ЗАПИС ДИСКУСІЇ:

“Внесок Європейського Союзу у розвиток громадянського суспільства”
 Київ, 24 січня, 2011 року
(Інна Підлуська) Мене звати Інна Підлуська, я директор Міжнародної мережі Ялтинської Європейської Стратегії. Як підказує її ім’я, працює ця організація над просуванням європейської інтеграції в Україні. Мені надзвичайно приємно та радісно сьогодні мати нагоду модерувати цю дискусію. Дозвольте запросити до цього столу її учасників. Я рада вітати тут пана Посла Міхаля Баєра, Надзвичайного й Повноваженого Посла Угорщини в Україні.  Дозвольте привітати також пана Євгена Бистрицького - Виконавчого директора Міжнародного фонду «Відродження» та панну Іванну Климпуш-Цинцадзе, директора Фонду Арсенія Яценюка «Відкрий Україну». Саме Фонд Арсенія Яценюка «Відкрий Україну» і Міжнародний фонд «Відродження» й зініціювали сьогодні цю панельну дискусію, в якій ми маємо приємність брати участь. Сьогодні ми також очікуємо, що до нас приєднається пан Посол Жозе Мануел Пінту Тейшейра, Голова представництва Європейського Союзу в Україні. 
(Іванна Климпуш-Цинцадзе) Високоповажні шановні панове посли, шановні колеги, дуже дякуємо, що ви сьогодні ранок присвятили цій дискусії, на яку ми спільно з Фондом «Відродження» вас запросили. Я хочу сказати, що сьогоднішня дискусія вона є початком серії подіумних дискусій, які будуть відбуватися в рамках спільного проекту Фонду «Відкрий Україну» і Фонду «Відродження», який ми назвали «Експертиза закордонних трансформацій». Суть проекту полягає в тому, що ми не достатньо знаємо про досвід країн сусідів, безпосередніх сусідів - ближчих, трохи дальших, але тих країн, які знаходяться з нами в подібних історичних паралелях, суспільно-політичних, і власне кажучи, географічних. 
І ми сподіваємося, що в рамках проведення цих дискусій ми можемо глибше осягнути ті процеси трансформаційні, які відбуваються в країнах Центральної і Східної Європи, в країнах Західних Балкан, східного партнерства, країнах СНД, і зокрема, так само Туреччини. Тому всі теми подіумних дискусій, які ми будемо пропонувати вашій увазі, ми формулюватимемо виходячи з консультацій з нашими експертами, з потреб українського суспільства, із тих досягнень, які були отримані різними країнами, що знаходяться недалеко від нас. 
Чому громадянське суспільство і внесок Європейського Союзу в розвиток громадянського суспільства є темою сьогоднішнього нашої подіумної дискусії? Проблеми, власне, в згортанні демократії тут, в Україні, вони викликають стурбованість, на сьогоднішній день,  не лише серед українського суспільства, а власне, вони вже привертають увагу і наших закордонних колег. Громадянське суспільство мало би виконувати функцію контролю, моніторингу, впливу на прийняття рішень, тобто оптимізації рішень, викристалізації рішень, які б мали демонструвати, принаймні,  збереження демократичної тенденції в Україні. І нам здається, що оскільки ці процеси є під певною загрозою в Україні, то досвід Центральної і Східної Європи, Західних Балкан, Туреччини, він є на часі для того, щоб винести якісь уроки для себе, щоби скористатися тими підходами і дієвими механізмами, які були використані в інших країнах, щоби проаналізувати ефективність допомоги Європейського Союзу розвитку громадянського суспільства в тих  країнах, або взяти на озброєння досвід, аби не повторити тих помилок, які були зроблені іншими країнами. Тому, я сподіваюся на ваше широке залучення. 
В результаті цього, сьогоднішньої дискусії, так само  ми хочемо вийти на рекомендації того, щоби нам потрібно було робити і що би, можливо, було взяте на озброєння так само і Європейським Союзом, і внести свою таку невелику лепту у розвиток громадянського суспільства тут, в Україні. Ми вдячні Фонду «Відродження», що він повірив в нас і підтримав цей проект, і ми раді, що ми спільно з Міжнародним  Фондом «Відродження», будемо проводити цей проект, принаймні, протягом 2011 року.
