a political “entity”, in terms of a political and social “idea” and/or in terms of its concrete co-operation policies. Depending on the specific bilateral constellations (EU-Russian or EU-Ukrainian, for example) the perceived impact of the EU can be quite different. 

Based on EUDIMENSIONS’ results, it is evident that the most influential aspect of the EU is – perhaps ironically – its most intangible: its ideational power. Furthermore, the European idea of CBC – that of bottom-up region-building –  is not just a rush for subsidies but a concept disseminated by practices and person-to-person contacts. For example, despite Russia’s self-exclusion from wider regional co-operation agendas developed by the EU, and the Russian leadership’s thinly veiled disdain for the EU as a political counterpart, Russian civil society actors concur in the observation that (EU) European standards and values as well as interaction with EU partners has influenced their ways of thinking and operating. 

Given this powerful ideational influence of the EU in general terms it is ironic that the local level (and much of civil society) sees itself as marginalised by the EU. EUDIMENSIONS confirms that the EU operates at the metalevel of formal state relations and all exhortations of inclusiveness and “bottom-up” inclusiveness is far removed from the realm of local networks. 

Interviews with CSO activists on both sides of the various border regions reveal that several issues are emphasised in explaining the EU’s limited influence in promoting co-operation and a sense of “Neighbourhood”. These include two very important ones: 1) great social and political distance from the level of local CBC, 2) a “Fortress” politics that securitises borders and makes them less permeable and 3) the ubiquitousness of socio-economic, institutional, political and power asymmetries between EU representatives of civil society and their counterparts in neighbouring states. 

 One of the most problematic issues raised in this context has been a lack of connection with civil society itself, perhaps due to pre-conceived notions of what civil society is, what it is not and what its specific roles should be. It seems to be widely understood that a civil society dimension is vital for the overall success of EU policies that aim to deepen integration between the Union and its neighbours. However, from the actors’ perspective, top-down proposals for deeper integration should pay more attention to dynamics from below, as ignoring these dynamics would prove to be short-sighted and hardly socially sustainable. The role of CBC in promoting social cohesion and convergence is also emphasised by many. Regardless of the public benefits to be realised by cross-border civil society co-operation, the most successful and enduring examples can be found when individual actors themselves feel that they benefit from co-operation. In this sense, it seems to be the positive experience from the civil society sector, rather than EU policies, which have made co-operation, seem worthwhile and beneficial. 

Furthermore, in the view of civil society actors, instead of trying to change the societies of neighbouring states (such as Russia, Ukraine and Turkey) or merely “export” European values 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 ground-level support for deeper integration. CSO actors are of the opinion that civil society co-operation should focus more on supporting Russian, Ukrainian, Moldovan, Turkish and Moroccan organisations as these are better placed to shape preconditions for greater integration based on their understandings of national development contexts. 

A further, more basic problem or contradiction in EU policy was described by the Hungary team as a tension between the wish to “encourage a wider Europe” where borders can be transcended, and the concept of a highly securitised ‘Fortress Europe’ attempting to exert strong control of its frontiers. The EU’s conflicting attitudes towards its eastern external borders strongly influence cross-border practices. Enlargement, the ENP and the extension of the Schengen regime present a mish-mash of incongruent goals, divided between closer cooperation and higher security. The inhabitants of the border area, especially on the Ukrainian side, “experience the process of European integration as an ambiguous development, just like Europe’s messages are themselves contradictory”, although it was widely believed that EU membership would “bring Ukraine closer to Europe” (1). Visa requirements and the circumstances of border crossing have been a constant and widely reported source of problems. To support CBC the Polish government introduced preferential visas (cheaper and with a longer empiry date) for Ukraine and Kaliningrad inhabitants and increased the consular points where visas were issued. But nevertheless EU policy was described to the Poland team as ‘schizophrenic’ – ‘on the one hand giving funds for CBC, on the other closing the border’. 

In part this “Fortress” approach reflects the fact that borders with Russia and the Ukraine are crossed by substantial flows of undocumented migrant workers from further afield in eastern Europe and Asia, but then local borderland inhabitants are caught up in the ‘Fortress’ logic which runs diametrically counter to the attempts to encourage CBC. Estonians and Russians both experience serious delays in getting visas to cross the border, a major obstacle to their CBC which in reality has little to do with controlling migrant flows, and in some cases the problem has worsened with EU accession and the implementation of  “Schengen” freedoms of movement within the EU. Thus after 2005, Hungary, partially at the urging of the EU, introduced strict customs controls for goods carried through the Ukraine border by local residents, measures which had a highly adverse effect on the living conditions of inhabitants on both sides of the border. Not surprisingly local public opinion is uniformly and overwhelmingly negative, and this was further compounded by the implementation of the Schengen border control regime in 2007. Economic flows are less restricted by security concerns than personal traffic, and according to the Hungary team the single most important thing needed for closer CBC is not change in the EU’s own procedures but measures which would make contact across the border easier – ‘that is, faster, cheaper and perhaps less humiliating border crossing opportunities’. In the absence of substantial improvements, several interviewees expressed concern that Transcarpathia would become even more isolated (“a God-forsaken land which is not genuinely Ukraine, but nor is it Hungary, Romania, Slovakia or Poland”, as one Ukrainian respondent put it). Echoing the Hungary-Ukraine situation, respondents in St. Petersburg said the long delays in obtaining a visa remain the main impediment to CBC. At this point (and - we could add - even on the relatively favourable Estonia-Russia border, despite the inter-governmental animosities) the beneficial impact of EU programmes does not manage to outweigh the negative economic impact of local citizens being prevented from moving freely across borders. 
Finally, within the wider context of EU-Neighbourhood relations, CBC is also substantially affected by asymmetries in the relative levels of political and economic development (the two sometimes converging) in the different countries. In particular, the broad differences in culture, and more specifically political culture, between the EU states and Ukraine and especially Russia, including its continuing suspicion of civil society and CSOs, present serious obstacles to effective CBC. More mundanely, these differences in relative development mean that many CSOs, particularly but not exclusively on the Russian and Ukrainian sides of the borders, do not have the skills or resources to take part (or a full part) in the EU programmes which in theory are available to them. This clearly limits and possibly warps the possibilities of CBC. By excluding smaller or weaker local CSOs, which may actually be more in touch with local needs, it could introduce significant biases into the CBC which takes place, though just how or to what extent is impossible to say. While some of these problems are beyond the EU’s control, the team reports taken together make a strong case that it needs to make more allowances for the problems faced by CSOs and the generally still weak and fragile nature of civil society in much of eastern Europe. 

What Policy Relevant Conclusions Can be Ventured? 

EUDIMENSIONS was designed from the outset to address practical aspects of cross-border co-operation. Applying a pragmatic approach centred on social practices and learning processes, our case studies have centred on how changes within Europe’s political space and the EU’s notion of regional neighbourhood are being interpreted and used by civil society actors with a stake in transnational/cross-border cooperation. Based on this perspectives we can suggest the following practical and policy relevant insights. 

Two problems in particular have been pinpointed by all EUDIMENSIONS teams. While the EU does not have complete answers to either, it could arguably substantially alleviate both of them with appropriate alterations to its policies. Firstly, there is the major contradiction between the EU’s promotion of border-transcending CBC on its external frontiers, and its ‘Fortress Europe’ efforts to make movement into the EU across those frontiers as difficult as ‘security’ concerns demand, in many instances requiring new member states to tighten up their requirements of entry (see also Roll 2009). The contradiction is between CBC’s dependence on the people involved being able to move freely back and forth across the border, while ‘security’ depends on either preventing or delaying such movement, or making it conditional on getting visas in advance and keeping them updated. It seems that here there is often insufficient allowance made for local residents and the people directly (or potentially) involved in CBC. The problems are often compounded by the individual national states curtailing cross-border movement (and sometimes for reasons that have nothing to with the EU or its ‘security’). But whatever the precise causes, the upshot, in the opinion of many respondents, is that the difficulties people experience in moving across the borders are among the most serious obstacles to CBC. 

The second major contradiction is that while CBC is heavily dependent on CSOs, the EU’s CBC funding programmes are excessively bureaucratic and in particular are not geared to the needs or capacities of the great majority of CSOs. So in practice only the largest and financially strongest CSOs can have realistic expectations of getting funds. Apart from negotiating the bureaucratic hurdles, most are ruled out by the general stipulation that projects are generally chosen for support only if the CSO can give guarantees that it already has the necessary financial resources and can do the work satisfactorily, while accepting that the EU will only transfer the funds after the work is successfully completed. Most CSOs simply do not have the resources to do work in advance of payment.  Funding criteria which make sense in Brussels, and may well suit large, long-established and richer CSOs in western Europe, are clearly unsuitable in eastern Europe. The EU will have to start making appropriate allowances if it is wants to develop the still largely untapped potential for CBC on its eastern frontiers.

Several other critical observations can be made with specific regard to civil society CBC. These are briefly discussed as follows:

1) Whatever the limitations and weaknesses of civil society in the ‘Neighbourhood’, and its promotion by the EU, it needs to be acknowledged that the process of deeper co-operation within the ENP framework has contributed to the development and professionalisation of some CSOs, particularly in the countries with ambitions to join the EU and thus 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 the state and civil society that will be the best measure of the EU’s influence within the Neighbourhood. 