(Інна Підлуська) Дякую Іванно. Євгене Костянтиновичу, Фонд «Відродження» традиційно підтримує проекти розвитку громадянського суспільства, але особлива увага також надається питанням європейської інтеграції України,  тому – чого саме Ви хотіли досягти саме цим проектом, чого Ви очікуєте від нього?
(Євген Бистрицький) Дуже дякую за запрошення. Перш за все хотів би подякувати поважним послам - пану Тейшейрі, пану Баєру за те, що вони зголосилися відкрити цю конференцію і розповісти нам про  вплив, який можливо був зроблений і має бути зроблений для розвитку громадянського суспільства в Україні для  перспективи європейської інтеграції нашої країни. Я також вітаю наших колег, всіх тих хто тут зібрався в залі. Я особливо вдячний Паволу Демешу, нашим колегам: Асі Кавравковій, Ігорю Бандовичу і Левенту Кочу за те, що вони погодилися поділити з нами своїм досвідом впливу з одного боку Європейського Союзу, європейських інституцій на  розвиток їх  громадянських суспільств. І з іншого боку досвідом як громадянські суспільства допомагали процесу інтеграції, або підготовлюють зараз процес інтеграції країн до Європейського Союзу. Ну, і, очевидно, надзвичайно ми вдячні фонду Open Ukraine, «Відкрий Україну», за таку ініціативу, яку Фонд «Відродження» охоче підтримав. Кілька слів тепер про важливість  цієї конференції, про те як ми її бачимо і чому підтримали. 
Фонд «Відродження» є найбільший, як ви знаєте, донор для громадських організацій, міжнародний національний фонд, який фінансується Open Society (Відкритим суспільством). Європейська програма Фонду, яка фактично займається тим, що намагається сприяти громадянському суспільству вплинути на пришвидшення процесів інтеграції України до Європейського Союзу, давно опікується цими питаннями. В принципі, зв'язок України з країнами Європейського Союзу є повсякденним. Тисячі, мільйони буквально зв’язків щоденних, кожного тижня, кожного місяця зв’язують громадян України вже з Європейським Союзом. Це повсякденні зв’язки. Очевидно нам хотілося, щоб ці зв’язки більш були розвинуті на інституційному рівні, на рівні міждержавних контактів, на рівні контактів держави Україна з інституціями Європейського Союзу, з Європейською Комісією та іншими інституціями. І тут Фонд «Відродження» постійно надає підтримку. Через по-перше, включення громадських організацій у моніторинг того, що зараз є, скажімо, на порядку денному Асоціації Європейський Союз – Україна як інструменту, який фактично мусить наблизити нас до підписання угоди  про асоціацію. Я сподіваюся, що в цьому році вона буде підписана завдяки, у тому числі, і нашим спільним зусиллям, що пришвидшить процес європейської інтеграції і підготовки до інтеграції. Крім того є різні інструменти - і підготовка до входження в зону вільної торгівлі  і так далі. Існує багато угод. Але в умовах України, на жаль, вимагається більш сильне лобіювання цих процесів і підтримка цих процесів з боку громадських організацій. Я би не помилився, якби  сказав, що вплив громадських організацій на сам процес інтеграції ще надзвичайно малий в Україні. Ну, принаймні на мій погляд, як виконавчого директора Міжнародного Фонду «Відродження». І справа в тому, що попередня влада, фактично, мало співпрацювала з громадськими організаціями. 
Ми жили в складній ситуації - з одного боку були дії влади, з іншого боку вона дозволяла, не створюючи спеціальних умов для діяльності громадських організацій. Зараз ми опинилися в ситуації, коли те саме продовжується, я би сказав,  в гіршому вимірі. Коли на створення умов для розвитку громадянського суспільства і громадських організацій як strong point, сильних осередків громадянського суспільства взагалі не звертається увага. Тобто ми не бачимо якихось зв’язків, якогось діалогу активного, розумного відкритого, з одного боку між громадськими організаціями, як це було, і сучасним урядом, сучасними урядовими інституціями. Ті кроки, які робляться, нас поки що не задовольняють. Діалог можливий і мусить розвиватися, може розвиватися. Для цього Фонд «Відродження» на 2011 рік й виділив мільйон, майже мільйон доларів на розвиток програми європейської інтеграції. 
Я би звернув вашу увагу на кілька позицій. Ну, перше - це моніторинг громадськими організаціями, різних форм угод з Європейським Союзом і здійснення цих угод. Ми будемо наполегливо надавати можливість вам і тим організаціям, які тут не присутні, моніторити, лобіювати здійснення цих угод на всіх рівнях життя України. По-друге, ми хотіли би, щоб громадські організації співпрацювали з пан-європейськими громадськими організаціями. Тобто інакше кажучи, ми готові надати допомогу, якщо такі зв’язки будуть розвиватися і зміцнюватися. Нас це надзвичайно цікавить. Це не тільки в рамках “East-East” «Схід-Схід» партнерств, які ми постійно підтримуємо, а і в рамках надання допомоги, щоби експерти, аналітичні групи і провідні українські організації могли спілкуватися з пан-європейськими мережами громадських організацій. І нарешті зараз ідея виникла використати якомога сильніше ту парасольку, яка надається Форуму громадянського суспільства в рамка програми Східного партнерства. І остання ідея, яка у нас є, я поділюся з вами нею - створити такий Bridge Reform (Міст реформ) між цими хоча б шістьма країнами, які входять у Eastern Partnership для того, щоби найкращі зразки реформ, там де вони дійсно є в цих країнах, могли бути обговорені і досвід їх міг би бути поширений в цих громадських організаціях. Нещодавно ми були в Грузії, ми зустрічалися з провідними міністрами, ми ще раз впевнилися, що в деяких напрямках цей досвід реформ є неоціненний і ми можемо, скажімо, розповсюдити їх  у рамках платформи  Good Governments «Добре урядування» в рамках Східного партнерства. Все це є на сайті Форуму. 
От всі наші зараз ідеї, які у фокусі. І ще пару слів. Ми би хотіли, щоби громадські організації більш тісно співпрацювали з делегацією Європейської Комісії в України. Це надзвичайно важливо. Я думаю, що останній приїзд комісара ЄС Фюле ще раз підтверджує це. Зараз не тільки Україна, але весь світ зацікавлений почути голос громадських організацій України про оцінку того, що у нас тут відбувається, тому що ця оцінка буде найбільш об’єктивною і найбільш, я би сказав, збалансованою і виваженою. Я думаю, що сьогодні всі ці речі прозвучать у нас на цій конференції. Вітаю вас. Бажаю вам плідної роботи. Дякую за те, що запросили. 

(Інна Підлуська) Дякую Євгене Костянтиновичу. Дійсно, надзвичайно важливо чути заклик до ширшої співпраці між громадськими організаціями України і Європейською Комісією і Європейським Союзом, і тому дозвольте передати слово і запросити до наступної промови пана Посла Жозе Мануела Пінту Тейшейру, голову Представництва Європейського Союзу в Україні. 