2) While the ENP is an important structuring instrument of relationships between the EU and its neighbours, it is important to recognise that it is not the only one. The geo-political influence of the US and Russia and their 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. 

3) The “Europeanisation” of civil society is a selective and ambiguous process defined by a combination of domestic and external factors with positive but also negative consequences. First, the increasing dependency on foreign funding can lead to a 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. We can, for example, observe structural shifts within domestic civil society where social agendas are increasingly conditioned by external influences and where grassroots level CSOs are being displaced by professional and centralised CSOs with a corporate spirit. Furthermore, the bureaucratic structure, rationales and agendas of EU programmes can just as much inhibit as they sustain civil society co-operation between the EU and neighbouring countries.

4) Power inequalities lead to uneven opportunities for CSOs and make it difficult for CSOs to participate actively in public sphere. Furthermore, in the Post-Soviet and Post-Socialist context, as well as in the case of Morocco, civil society has not yet consolidated itself as a powerful actor. This is accompanied by passivity and lack of interest in politics resulting in part from a legacy of mistrust of formal organisations and disappointment with new political institutions. 

5) 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.

6) Furthermore, while not directly a policy issue that can be easily addressed, the EU could do more to counteract the negative effects of anti-immigrant discourses of national politics. For example, the often unnerving debates about the “compatibility” of the EU’s and Turkey’s cultural identities have also been felt at the level of civil society. Turkey is not a part of the ENP, it has a very special status as a pre-accession country. But at this point, Turkish membership remains hypothetical as along as resistance from EU member states and within conservative sectors of Turkish society encumber the accession process. This is potentially damaging as it can both disillusion and discourage some Turkish CSOs from engaging with EU partners and strengthen the hand of conservative social forces that are against EU membership. Some sectors of Turkish society have indeed reacted with stark criticism of the EU’s social model and its lack of respect for “traditional” values. However, without close Turkish co-operation, the EU can never achieve a stabilising presence, for example, in the Black Sea Region. 

To conclude, then, what might be some concrete policy considerations?

1) 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 larger networks of regional CSOs in Eastern Neighbourhood to share their experiences and form the basis for cross-border cooperation. 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. 

2) Regardless of whether the EU is confronted with a pluralistic and participatory civil society in “Western” terms, it should engage those CSOs that exist on the ground. Although perhaps less straightforward and conceptually “messy”, more nuanced approaches to civil society are needed that promote institutional capacity-building in the long-term. This is most certainly the case in Russia, Ukraine and Moldova. 

3) A new CBC symbolism is needed! Similar to the EU’s “debordering” discourses of the 1990s a stronger commitment to co-operation at the EU’s external borders and beyond could be reinforces a new visible politics of region-building.

4)  Promote the co-ownership of projects by a wider range of local and regionally based CSOs – and not merely CSO elites. In addition, it would be important to lower the bureaucratic obstacles for smaller projects of a person-to-person nature and that are user-friendly for smaller CSOs.


8. General Conclusions 

The recent enlargements of the EU, the promotion of a European Neighbourhood Policy, and the growing complexity of cross-border, international and transnational networks provide a developing structure of opportunity for civil society organisations in forging links across the external borders of the EU. The nature and extent of these links is heavily conditioned by differentiated policies pursued by the EU in its eastern and south-eastern borderlands and by the great variety of inter-state, inter-regional and transnational relationships which exist. Furthermore, co-operation among civil society organisations (CSOs) in the borderlands of the EU operates on a variety of scales and often brings together diverse influences operating locally, nationally and transnationally. 

Results from EUDIMENSIONS research conducted in “new” EU borderlands suggest considerable variation in terms of the levels at which civil society co-operation between neighbouring states and the EU is focused. In particular, 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. Certainly, cross-border CSO co-operation is influenced in every case by the nature of the relationships between the national states involved. Interstate relations can reflect geopolitical tensions and disputes over borders, minorities, or energy for example, all of which may inhibit civil society co-operation across borders. There is also considerable variation in state-civil society relationships and in the degrees of relative independence of civil society actors. States are, in fact, important mediators and implementers of EU programmes and CSOs are rarely able to operate without the support, or at least acquiescence, of state institutions. IN terms of the use of EU opportunity structures, state agencies and CSOs are frequently involved in networks of co-operation although there is considerable variation in the roles played by both and in the levels at which these activities are focused. This often results in highly asymmetric situations: civil society’s ability to define working agendas, secure resources and garner political support is generally much greater in EU member states than in neighbouring countries - and this in turn conditions the prospects for cross-border co-operation. 

At the same time, however, transnational CSO networks operating above and beyond the scope of EU-funded programmes provide a direct means of support to local civil society organisations. Examples of these are Baltic Sea Region networks that have promoted Estonian-Russian co-operation and international faith-based initiatives provided basic social and health services in Ukraine (and Ukrainian border regions). Table 1 indicates the importance of transnational networks in nearly all the study areas, while there is variation in terms of the relative importance of the bilateral and regional/local level as promoters of civil society co-operation. Table 2 provides generalised information on contextual elements that characterise cross-border co-operation agendas. 


Table 1:  Levels and Focus of CSO Activity

	Case Study Area
	Transnational level
	Regional/

Local
	Comparative strengths of Civil Society in bilateral case 
	Key Areas of 

Cross-border and transnational CSO

Co-operation

	Finland/Russia
	              X
	        X
	Strong/weak
	Health issues

Social welfare

Gender issues

	Poland/Russia

(Kaliningrad)


	              X
	X
	Medium/weak
	Environment

Health issues

Social welfare

	Polish/Ukraine
	              X
	         X
	Medium/weak 


	Culture/youth

Economic development



	Estonia/Russia
	              X
	         X
	Medium/weak 
	Environment

Cultural-national level  

Economic (business advisory)

	Hungary/Ukraine


	X


	         X   
	Medium/weak
	Minority issues

Economic development

	Romania/Moldova
	             X
	
	Weak/weak
	Social deprivation

Human trafficking

Gender issues



	Greece/Turkey


	              X
	
	Weak/weak
	Ecology/Tourism

Gender issues (Turkey:transnational)

	Spain/Morocco 
	X
	X
	Medium/weak
	Migration issues

Culture

Gender issues (Morocco:transnational)






Table 2.  Support and Agenda setting in CSO co-operation

	CBC Actors
	Scale of operation
	Support for and priorities of cross border co-operation

	Local/Regional CSOs
	Local

Regional
	- often high degree of dependency on externally defined agendas

- areas of activity: culture, education, youth, democratisation, ecology, human rights



	Research units
	Regional

National

International
	- priorities depend on specific research fields

- local/regional networks independent of EU funding

- international networks work within ERA 



	Other CSOs, large NGOs
	Regional

National

International
	- higher degree of autonomy, define own strategies and priorities

- provide support and project grants for other, smaller CSOs

- provide large-scale grants for NGOs

- areas of activity: environment, culture, education,  democratisation, human rights



	Local & regional governments
	Local

Regional

National
	- agendas defined by elected authorities and based on general objectives (e.g. Regional Development Strategies)

- provide support to CSOs working in related spheres; culture, youth exchange, tourism, health protection

- provide political support through promoting bilateral dialogue



	National agencies
	National

International
	- agendas involve creating capacity and knowledge exchange

- provide support for the basic needs of CSOs (equipment, running costs)

- provide institutional support

- areas of activity : generally very broad (democratisation, education, health, regional development issues) and often in conjunction with EU programmes 



	EU 
	Regional

National

International
	- agendas involve creating capacity and knowledge exchange as well as support for projects

- promotion of intergovernmental networking (e.g. via Euroregions, ENP) and institutional co-operation

- provide technical infrastructure

- areas of activity : generally very broad (democratisation, education, environment, health, regional development issues) 



	International foundations
	National

International
	- democratisation issues, integration with the West

- creating CSO capacity, knowledge exchange

- supporting the basic needs of CSOs (equipment, running costs)

- creating networks of action





The “quality” of transnational or international co-operation among CSOs is shaped by multiple factors originating in domestic and external environments. Here, we are interested in how the interactions with other transnational actors shape the dynamics of CSOs in our case studies. In other words, the transnational environment is an important conditioning factor which allows us to better understand how CSOs operate in case studies areas. To begin with, at the transnational level, organisations operate with rules and rationales that transcend those specific to bounded territorial states; however states may be involved in a subsidiary role working as one actor among many, alongside, or in conjunction with transnational civil society organisations. For example, 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.  At this level, the influence of the US and various transnational CSOs is strong although the EU is most generally the central transnational actor. The EU’s transnational dimension is promulgated in particular by the Commission, the Parliament and the European Court of Justice
. 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. 

However, 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. As several case study reports indicate (e.g. Polish-Ukrainian, Estonia-Russia), externally defined agendas and priorities rather than local issues are often the focus of CSO co-operation simply because money and support are available in the former case. 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. 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. A Russian interviewee argued: “the available EU funding programmes are not for NGOs. Those programmes are designed for municipalities and state organisation, which however do not always have sufficient knowledge and capacity to implement those project; the NGOs act as shadow organisations to state agencies and support implementation of European project”.

Other 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. For instance, in Turkey we can observe diversification of tendencies and activities among women CSOs which have become specialised in their own issues. According to Turkish experts this can lead to a kind of alienation within the women’s movement where co-operation and collaboration become more difficult. Instead of collaboration, CSOs have to compete for grants and to become project-oriented and project-depended. This kind of professionalisation and internationalisation of civil society sector ‘harms the spirit of feminist activity which is based on the idea of solidarity among women’.
 It has also alienated domestic civil society actors from their grassroots basis and weakened their relations with the core supporters and members. Finally, relationships between CSOs are frequently characterised more by rivalry than by mutually beneficial collaboration. 

Co-operation Patterns and Experiences

In four of our research areas (Finnish-Russian, Estonian-Russian, Polish-Ukrainin and Hungarian-Ukrainian), considerable CSO co-operation occurs at the regional or local level. 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. 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. In this context, it is worth noting that the ENP has been designed to mitigate the negative effects of new dividing lines, and to avoid breaking historical, economic, cultural and social ties in the eastern European Neighbourhood. The ENP offers the same opportunities, however cross-border co-operation is often hindered by geopolitical interests (e.g. energy interests or the concerns with illegal migration) of the member states and the EU itself. 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.

At one level the quality of cross-border co-operation is generally assessed positively by CSOs.  They mention that cross-border activities with their counterparts have allowed them to grow professionally and develop the skills to solve serious problems.  Collaboration with foreign partners is seen in terms of support allowing CSOs to function. The role of networks is perceived as crucial for maintaining cross-border connections and for assessing the quality of cross-border activities. In other words, networks shape the quality, thematic focus and dynamics of cross-border activities. They have enabled different actors and organisations to come together and share their knowledge. In this context, borders can be conceptualised as zones of interactions and co-operation connecting different actors and their interests. Networking is also a means of attracting funding for joint projects. There is consensus that long-term co-operation is more beneficial for the actors. Closer scrutiny, however, reveals several problems regarding cross-border co-operation practices. 

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; they depend on central authorities or regional elites, not the support of local citizens. 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. The short-term character of many projects has resulted in a lack of long-term strategies and a lack of clearly defined perspectives and plans. Partners are often chosen on the basis of their objectives, expertise and capacities to carry out joint projects rather than with regard to the needs of borderland communities. CSOs are often quite distant from local communities and act more as centrally managed development agencies than bottom-up entities. Technical criteria here may outweigh more substantive criteria. 

Despite the understanding among CSOs actors that CBC can bring benefits, the majority of respondents are aware that CBC also involves substantial costs and risks. In this context, the border represents a barrier, an obstacle and differences are to be overcome. As nicely captured in our Finnish-Russian report ‘…crossing a border is a move out of one's own, familiar culture and into a different and unknown one. It is these differences together with general unpredictability that is being pushed into the foreground as an explanation for the lack of cross-border relations’.

Mobility of People

It is obvious that the degree of permeability of borders and current border-related regulatory mechanisms impinge on cross-border practices and discourses. The problems surrounding cross-border mobility have been discussed across all cross-border case studies (albeit to a lesser extent by our Greek-Turkish case study). These problems manifest the existing tensions between EU inclusion and exclusion practices. On one hand, the EU seeks to export its assistance programme and technical expertise on cross-border and regional co-operation to its neighbourhood. This cross-border rationale requires certain permeability of borders which is however overridden by security concerns of the EU.

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’.
 The simplified border crossing procedures in the 1990’s were replaced by ‘hardening’ of external borders with the approximation of legislations in Hungary and Poland to the EU standards and norms. The enlargement of the Schengen zone in December 2007 had negative effects on the borderland communities on the external border of the EU. For the citizens of Ukraine acquiring visa to Hungary proved to be a more complicated and partly a more expensive procedure than before. This was so even as Hungarian government was striving to develop the best possible solutions for Ukrainians in visa matters. This form ‘europeanisation’ resulted in the introduction of visas and the abolishing of local traffic which created ‘unpleasant’ situations for the local communities in the Eastern part of neighbourhood. 

Thus when the local communities in the Polish-Ukrainian and Hungarian-Ukrainian border regions expressed opposition to the strengthening of border controls that was to accompany the implementation of the Schengen system after December 2007—thus creating new barriers to travel and trade among local communities—the EC responded by proposing to introduce local border traffic and visa facilitation agreements. The European Council therefore adopted (in December 2006) a new Regulation on local border traffic that provides borderland communities with simplified provisions to travel across borders—provided member states reach such agreement with neighbouring third countries.  Following this European regulation a bilateral agreement has been made between Hungary and Ukraine on this issue which defined a 50 kilometre zone on both sides of the border where the regulations of small border traffic should be applied.

Russia was the first one to conclude the visa facilitation agreement with the EU in May 2006 that simplifies the visa procedures for certain categories of people such as officials, businessmen, students or diplomats. So far Ukraine and Moldova have concluded visa facilitation agreements with the EU under the terms of ‘strict conditionality’ (readmission agreements). Amongst the EU’s Southern neighbours, Morocco continues to negotiate with the EU for similar arrangements, but it remains reluctant to conclude readmission agreements on account of the large number of migrants that utilise Morocco as a transit zone for entry to the EU. Despite these concessions from the EU, CSOs complain about lengthy and costly procedures at the consulates but also that the trend is towards securing borders rather their opening. 

Disputed Borders and Minorities 

All case study areas have had tense, disputed or problematic relations with their direct neighbours that undoubtedly influence the dynamics of cross-border co-operation. Events taking place far from the borders have an impact on cross-borders co-operation practices. For instance, the Tallinn incident of April 2007 over the removal of a monument to fallen Soviet soldiers has had a damaging effect on the trust between CSOs in Estonia and Russia. Border incidents such as the one in January 2008 when a delegation from Romanian county councils was stopped by Moldovan border police also contributed to tensions and mistrust rather than to good co-operation practices. 

Furthermore, as indicated above, minority/ethnic issues determine to a great extent the nature of CBC (particularly in the Hungarian-Ukrainian, Estonian-Russian, and to an extent the Finnish-Russian and Polish-Ukrainian case studies).  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.  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. 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. 

Inequality and Asymmetry

Asymmetric relationships between border regions is another important factor that determines the quality of cross-border activities in all case studies. Regional cross-border co-operation is most advanced in Finland/Russia:  ‘it can thus be exaggeratingly argued that it is Russian interests, but the Finnish agenda, that dominates co-operation
. Contacts are usually initiated by a ‘stronger’ or more developed side of border. For instance, Karelian CSOs acknowledge that the development agenda of women’s sector are more advanced among their partners in Scandinavia. Many CSOs resist the privileging of partners’ interests although interests and preferences may be modified according to donors’ criteria.  The strength of women’s organisations among Finnish CSOs, and their integral role in the historical development of complementary relationships between the Finnish state and civil society, provides a model and opportunities for partnership with Russian CSOs in Karelia.  Furthermore, co-operation over gender and social deprivation issues is not deemed to be politically sensitive by the Russian state.  

Conceptual and Theoretical Conclusions

Apart from the empirical data collected and complied by the EUDIMENSIONS consortium, a number of more theoretical considerations have emerged as a result of fieldwork. In this way, we believe that EUDIMENSIONS has contributed to ongoing debates about the identity, societal impacts and geopolitical role of the EU. EUDIMENSIONS’ theoretical conclusions are reflected in the many publications that the project has generated (see Deliverable ….). In the following, we will summarise some of the major theoretical and conceptual issues EUDIMENSIONS has raised

The results of EUDIMENSIONS confirm in very general terms the dynamics of inclusion and exclusion that are connected with the EU and its ENP. Put in other terms, the EU has an enormous impact on the “Neighbourhood” and the development of civil society co-operation agendas; this is in many ways positive but there is a strong element of selectivity involved. Exclusionary dynamics appear to the greatest (in terms of the perceptions of interviewees and media coverage) with regard to Russian CSOs. Here, dialogue also appears to be most complex because of contested notions of “Europe” and “Europeaness”. Despite the attempts to develop a new sense of European unity, Russia is still perceived as a European “other” while within Russia, strict distinctions between “Eastern” and “Western” cultures within Europe are powerful discursive motifs. The case of Morocco is, of course, a special one as here notions of “Europeaness” do not inform the political language of Neighbourhood. However, there are serious problems with regards to the EU’s openness towards Moroccan civil society and a perceived lack of sensitivity to the social implications of migration, border security and human rights issues.

The more obvious symptoms of contradictory policies can be found in the fact that the EU offers support to CBC with neighbouring countries but at the same time creates difficulties for many civil society actors through visa regimes and bureaucratic control mechanisms. To several interviewees (and to the media) this seemed “schizophrenic”; an implementation of two different policies that do not harmonise. In the case of Kaliningrad, for example, the EU’s project of “Neighbourhood” is perceived as “exclusionary”. Formal rules governing EU policies result in a pre-selection of potential grant applicants, excluding many civil society organisations. Ironically, a “cottage industry” of grant application services has emerged in Russia and Ukraine in which private companies help translate and prepare project proposals or train civil society organisations to deal with the EU.