(Жозе Мануел Пінту Тейшера) Thank you very much ladies and gentlemen. First let me thank the organizers Open Ukraine Foundation, International Renaissance Foundation for organizing this event and for inviting me to say a few words. For the European Union to assist in developing civil society capacities in participation in the reform process implies that civil society organizations actively shape the reform processes in the country. It is a very ambitious goal, but it is of course the European Union’s goal that civil society organizations promote our common democratic values in respect for human rights, especially in countries that undergo the European Union integration process. It’s also our goal that civil society is included in social and civil dialog and the role of civil society organizations in Ukraine corresponds to one which is in democratic societies. However, we are well aware of the fact that speaking on reform processes we have to take into account different historical, social, political, emotional and even geographical conditions. Еhe same applies to the development of civil society organizations. There are different goals, aims and not necessary the same objectives. Therefore, our task is also to support the variety if groups, organizations, goals and tasks, to be very socially oriented, to work with political groups, cultural organizations and to be involved in economic thinking and analysis. By the new European initiative for democracy and human rights program, we are continuously supporting civil society organizations in Ukraine. In addition, we consistently sensibilize at the national-political level the more civil society involvement by stressing the importance of grassroots participation. We can refer to conventions and international agreements that Ukrainian has signed, which request an institutional and legal framework , which is conducive to the involvement of civil society organizations. It is crucial to remind governments of their obligations and to carefully observe developments in the legal sphere. If the legislation does not allow activities of CSO (civil society organizations) it is inconsistent with the European standards and we have to recall this. On the other side we can also contribute to the development of civil society by promoting people-to-people contacts. Indeed, the EU has an instrument that focuses on the exchange of the experiences through these contacts.  Yet overall the most important contribution to civil society development in Ukraine is in our European Union’s NGOs. Thus, we promote that Ukrainian organizations link up into powerful networks and then assist each other. We are determined to do that in the most difficult circumstances that we do, for instance in Belarus, when we see the need to support those who strive for human rights in their country. We also help organizations that assist variable social groups, such as medical and psychological support for children and the integration of old people in the society. We think that developing civil society organizations that want to achieve concrete tasks, transformations is also assistance. The reform includes not only analysts but also the people who are directly effected. In Ukraine we are currently financing nine on-going projects and we have just started two new projects in different areas such as support for live-long learning, legal monitoring of EU integration, ethnic minorities’ preservation of education, people living with HIV/AIDS, prevention of tortures and ill-treatments and I would like also to recall and it was said by the previous speaker that we have an excellent cooperation between the European Union Delegation and civil society organizations in Ukraine in general. We have very frequent contacts, very frequent dialog and we certainly see them as measuring of what it happening in Ukraine. Finally, the Eastern Partnership has opened an additional platform and practical mechanisms to expand the dialog with civil society and build partnership. We hope that projects like yours can filter our best practices, encourage the Ukrainian Government to fully respect and make use of the activities of Ukrainian legitimate, independent representatives of civil society organizations and to take into a greater account their opinions and recommendations for all political, social and economic initiatives undertaken in the country. I would like to wish you a very fruitful workshop. Thank you. 

(Інна Підлуська) Thank you so much mister Ambassador. I really would like based on your speech to take a couple of questions from our participants. Thank you. Дозвольте запросити до слова пана Міхаля Баєра, Надзвичайного й  Повноважного Посла Угорщини в Україні, а потім, шановні Посли зголосилися відповісти на пару запитань. Будь ласка, формулюйте ваші питання, так, щоби вони були короткі.
(Міхаль Баєр) I will start my short intervention with a personal note. Some of you may not have known, I have been less than 3 month Ambassador of Hungary to Ukraine and my country took up the EU Presidency as of the 1st of January and I appreciate very much this invitation by Open Ukraine Foundation and the International Renaissance Foundation because it’s the first invitation I have excepted in the capacity of the rotating presidency. So, I believe that it shows how important the civil society issues are for us in Hungary and how important they are for the Hungarian presidency. I think its needless to say how important the role NGOs the CSO can play in the society, they are active players and they can promote democracy and market reforms based on shared values like respect of democracy, rule of law, good governance, principles of market economy and sustainable development. They