Europe and Europeanness

This study illustrates some of the variegated notions of Europe and indicates that attempts to develop an all-encompassing corpus of values, rules, institutions and traits that can be considered “European” is counterproductive to the project of Neighbourhood. To begin with, EUDIMENSIONS indicates that notions of Europe have shifted considerably with the enlargement process. Poland, Hungary, and Romania, for example have interpreted the EU in terms of traits associated with the “West”. “Western” values are based on economic measurements and perceptions of the quality of life. Only recently, EU-European was often synonymous of good quality, social responsibility and civic culture (= “better than produced or invented in own country”). Since accession, EU-Europe has become to be associated with bureaucratic and formal organisation; a collection of states with specific political interests but that lacks the (perceived) civil or cultural essence of a national “we”.   

With the neighbouring states the situation is even more complex. On the Ukrainian side, for example, Poland is perceived already as a more advanced part of Europe. Sometimes it is called foyer of Europe and the Polish – Ukrainian border is seen as an entrance to EU- Europe. European “quality” is already visible in Poland and it seems “worthwhile” to learn from Poles. Ukrainians admit that they see their Western neighbours as an example to follow and, to an extent, emulate processes of transformation, democratisation and accession to Community structures. Furthermore, Ukrainian interviewees declared a willingness to join the EU. Similarly according to the opinion of the Polish interviewees, supported by the media, Ukraine should be incorporated into the Community. Sometimes they expressed a desire “to be taken away from Moscow” and looked with scepticism at Polish co-operation with Kaliningrad Oblast 

In another case, that of Kaliningrad, defining the term “Europe” is more difficult. It is treated in a broader meaning than just the EU. One of the interviewees angrily declared that the EU is not only attempting to usurp the right to be called Europe but that it is imposing its will outside its borders – “Europeanising” the Neighbourhood as it were. But there are also respondents who define Europe as a good quality organisation and management. The EU is perceived in Russia as an organisation that seeks to impose its ideas and norms. Our interviewees in Kaliningrad Oblast see the EU in this critical light as well but prefer to understand the geopolitical context of their “exclave” as a territory that enjoys a special relation with the EU – almost as an informal member of the EU.  

Emerging Issues

a. EU Impacts on Civil Society Development

The EU exercises a powerful structuring influence on the development of civil society, primarily in new member states and in those states where the EU is most intensely engaged. Of course, the EU shares this influence with international CSOs and their networks as well as with non-European states that actively promote civil society development. The EU’s structuring influence involves more than a mere “internationalisation” of local societies – rules and social institutions are being actively re-shaped by EU policies and the opportunity structures it offers. This process is, of course, not a one-way street and there are limits to “Europeanisation”. Arguably, a “deformation” of civil society is taking place to the extent that CSOs are partly becoming detached from their original social contexts and concerns; agendas are often externally imposed rather than developed locally.     

These processes are visible in all case studies but is perhaps most pronounced in the case of Turkey. For example, a majority of women’s organisations consider that Turkey’s accession process has favoured their activities and put pressure on the Turkish state to take action on issues related to gender equality. They value the reforms suggested and advised by the EU even if the final outcome would be membership or not.  There are also critical views among them arguing that civil society organisations in Turkey are used as tools for the implementation of EU’s agenda and/or become a source of threat to state’s sovereignty and integrity, especially through funding dependency. The funding provided by the EU has also changed the content of the domestic actors’ activities. For some of the civil society actors, funding is not only a financial means but also a political one that can overshadow domestic priorities. The head of the Helsinki Citizens Assembly argues that: “EU funds guide Turkish civil society. It provides a basis for a civil society which is not formed based on its own will and internal dynamics. In other words if the EU concludes that there is no torture in Turkey, the reason for the existence for CSOs working on torture would disappear. The number of voluntary organisations decreases whereas CSOS are forced to be dependent on the funding, political frameworks, political preferences of not only the EU, but also its member states’ and other donors affect and shape Turkish CSOs”. 

b. Europeanisation and its Influence

“Exclusion”/”Inclusion” is a rather simplified way of interpreting ENP and the EU’s influence on civil society co-operation. “Europeanisation” is a more nuanced theme and expressed the asynchronous and asymmetric nature of the EU’s societal influence on the “Neighbourhood”. As stated above, there is little doubt that the EU is having a deep impact on the societies in question (as well as within the EU, of course). 

The EU opens up notions of “Europe” and is contributing to a reduction of cognitive differences – even though the borders themselves are partly less permeable than they were 10 years ago. Regional co-operation – in various degrees of institutional complexity – has emerged as a central geopolitical process and is one of the principal means by which states attempt to deal with the economic and political pressures associated with globalisation. As has been discussed, the EU sees its “exceptional” role in promoting comprehensive forms of international partnership, going well beyond the economically inspired and weakly institutionalised forms of co-operation championed by the United States. However, the EU’s regionalism is neither straightforward nor uncontroversial. The EU has sought to capitalise on its normative power as a “democratiser” and “stabiliser”, and it has also used coercive means and exploited asymmetries of economic and political power in order to achieve its goals. It is actively ordering the socio-political, economic and institutional environment of neighbouring states through conditional offers of support. Through supporting structural modernisation in former socialist states, for example, the EU has sought to reshape national societies in its own institutional image. To an extent, furthermore, the EU’s influence is selective, appealing rather to civil society “elites” who are politically influential or well connected to transnational CSO networks. There appears to be a general failure on the part of the EU to interact more intensively with local societies.

Nevertheless, despite the highly structured political dialogue of “Neighbourhood” and somewhat manufactured consensus on common values, the EU has indeed had a positive and stabilising effect, both on post-socialist states that have eventually become EU members and other neighbouring countries. Through the establishment of regional dialogues, mechanisms of conflict mediation and resolution and its through influence on wider political debate, the EU has opened new international co-operation perspectives for countries that after the systemic changes of 1990/1991 have found themselves politically rather isolated.

c. Consolidation versus Europeanisation    

EU geopolitics can be characterised in terms of an internal consolidation of political community (“Europeanisation”) and the development of regional partnerships with neighbouring states (that is, as a “New Neighbourhood”). Both of these processes can be understood as examples of “bordering”. Based on EUDIMENSIONS’ results, we can argue that this concept of “bordering” can serve as a synthetic approach to interpreting geopolitical discourses and practices. On the one hand, bordering practices establish rules, objectives and discourses that promote a sense of community and common political agendas. On the other hand, they create strategic distinction between “us” and “them” that serve to orient international co-operation. Various aspects of “EU-Europeanisation”, as well of the EU’s relations within neighbouring states, are quite revealing in this context, and the emerging EU-Ukraine partnership is a good example of this. The picture that emerges is one of contradictory bordering practices in which a considerable gap exists between geopolitical vision and its translation into action. This reinforces the fragmentary nature of the EU’s emergent geopolitics, particularly with regard to its self-styled “regional Neighbourhood”.

Some Final Geopolitical (and Somewhat Polemical) Considerations

In this intervention, we would like to draw attention to the contradictions and social consequences of emerging EU territorialities. These are reflected quite openly in exclusionary and discriminatory practices with regard to non-EU Europe and citizens of ‘third’ states. In addition, the EU’s Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) appears to privilege state actors and policy elites and thus neglect local communities and civil society actors involved in co-operation at the EU’s external borders. The territorial ambitions of the EU – hardening the external boundaries while consolidating political community within the EU 27 – can be thus seen in terms of bordering processes. Bordering, as we see it, is taking place in the form of the creation of distinctions between groups of people according to varying degrees of ‘EU-Europeanness’. This is a logic informed by security and control concerns, a logic very much associated with state-centred politics of interest. 

In contrast to this, we also understand the EU as a new type of international actor whose potential strengths lie less in the state-like exercise of power and rather more in its ability to affect gradual social transformation. The European Union gradually developed out of a spatial vision of economic, political and social development, a vision that in many ways has corresponded to Perroux’s (1954) notion of Europe as an ‘open society’ rather than a geographical project of ‘self-defense’. Even if the EU’s future institutional architecture has never been an object of consensus, the transcending of inner-European borders and the facilitation of cross-border exchange are largely seen as EU success stories. In fact, it is precisely the ‘de-bordering’ of a major part of Europe that has fed notions of the EU as a ‘force for good in the world’. Having achieved historic enlargements in 2004 and 2007, the EU has set its sights further abroad and is developing what it sees as a new kind of international political partnership, one based on an ethics of mutual interdependence and cultural understanding. 

Bachmann and Sidaway (2008) remind us that the EU’s putative geopolitics of co-operation can only be based on ‘civilian power’ and plausible alternatives to ‘realist’, Hobbesian understandings of the world. However, in order to achieve this, the EU must be able to establish a clear sense of purpose as a political community. Furthermore, the EU must accept and work with local and regional difference in order to promote a more fruitful dialogue within the ‘neighbourhood’. Unfortunately, Europe (as represented by several member states) seems to be losing sight of the EU’s achievements. ‘Enlargement fatigue’, so pervasive in media discourses and public debates, appears to characterize a more general lack of orientation and, perhaps more seriously, enthusiasm with regard to the European project. 

Of course, this has been partly self-inflicted on the part of the EU, the result of inept communication and limited dialogue with European citizens. More importantly, however, the EU has faced a populist backlash against more inclusive notions of Europe, European identity and political community. Since the 1990s, nation-states and nationally defined identities have reasserted themselves in European political debates. While EU-Europe has always struggled with national particularisms and the territorial anxieties of its member states, it has until recently rarely succumbed to these pressures. Past rounds of accession to the EU have been subject to critical scrutiny for various geopolitical, economic and institutional reasons. With the opening of EU-Europe towards the ‘East’, however, a visceral sense of fear has been evoked that has played into the hands of nationalist and conservative political groups. Nationalist populism, already on the rise before September 11th, has been strengthened, among others, by threat scenarios of illegal immigration, islamophobic readings of a possible Turkish accession to the EU and a loss of control over borders. Partly as a result of this, the ‘reclamation’ of national identity and sovereignty and the emphasis of cultural-civilisational difference in defining what is and what is not ‘European’ have become mainstream political discourse.
 We are therefore currently witnessing what might be termed a ‘re-bordering’ of national-states within the EU and, consequently, a heightened demand for more defensive borders for the EU as a whole. Arguably – and this is borne out by our research – borders in Europe have thus begun to re-emerge as markers of sharp – to an extent civilisational – difference (van Houtum and Pijpers, 2007). While the European Union promotes with its Neighbourhood Programme a notion of post-national political community held together by a set of common values and practices, its initiatives of regional partnership have thus also been partly overshadowed by securitization agendas, one-sided conditionality and the increasingly restrictive nature of the EU’s external borders, lending support to the notion of a Fortress Europe with closed boundaries. 

To be fair, the EU’s quest for ‘hard’ territoriality (and state-like authority) is in many ways a response to a lack of political and popular support. The European Union is presently faced with important questions regarding its status as a political community. This has been highlighted in the media by the continued failure to ratify a constitution or to reach accord on immigration, foreign policy and other issues. However, if the EU’s apparent crisis of identity is indeed one of territoriality then assuming a neo-Westphalian guise is fraught with dangers and therefore misplaced. Without the political will to transcend local and national particularisms, the EU is in danger of forfeiting its idealism (its ‘aspirational’ territoriality) and thus its ability to positively influence developments within and beyond its borders. It is precisely the EU’s indeterminate and evanescent character (not a state but much more that a free trade zone) that is at the heart of its identity; it is also a resource that allows it to project its ideational power without resort to heavy-handed coercion or the hubris of a ‘global peacekeeper’ or superpower. Furthermore, relational and flexible notions of Europe more clearly reflect historical experience than exact definitions. There has never been and can be no consensus as to where Europe ‘begins’ or ‘ends’ or to what is, and what is not, European ‘identity’. Instead, there exists a space of ambiguity that reflects Europe’s historical evolution, as well as its colonial and post-colonial experiences. In Balibar’s (2004) terms, it represents a ‘borderland’ that can potentially mediate between cultures. 

Accepting that a certain degree of institutional coherence and territorial anchoring are inevitable consequences of the EU’s maturation, we must also question whether a return to ‘bordered’ thinking is the only option available in the EU’s quest for meaning. We believe, on the contrary, that there is no central concept that can capture the complexity and uniqueness of the EU as a regional idea. There is no ‘central screenplay’ that has been or is being followed in the making of the EU. Rather, it is the precise absence of a totalizing political geographical model that has been so significant for the EU’s evolution during the last decade. Again citing Balibar (2004), we argue that such a EU-centric vision is necessary flawed since no European ‘identity’ can be opposed to others in the world. Indeed, there exist no absolute border lines between the historical and cultural territory of Europe and the surrounding spaces. Of course, the complexity of the EU’s geopolitical bordering processes cannot be understood via a ‘EU-centric’ perspective alone. At the same time that ‘Neighbourhood’ and “privileged partnerships” are being promoted, several neighbouring states are involved in internal struggles to assert national sovereignty and identity.

Despite indications of postmodern ‘de-territorialisation’ within Europe, the Hobbesian ghost of fear and determinism is still present in current day European geopolitics. Even though borders – at least in our critical academic perspectives – no longer seem self-evident, inevitable or immutable they are still being taken for granted. The EU’s new territorial anxiety is part of a worrying trend and reminds us how important it will be for the EU to transcend national particularisms and bordered thinking if it is to exercise its normative power judiciously. 
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The Method-Mix

The research undertaken in EUDIMENSIONS has consisted of 

a) Mapping 

b) basic background interviews

c) In-depth interviews

d) Newspaper screening

e) Discourse analysis (document analysis)

f) Local seminars

Official documents and statements originating from the EU and national sources represent one level of interpretation of the significance of cross-border co-operation. Similarly, policies formulated locally/regionally and expressed in documents and statements add another level of formal interpretation. In order to put these partial interpretations into perspective, both general and in-depth interviews and meetings will aim at revealing the perceptions of cross-border actors. These will also allow assessments regarding the effectiveness of cross-border co-operation, the intentions and willingness of cross-border actors and the instruments, political arguments and other means used in expressing these intentions. This information will be compared with: 1) opinions voiced and images and perceptions invoked by the media and 2) the assessments provided by existing research literature. 

This project employs a variety of different analytical approaches. Qualitative, perceptual data is what interests us here primarily. At the same time, it is necessary to “standardise” certain methodological aspects in order to assure coherence and comparability. Empirical work has been organised around the following data-generating activities and research tasks: the collection and analysis of relevant official documents, political statements, press material, reports of debates, brochures, and local archival work, the collection of ethnographic data involving interviews and group meetings (seminars) with policy-makers, network actor representatives. The methodology involves perspectives that are both “bottom-up” (focus on local and regional actors) and “top down” (focus on relevant EU and national actors). The method mix therefore also entails in-depth interviews of a selected but considerable number of stakeholders and experts, newspaper screenings, narrative and discourse analysis. More than 500 CSOs were identified as interview partners during the initial phases of the project. Even if only a limited cross-section, this number was considered sufficient to understand and interpret dynamics of civil society organisations actively involved in co-operation. The selected CSOs represent all different levels from the local to the supranational and distributions according to activity sectors (i.e. cultural, social, environmental and economic) reflected the overall share of the respective sector in the total number of identified CSOs. For example, as social and health CSOs were the largest group identified in the Finnish-Russian case, they formed also the biggest group in the selected organisations. 

Through triangulation the consortium is in the process of testing the explanatory value of the various data sources as well as evaluated the analytical domains chosen (see Figures 1 and 2). Official documents and statements originating from the EU and national sources represent one level of interpretation of the significance of cross-border co-operation. Similarly, policies formulated locally/regionally and expressed in documents and statements add another level of formal interpretation. In order to put these partial interpretations into perspective, interviews and meetings will aim at revealing the perceptions of cross-border actors. These will allow assessments regarding the effectiveness of cross-border co-operation, the intentions and willingness of cross-border actors and the instruments, political arguments and other means used in expressing these intentions. This information will be compared with: 1) opinions voiced and images and perceptions invoked by the media and 2) the assessments provided by existing research literature.
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Figure 2. Overview of the Methodology

	Sources 


	Methods 
	Objectives

	Local development and societal issues in the case study areas 


	Surveys of available research, newspaper screening, local seminars 
	Structural and functional dimensions in the construction of cross-border co-operation; elaboration of typologies of cross-border interaction 

	Strategic and political plans, documents and brochures stemming from different governance scales (EU and the states and regions involved in the case studies)
	Text analysis, observation and documentation, newspaper screening, events 
	Insights into the policies, interpretations and interests of the relevant political actors at the three levels; characterisation of co-operation strategies; insights into European cross-border co-operation contexts as they apply to case study areas

	Political and scientific debates on current cross-border co-operation structures and programmes 


	Text analysis, observation and documentation of conferences, events
	Insights into the practices, perceptions, narratives, interpretations and interests of the relevant political actors; insights into European cross-border co-operation contexts as they apply to case study areas

	Local stakeholders; observations of informed experts on local issues
	In-depth interviews, expert meetings, local seminars, text analysis 
	Insights into the policies, practices positioning, perceptions, narratives, interpretations and interests of the relevant political actors; 

Characterisation of the concepts, paradigms and arguments employed by cross-border actors

	Selected strategic actors at the national and supranational (EU) level
	In-depth interviews, expert meetings, text analysis


	Insights into the policies, practices, narratives, interpretations and interests of the relevant political actors; characterisations of co-operation processes; assessments of co-operation results (successes and limitations); characterisation of concepts and paradigms employed by cross-border actors; ex-post criteria to evaluate the added value of co-operation



Annex 2: Literature

Aalto, P. (2006) European Union and the Making of a Wider Northern Europe. London and New York: Routledge.

Aghrout, A. (2000) From Preferential Status to Partnership. The Euro-Maghreb Relationship, Aldershot:Ashgate.

Agnew, J. (2003) Geopolitics. Re-visioning World Politics (2. edition), London and New York: Routledge.

Alapuro, R. (1988) State and Revolution in Finland, Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press. 