also provide policy input initiatives and hold government accountable. As global marketing integration has advanced, their role has become particularly important in linking economic activities with social environment priorities. As the results of increasing their economy and political rate they now tent to have even greater measures of their concern thus changing the prevailing pattern of the arrangement in the political-decision making process. In Europe after Maastricht new perspectives and opportunities opened for the CSO and their relations with the EU institutions. I can fully agree with the statement in your letter of invitation to this Forum that civil society pays a key role in the successfully reform and transformation but not only in the emerging democracies. Civil Society plays an equal significant role in well established democracies too. We can look at the intensive civil activities these days over the handling the financial-economic crisis and its consequences, the process relating to the introduction of authorities’ measures in some western countries, the demonstrations against increase of tuition-fees in higher education, climate change, the activities of anti-globalization groups or in my country - the criticism of some of the measures of the Hungarian Government. Like in Ukraine NGOs and the CSO do not have a long tradition in Hungary and are not as deeply embedded in Hungarian society as in the old western traditional democracies. Still, they played a major role in Hungary, in the process leading up to the bloodless change of the political system in 1989-1990. Throughout the process civil society in Hungary through its involvement in debates and working groups actively participated in shaping the institutional structure of a new political Hungary and made the significant contribution to the creation of the new political elite. So, 20 years ago around the years of 1989-1991 Hungary and Ukraine were in similar shoes, in many ways. Both of us put behind our past and introduced a new political course in a new political context in a new international political climate. For historical reasons Hungary became a member of the European Union. Ukraine committed to European choice is currently working on its political association and economic integration with Europe. In this process the role and contribution of the civil society is indispensable. In its Communication as of the 3rd of December 2008 on the Eastern Partnership the European Commission proposed to support the further development of civil society organizations in particular by establishing an Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum in order to promote the values and objectives advocated by the Eastern Partnership. In May this proposal was endorsed by the Prague Summit and the Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum was established. Hungary during its rotating presidency under the motto of the strong Europe makes an especial emphasis on the development of the civil society and a promotion of some of the burning issues taken by SCOs. In Hungarian Presidency Strategy the human factor is in the focus. One of our 4 priority areas is to bring the EU closer to its citizens, social inclusion of minority groups is high on the Hungarian agenda, and special attention will be devoted to the respect for democracy, democratic rights. The basis of truly and functional democracy are values of citizens and this is exactly where once again tremendous role and responsibility of the civil society comes on the issue: carry adequate, reliable, up-to-date information to the individual - ultimate building block of the democratic society - and assist the vote for making a well founded choice. Let me welcome the idea of organizing this forum and wish you a successful work. Thank you for the attention. 

(Інна Підлуська) Дякую шановним панам послам за високу оцінку громадянського суспільства. Дякую за вступні слова, і я також дякую за їх згоду відповісти на ваші питання. Будь ласка, ідентифікуйте себе, називайте себе, свою організацію, ваше питання, якщо я можу попросити, щоб це були саме питання, а не розлогі коментарі.
Я спробую дуже коротким. Святослав Павлюк. In practice the involvement of NGO is assessed by the practicality of their work. To what extent the European Commission could provide any assistance or involve them into existing work which is being done between the Commission and the Ukrainian Government, to what extent is it possible to involve NGOs into the formation of the supporting programs, which are the core of the support, which is being provided by the Commission to Ukraine. This is point number 1 and point number 2, to what extent is it possible to transfer the rest of the money, which are not spend on the technical support, budged support programs, to the NGOs. This problem is that NGOs are totally marginalized in the EU support including the Eastern Partnership and in practice it is a kind of ritual program, which doesn’t have any budget-allocations. Thank you.

(Питання)  Quite a short question. The media legislation of Hungarian. Do you consider it as a good example that it can be followed? 

(В’ячеслав Бутенко), Міжнародна Дипломатична Місія «Європейська Україна». Запитання пану Тейшейрі. Шановний пане Посол, скажіть, будь ласка, яким чином реально відбувається знайомство комісії Європейського Союзу з громадськими організаціями і їхня подальша співпраця з Комісією. 

(Інна Підлуська) Добре, маємо коло запитань. Давайте попросимо зараз на них відповіді. Отже маємо питання про ефективність громадських організацій, про законодавство до пана Посла і про те, яким чином відбувається взаємодія між Європейською комісією і громадськими організаціями.