Alapuro, R. (2005) “Russian and Estonian Civil Society Discourses Compared”, Paper presented at the VII World Congress of ICCEES in Berlin, 25– 30 July 2005.

Alapuro, R. (2008) “Russian and Estonian Civil Society Discourses Compared”, in: White, Stephen (ed.) Media, Culture and Society in Putin’s Russia, Houndsmills: Palgrave Macmillan: 72-91.

Amnesty International (2006) Letter of 2 March 2006 to Javier Solana “Subject: EU-Morocco: Migrants, Refugees, Human rights defenders, Truth commission“ 

Anderson, J. (2006) Debating Europe: Competing Visions: National, Neo-medieval and Empire, EUDIMENSIONS Working Paper, http://www.eudimensions.eu/

Antonsich, M. (2002) “Regionalisation as a Way for Northern “Small” Nations to be Heard in the New EU”, in: UPI (ed.) The New North of Europe, Policy Memos of the Finnish Institute of International Affairs (UPI), Helsinki, pp.1-4.

Bae, J.H. (2005) “Underdeveloped Civil Society in Russia: Origin, Development and Differentiation of Independent Social Organisations in the Transforming Russia”, Paper presented at the SES-COE Seminar Russian Studies Dialogue: A Korea-Japan Perspective at Slavic Research Center, Sapporo, Japan, 16 May 2005,

Balibar, E., (2004) We, the People of Europe? Reflections on Transnational Citizenship, Princeton University Press: Princeton.

Barbé, E. and E. Johannson-Nogués (2008) ‘The EU as a Modest ‘Force for Good’: the European Neighbourhood Policy, International Affairs, 84(1), pp. 81-96.

Bennett, N. S. (2005) “A Politics of Partnership: NGO-State Relations in Morocco; Final Paper”, CSID Sixth Annual Conference “Democracy and Development: Challenges for the Islamic World” Washington, DC - April 22 - 23, 2005.

Berezin, M. & Schain, M. (eds.) (2003) Europe without Borders: Remapping Territory, Citizenship, and Identity in a Transnational Age, Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press

Bialasiewicz, L. (2008) ‘The Uncertain State(s) of Europe?’, European Urban and Regional Studies, 15(1): 71-82.

Bialasiewicz, L. (2009). Political geography of contemporary events: The new political geographies of the European ‘neighbourhood’.  Political Geography 28 (Editor - special symposium).

Bialasiewicz, L., Elden, S. and Painter, J. (2005) “The Constitution of EU Territory”, Comparative European Politics, 3, 333-363

Böröcz, J. and M. Sarkar (2005) “What is the EU?”, International Sociology, 20 (2), pp. 153-73.

Browning, C and P. Joeniemmi (2008) “Geostrategies of the European Neighbourhood Policy”, European Journal of International Relations, 14 (3), pp. 519-551 

Browning, C. S. (2005) “Westphalian, Imperial, Neomediaeval: The Geopolitics of Europe and the Role of the North’” in Browning, C. S. (ed.) Remaking Europe in the Margins: Northern Europe after the Enlargements, Aldershot: Ashgate, pp .85-101.

Coleman, M. (2005) “U.S Statecraft and the U.S-Mexico Border as Security/Economy Nexus”, Political Geography 24, pp. 185-209.

Commission of the European Communities (2003) Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: Wider Europe – Neighbourhood: A New Framework for Relations with our Eastern and Southern Neighbours, COM(200) 104 final

Commission of the European Communities (2004a) Proposal for a Regulation of  the European Parliament and the Council Laying Down General Provisions Establishing a European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument, COM (2004) 628 final.

Commission of the European Communities (2004b) Communication from the Commission, European Neighbourhood Policy. Strategy Paper, COM (2004) 373 final.

Commission of the European Communities (2006) European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument. Cross-Border Co-operation. Strategy Paper 2007-2013, Indicative Programme 2007-2013, Brussels: Commission of the European Communities

Commission of the European Communities (2007) European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument. Country Strategy Paper 2007-2013, Ukraine, Brussels: Commission of the European Communities

Council of the European Union (2004) EU-Ukraine Action Plan (2004), ec.europa.eu/external_relations/ukraine/intro/index.htm. Accessed 3 June, 2007.

Council of the European Union (2005a) Ukraine – Council Conclusions, Brussels 31 January 2005, <http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/gena/83508.pdf>.

1161
Council of the European Union (2005b) Copy of a letter from Mr. Javier Solana, High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy and Mrs Benita Ferrero-Waldner, Member of the European Commission, 28 January 2005, <http://register.consilium.eu.int/ pdf/en/05/st05/st05799.en05.pdf>.

Diez, T. (2002), ‘Why the EU can Nonetheless be Good for Cyprus’, JEMIE:Journal on Ethnopolitics and Minority Issues in Europe, 2/2002 (2002), see <http://www.ecmi.de> (accessed 15 July 2004).

Dodds, K. J. (2007) Geopolitics. A Very Short Introduction, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Donnan, H. and Wilson T. M. (eds.) (1994) Border Approaches. Anthropological Perspectives on Frontiers, Lanham, New York and London: University Press of America.

Dzhibladze, Y. (2006) “Role of NGOs in Strengthening Democracy and Civil Society”, Paper presented at the EU-Russia Civic Co-operation Forum in Lahti, Finland, 17 November 2006.

Emerson, M. (2004) The Wider Europe Matrix, Brussels: Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS)

Ethier, W. J. (1998), “The New Regionalism”, The Economic Journal, 108, July, pp. 1149–

EuroMed Civil Forum (2003) “Amending the EuroMed Civil Forum, Strengthening the EuroMed Civil Society Co-operation in the Barcelona Process, at: www.euromedrights.net/barcelona-process/civil_society).

European Commission (2006) “Visit to Ceuta and Melilla – Mission Report Technical Mission to Morocco on Illegal Immigration, 7th October– 11th October 2005,” Press Release of October 19, 2006.

European Commission-Economic and Social Committee (2002) “Opinion of the Economic and Social Committee on the ‘Euro-Mediterranean Partnership – Review and Prospects Five Years On” Official Journal of the European Communities, 2002/C32/24 (2002).

European Union Border Assistance to Moldova and Ukraine (2006) EUBAM Annual Report, www.eubam.org.

Götz, N. and J. Hackmann (2003) “Civil Society in the Baltic Sea Region: Towards a Hybrid Theory” in: Götz, Norbert and Jörg Hackmann (eds.) Civil Society in the Baltic Sea Region, Aldershot:Ashgate: 3-16. 

Guterres, A. (2001) “The European Treaties Revisited: What Role for Europe in the Globalised World?”, Speech delivered at the Conference at the Walter Hallstein-Institute for European Constitutional Law, Humboldt University, Berlin, 7 May 2001.

Hemment, J. (2004) “The Riddle of the Third Sector: Civil Society, International Aid and NGOs in Russia”, Anthropological Quarterly, 77 (2): 215-41.

Henderson, S. L. (2002) “Selling Civil Society: Western Aid and the Nongovernmental Organisation Sector in Russia”, Comparative Political Studies 35 (139), pp. 139–167. 

Hettne, B. (1999), “Globalisation and the New Regionalism: The Second Great Transformation”, in Hettne, B., Inotai, A., and O. Sunkel (eds.), Globalism and the New Regionalism, London and New York: MacMillan, pp.1–24.

Hocking, B. (1996) “Bridging Boundaries, Creating Linkages: Non-Central Governments and Multilayered Policy Environments”, WeltTrends,11, pp. 36-51. 

Houtum, H. van and Pijpers, R. (2007) “The European Union as a Gated Community: The Two-Faced Border and Immigration Regime of the EU”, Antipode 39 (2), pp. 291-309.

Huber, B. (2005) “10 Years of Euro-Med Co-operation, Views of Civil Society Representatives from the Middle East and Maghreb on the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership” Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung, Middle East Occasional Papers, N° 1. 

Human Rights Watch (2006) “European Union Managing Migration Means Potential EU Complicity in Neighboring States’ Abuse of Migrants and Refugees“, Human Rights Watch Newletter, Nr. 2.

Jensen, O. B. and T. Richardson (2004) Making European Space: Mobility, Power and Territorial Identity, London and New York: Routledge.
Joeniemmi, P. and C. S. Browning (2004) The European Union’s Two Dimensions: The Northern And The Eastern,  Copenhagen: Institute for International Studies (IIS).

Kocka, J. (2004) “Civil Society from the Historical Perspective”, European Review 12 (1), 65–79.

Laidi, Z. (1998) A World Without Meaning. The Crisis of Meaning in International Politics, London and New York: Routledge 1998.

Liikanen, I. (1999) ”Kansallinen liike ja järhestäytyminen Suomessa ja Virossa”, in: Koistinen, T., P. Kruuspere, E. Sevänen & R. Turunen (eds). Kaksi tietä nykyisyyteen, 47–64. Pieksämäki: Finnish Literature Society publications.

Liikanen, I. (2004) “Euregio Karelia: A Model for Cross-border Co-operation with Russia? Russian Regional Perspectives”, Journal for Foreign and Security Policy 1 (3).

Liikanen, I. (2008) “Civil Society and the Reconstitution of Russian Political Space: the Case of the Republic of Karelia”, in: White, Stephen (ed.) Media, Culture and Society in Putin’s Russia, Houndsmills: Palgrave Macmillan: 7-36.

Mamadouh, V. (2001) “The Territoriality of European Integration and the Territorial Features of the European Union”, Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie, 92(4), 420-436

Maull, O. (1925) Politische Geographie, Berlin: Gebrüder Borntraeger.

Mendelson, S.E. and J.K. Glenn (2000) Democracy Assistance and NGO Strategies in Post-

Communist Societies, Washington D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

Moisio, S. (2007) “In Search of the Emerging Territoriality of the EU”, Geopolitics, 12(3): 538-548

Murphy, C. (2007) Are We Rome? The Fall of an Empire and the Fate of America, Boston:Houghton Mifflin.

Naciri, R. (1998) “The Women’s Movement and Political Discourse in Morocco”, Occasional Paper 8, United Nations Research Institute for Social Development.

Nakashima, K. (2002) “Nature as a locus of resistance: representation and appropriation of nature in the grass-roots movement against the US military exercises in Hijudai, Japan”, paper presented at the Third International Conference of Critical Geography, Békéscsaba, Hungary

Newman. D. (2006) “The Resilience of Territorial Conflict in an Era of Globalisation” in Kahler, M and B. Walter (eds.), Territoriality and Conflict in an Era of Globalisation, Cambridge UP, pp. 85-110.

Ó Tuathail, G. and S. Dalby (1998) “Rethinking Geopolitics. Towards a Critical Geopolitics”, in Ò Tuathail, G. and S. Dalby (eds.) Rethinking Geopolitics, pp. 1-15

Ó Tuathail, G., Herod, A. and Roberts, S.M. (1998) "Negotiating unruly problematics." In Herod, A., Ó Tuathail, G. and Roberts, S.M. (eds.) An Unruly World? Globalisation, Governance and Geography,  London and New York: Routledge, pp. 1-24.

O’Dowd, L. (2002) “The Changing Significance of European Borders”, Regional and Federal Studies, 12 (4): 13-36. 

Paasi, A. (1999) “Boundaries as Social Practice and Discourse: The Finnish-Russian Border”, in: Regional Studies, 33 (7): 669-680.

Pace, M. (2004) ‘The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the Common Mediterranean Strategy? European Union Policy from a Discursive Perspective’, Geopolitics, 9 (2), pp. 292-309. 
Pace, M. (2005) “The Impact of European Union Involvement in Civil Society Structures in the Southern Mediterranean”, Mediterranean Politics, 10 (2) pp. 239–244. 

Painter, J.  (2002) “Multi-Level Citizenship, Identity and Regions in Contemporary Europe”, in:  Anderson, J. (ed) Transnational Democracy: Political Spaces and Border Crossings, London: Routledge,  pp. 93-110

Patten, C. (2001) “Common Strategy for the Mediterranean and Reinvigorating the Barcelona Process”, speech delivered at the European Parliament, joint debate, 31 January 2001 in Brussels, SPEECH/01/49

Perkmann, M. (2002) “Euroregions: Institutional Entrepreneurship in the European Union”, in Perkmann, M. and N-L. Sum (eds.) Globalisation, Regionalisation and Cross-Border Regions, Basingtoke:Palgrave Macmillan, p. 103-124.

Perkmann, M. (2002) “Euroregions: Institutional Entrepreneurship in the European Union”, in 

Perkmann, M. and N-L. Sum (eds.) Globalization, Regionalization and Cross-Border Regions, Basingtoke:Palgrave Macmillan, p. 103-124.
Perroux, F. (1954) L’Europe sans Rivages, Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Philip Morris Institute (1998) Is the Barcelona Process Working? EU Policy in the Eastern Mediterranean, Philip Morris Institute for Public Policy Research (Brussels). 

Popescu, G. (2006) “Geopolitics of Scale and Cross-Border Co-operation in Eastern Europe: The Case of the Romanian-Ukrainian-Moldovan Borderlands”, in Scott, J. (ed.), EU Enlargement, Region Building and Sifting Borders of Inclusion and Exclusion, Aldershot, Ashgate, pp. 35-51.

Popescu, G. (2008) “The Conflicting Logics of Cross-border Reterritorialisation: Geopolitics of Euroregions in Eastern Europe”, Political Geography, 27,  pp. 418-438.

Prozorov, S. (2006) Understanding Conflict Between Russia and the EU: the Limits of Integration, New York: Palgrave Macmillan

Ros, A., E. Gonzalez, A. Marin and P. Sow (2007) Migration and Information Flows, A new lens for the study of contemporary international migration. Working Paper, UOC, Available online: http://www.uoc.edu/int3/cat/

Sater, James (2002) “Civil Society, Political Change and the Private Sector in Morocco: The Case of the Employers’ Federation Confédération Générale des Entreprises du Maroc (CGEM)”, Mediterranean Politics 7 (2) pp.13–29.

Schmidt-Pfister, D. (2008) “What Kind of Civil Society in Russia?”, in: White, Stephen (ed.) Media, Culture and Society in Putin’s Russia, Houndsmills: Palgrave Macmillan: 37-71. 

Scott, J. (2005) “The EU and ‘Wider Europe’: Toward an Alternative Geopolitics of Regional Co-operation?”, Geopolitics, 10 (3), S. 429 – 454.
Scott, J. (ed,) (2006) EU Enlargement, Region-building and Shifting Borders of Inclusion and Exclusion, Ashgate Border Regions Series Aldershot: Ashgate.

Scott, J. and S. Matzeit (2006) Exlinea Final Report, http://www.exlinea.ctc.ee
Skvortova, A. (2006) “The Impact of EU Enlargement on Moldovan-Romanian Relations”, 

in: Scott, J. (ed,) (2006) EU Enlargement, Region-building and Shifting Borders of Inclusion and Exclusion, Ashgate Border Regions Series Aldershot: Ashgate, pp. 133-148

Skvortova, A. (2000) “The Third Sector in Russia”, Lecture at the University of Bielefeld, Germany (Theorie AG Seminar), 1 November 2000.

Smith, K. E. (2005) “The Outsiders: the European Neighbourhood Policy”, International Affairs, 81(4), pp. 757-773.

Sperling, V. (1999) Organizing Women in Contemporary Russia, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Stenius, H. (2003) “State, Citizenship and Civil Society”, in: Götz, N. and J. Hackmann (eds.) Civil Society in the Baltic Sea Region, Aldershot:Ashgate, pp.17-25.

Telo, M. (ed.) (2001) European Union and the New Regionalism. Regional Actors and Global Governance in a Post-Hegemonic Era, Aldershot:Ashgate.

Tocci, N. et al. (2008), The EU as a Normative Foreign Policy Actor, CEPS Working Document No. 281, CEPS, Brussels.
Zhurzhenko, T. (2006) “Regional Co-operation in the Ukrainian-Russian Borderlands: Wider Europe or Post-Soviet Integration?.”, in Scott, J, (ed.) EU Enlargement, Region-Building and Shifting Borders of Inclusion and Exclusion, Aldershot:Ashgrave, pp. 95-111.

�	 See Finnish-Russian report, p.42.


� The countries involved are: Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Moldova, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia and Ukraine. The status of Belarus and Syria is presently under review.


� See the Cordis website on security research at http://cordis.europa.eu/security/.


� According to the ENP strategy paper (Commission of the European Communities 2004, 3) : ‘the privileged relationship with neighbours will build on mutual commitment to common values principally within the fields of the rule of law, good governance, the respect for human rights, including minority rights, the promotion of good neighbourly relations, and the principles of market economy and sustainable development.” It then states: ‘The level of ambition of the EU’s relationships with its neighbours will take into account the extent to which these values are effectively shared’.





� Above and beyond ENP, the europeanisation of the Neighbourhood is being promoted through other means, such as research and education (priority 2.6 in the EU-Ukraine Action Plan as ‘people to people contacts’). The EU’s Seventh Framework Programme for Research and Technology (FP7), for example, contributes to the envisaged construction of a European Research Area (ERA) by promoting networks of universities and research teams not only within the EU but also internationally. 


�  While formally included in the ENP, no agreements have been established to date with Belarus and Syria.


� The EU’s security policies with regard to the Neighbourhood are targeted at enhancing public security through combating environmental hazards, terrorism, organised crime, smuggling and other illegal activities. (Vitorino 2001). At the same time, peace and stability are to be achieved through closer economic co-operate and the avoidance of divisive gaps in living standards.





� See  Emerson (2004) and Guterres (2001).





� As defined in Commission of the European Communities (2004a, pp. 11-12) 	 


� See Keane, J (1998).


� This assumption has been underscored by Robert Putnam’s (1993) now classic research that attempts to relate the quality of local democratic institutions with the availability of  “social capital” produced by the practical work of groups acting as intermediaries outside formal political arenas


� Attention is drawn to the FP5 research project GOVERN PARTICIPATORY (HPSE-CT-1999-00028). This project has analysed different possible forms of governance for different areas of decision-making with the aim of identifying options, but also possible risks, for participatory policies. 


� See the alternative notion of  a “civic state” as described by Götz and Hackmann (2003); this involves a synergy between the state and civil society such as that manifested by Baltic/Nordic experience.


� One way of conceptualising civil society as a “Western idea” is to take a meta-traditional view, contrasting the ideas of John Locke with those of Montesquieu’s. Lockean tradition sees civil society as a natural civic emergence (an ethical community) that has preceded the development of the state and that operates above and beyond the realm of state power. The Montesquieuian tradition on the other hand sees civil society as a collection of associations that act as an intermediary between the individual and the state.





�	 A good example of this, the Finnish-Russian Network of Social and Health NGOs, used as a model in the earlier reporting, has been drawn to a close as of 31.10.2007. Prior to its termination, the network consisted of approximately 50 Finnish and almost 100 Russian NGOs and it had offices in Helsinki, St. Petersburg and Petrozavodsk. Even if social and health issues are one of the priority areas defined in the Finland’s Strategy for Co-operation in its Neighbouring Areas. The current regulations enable the Neighbouring Area Co-operation funds to be used for a project based work only, and the Ministry for Foreign Affairs considered that it cannot allocate funding for the networks as the work carried out by it has become well-established, i.e. not anymore project based, drawing the operations of the entire network to a close.  





�	 As mentioned earlier, the Finnish-Russian Network of Social and Health NGOs has been drawn to a close as of 31.10.2007 due to a termination of funding. 


�	 Medvedev apart from being President, is also a chairman of the largest Russian company Gazprom which is an illustrative example of the career paths of political elites in Russia. 


�	 As reported in (Gazeta Wyborcza, 26.01.2008, „Dziedzic liberał?”)


�	 Referred to as “Transcarpathia” in the Ukrainian, and “Subcarpathia” in the Hungarian case.


�	 The Hungarian Prime Minister emphasised that within the framework of interregional policy, Hungary was going to allocate 180 billion HUF (about 700 Million Euros) for regional development purposes, and one-third of this sum would be spent on development projects involving Hungary’s neighbour states. The National Development Agency was authorised to initiate consultations with the legitimate Hungarian organisations of the neighbour states about the development projects. Special attention was paid to the issues of energy and logistical co-operation in the two parties’ political declarations and preparatory work was launched on the establishment of a Hungarian-Ukrainian Special Economic Zone in the territories of Záhony and Chop.





�	Although NGOs enjoy legal guarantees in Ukraine, these regulations are incompatible with European legal standards. This can be well illustrated by such examples as NGOs not being authorised by law to open bank accounts in foreign countries, and in difficulties in obtaining foreign currency. The lack of legal harmonisation with EU laws is erecting a barrier between Ukraine and EU member states in this area. Furthermore, due to the long tradition of autocratic governance style and the paternalistic attitude of the state towards its citizens, the cultural receptivity of initiatives originating from the NGO sector is very low. The majority of the examined Ukrainian Civil Society Organisations (CSO) have either developed contacts with the EU through participation in EU programmes, or they are functioning as branch organisations of Western European CSOs, or, alternatively, have mentioned an international organisation as a “parent institution”. In this way they have been able to obtain vital resources.





�	 � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/România_Liberă"��România Liberă�. "Podul de flori peste Prut. Punţi de simţire românească"/ “The bridge of flowers over the Prut River. Bridges of Romanian feelings”, � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/May_8"��8 May� � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1990"��1990�.


�	 � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cotidianul"��Cotidianul�. � HYPERLINK "http://www.cotidianul.ro/index.php?id=3729&art=8424&cHash=65e6893e6a"��"Unirea cu Moldova"�/”Union with Moldova”, � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/January_23"��23 January� � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2006"��2006�


�	 � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Evenimentul_Zilei"��Evenimentul Zilei�. � HYPERLINK "http://www.evz.ro/article.php?artid=264063"��"Băsescu şi-a dezvăluit planul unionist secret"�/”Băsescu revealed his secret unionist plan”, � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/July_3"��3 July� � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2006"��2006�


�	 Barometrul Opiniei Publice, Noiembrie 2007, IPP Chisinau, slide 41. (Public Opinion Barometer, November 2007, IPP Chisinau, slide 41)


� The IOM reports that Moldovan victims have been trafficked to some 32 destination countries in Western Europe, South Eastern Europe, the Middle East, the former Soviet Union, including primarily Russia, and the United States.  In 2004, the destination countries included Turkey (45%), South Eastern Europe (18%), the Middle East (15%), Russia (11%), and Western Europe (8%).  Thus, the number of trafficked persons returning to Moldova, especially from the Western Balkans, is slowly declining, whilst the number of trafficked women returning from Turkey and Russia is increasing.  There is also more information about trafficking from Moldova to Israel and the Middle East, as well as more evidence of children being trafficked to Russia.





� For example, a project to assist victims of human trafficking initiated by the Romanian Parliamentarian Silvia Ciornei and others, was approved by 306 European Parliamentarians. The parliamentarians have signed a declaration with regard to setting up an assistance phone line for the victims of human trafficking at the EU level. The project has the objective to introduce a multilingual telephone line in EU zone that will be dedicated to the victims of trafficking. It will be a unique and toll free European number, so that any victim calling this number will get assistance in his/her mother tongue. The social assistant will try to identify, with victims support, the place where the victim is located and inform the police; the final goal of this measure being saving and sending the victim to the nearest centre for trafficked victims to receive adequate assistance. 





�	 Interview with Aysun Sayın from Women’s Entrepreneurs Association of Turkey on 1 October, 2007. 


�	 The states involved in the “Southern” dimension, or Euro-Med Partnership are: the 15 EU members and the 12 Mediterranean non- EU member countries (so-called MNCs) of Algeria, Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Malta, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia and Turkey. Mauritania, the League of Arab States and the Arab Maghreb Union (AMU) were also invited to attend the 1995 Barcelona conference. Interestingly,  Wider Europe and NNI do not address Turkey (along with Bulgaria and Romania) as the prospect of future EU-membership appears to exclude it from the “near abroad” category. 


�	 To quote Chris Patten (2001:1): “…The objectives agreed on at Barcelona remain fundamentally valid and even increasingly relevant: working together for peace and stability; creating shared prosperity through establishing free trade and providing the economic and financial assistance to meet the challenges which that implies; and helping to improve mutual understanding and tolerance among peoples of differing cultures and traditions” (underlined in original text of speech).





�	 Original text available at http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/euromed/bd.htm


�	 In the Spanish newspaper El Pais, several pages of the October 26 (2003) issue were devoted to immigration issues; the main article entitled “El reto de la inmigración divide a Europa” (the challenge of immigration divides Europe) illustrated the inability of the EU to develop a coherent policy with which to normalise the inflow of immigrants. Also lacking are policies of co-operation with countries such as Morocco that either stimulate immigrants to return or that prepare and train perspective migrants for employment in the EU. As a result, several EU states have taken matters in their own hands. Italy, for example, has drawn up agreements with Tunis and Albania that have succeeded in reducing (illegal) immigation from these countries.





�	 Chris Patten,  EU Commissioner in charge of External Relations, has stated that such “microprojects” are not cost-effective and tie up too much time and energy (Patten 2001:5).


�


	� Comments made by Walid Kazziha, American University in Cairo, at the April 1998 conference “Is the Barcelona Process Working?”, documented in: Philip Morris Institute (1998:30).


�


	� According to the ESC in its recommendations for the improvement of the EuroMed Partnership: “ (…) it is necessary to defend the idea of converting the FTZ plan into a real “common market” which would include all the goods covered by the sectors where the South is competitive, i.e. essentially the agricultural sector. Such a market presupposes a very significant supporting policy (technical and health-related specification of products, modernisation and re-orientation of certain sectors, modernisation of firms involved in the processing and marketing of agricultural products, etc.) as a second key objective” (European Commission-ESC 2002:121).


	 


�	 One indicator of this is the bilateral, rather then regional, nature of the programme.  During the period 1995-1999, an overwhelming 86 % of the resources allocated to MEDA were channelled bilaterally to Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey and the Palestinian Authority. Only 12 % of total resources were devoted to multilateral and/or regional co-operation activities. For the period 1995-1999, grants supported four major areas of activities: 1) support to structural adjustment (15 % of total commitments) 2) support to economic transition and private sector development (30 %), 3) classical development projects, such as education, health, rural development (41 %), 4) regional projects ( 14 %). 


� IMAS, Barometrul social-politic, Chişinău, April 2007


� Interview with Neslihan Akbulut from Capital City Women’s Platform on 3 October, 2007.


�	 Of course, the EU has also a strong inter-state or inter-governmental dimension epitomised by the key role of the Council of Ministers and the prevalence of bi-lateral arrangements between member states and non-EU states in the Neighbourhood and elsewhere. 


�	 See Turkish case study report, February 2008, Ankara. 


�	 See Finish-Russian report, p.42.


�	 See Moldova-Romania report, p.18 


� Finnish-Russian report, p.29


� The case of Europe and Turkey is quite illustrative. As Dutch politician and former EU Commissioner Frits Bolkestein explicitly stated in the Flemish daily De Morgen of 07 December 2006: “Europe is the product of Christendom, the Renaissance, the Enlightenment and democracy. Turkey just doesn’t fit in.”