              (Жозе Мануел Пінту Тейшера) Well, first question, the cooperation between the European Union and Ukraine, when it comes to assistance programs its true that the European neighborhood policy instrument, which has its own regulation, basically this is mainly an instruments to promote the reform of the institutions in all the countries. And therefore, the interlocutor in Ukraine like it is in any other country in simular situation, is the Government. Each Government is the interlocutor in terms of programming and in terms of implementing these programs and the beneficiates are mainly state institutions because the main objective of this program is to promote the transformations and capacities of the institutions. The civil society organizations have special budget lines that are targeting their specific role. When it comes to the participation of civil society organizations in the definition of the budget support programs we have established standards in the eligibility criteria for different countries, which can receive a budget support. These criteria are related to the management of public funds. NGOs play a role in the sense that we contact the NGOs particularly that are involved in specific sectors and through that we can measure and assess the capacity of the beneficiary countries to provide this sound management of funds that the European Union is passing to the state budget. As you know, for instance, the public procurement is a very important element in this area. In Ukraine last year, just before the summer, a new law was adopted, which met European and international standards. Regrettably, after the summer there was an initiative to amend this law and we have been working with the World Bank trying to avoid that this law is amended in a way, that it makes it incompatible with our standards. In this regard we have so far suspended that it’s based on these funds. We are still in the process of seeing how this law is going finally to be adopted and this is the proof that we have our criteria that insures that the use of European Union tax-payers money is managed soundly when you use budget support programs. Regarding the possibility of sharing, let’s say - shifting, the budget-support program funds that may not be used in this moment we are in such a possible situation in Ukraine, we can’t automatically transfer these funds to the NGOs because the use of funds from this instrument have to be agreed with a partner country, in this case, with Ukraine. It is not excluded that part of this fund could be used for NGOs, for Civil Society Organizations, but it is not something that we can unilaterally do. I think that I openly answered to your question. So may be…

            (Міхаль Баєр) Thank you very much. You know, the Hungarian media law has been adopted by more than two thirds of the MPs, so I should say it’s a good law, because it’s very, very widely supported by the members of the Hungarian Parliament. It is on the fire, we know it very well, but I think that when we speak about Hungarian media law we forget the past. The first media law after 1990 changes was adopted, I think in the end 1994 - early 1995. By the end of the last decade it turned that the old media law was not serving to the interests of Hungarian media at all. Many things had changed, became absolutely new and needed a different approach. Some of the Hungarian public broadcasts practically became de facto bankrupts and without guarantees, their situation couldn’t be solved and there was, I would say consensus among the political elite, that Hungary needed a new media-law. Unfortunately it was impossible to adopt one before the elections because any media-law needs two third majorities to be adopted and then after the elections the new government decided to put it on the agenda of the Parliament and it was adopted by two and a half votes. What I can say about the discussion or let it to criticism? Basically, the criticism has a political character; political comments had been made about media law not too much concrete remarks. The Hungarian Government and Prime Minister Orban himself, said in Brussels last week that we are expecting the opinion of the European Commission, we are not going or have no intention to breach European values or European regulations and in case, the European Commission’s evaluation describes that there are some parts in this law, which do not match the European criteria then our Government is ready to propose amendments. Now we have received this letter from commissioner and it’s been started. And I believe in two-three weeks from now we will see have more clarity, whether the law is breaching anything European or its sill possible, what’s clear that the draft was prepared having started experience of a quite many EU member states in the field of media law and I’m looking forward to hear about it in the next few weeks. 

(Жозе Мануел Пінту Тейшера)   Thank you. The question about the European Union Delegation cooperation with the NGOs. There are different ways in which we cooperate. We know many of the NGOs and civil society organizations that work in Ukraine in different areas and we have regular dialog on the specific sector in which these NGOs have specific advantages and specific knowledge. In informal context inviting for meetings, inviting for briefings, for instance, when we have visit from Brussels hi-level visits, some of you have already participated and I’m very grateful for this openness from your side for this participation because as I said, through you we can feel the pulse of the society in Ukraine in the various areas. In terms of assistance let’s say providing funds to civil society organizations, the European Union gives funds through different budget lines, these budget lines have specific purposes, for instance, I have mentioned in my speech on the European initiative for Human Rights and Democracy but we have many other different budget lines for environment, for migration, for social programs. And we have a system of call for proposals to ensure the transparency in the access to public European funds. On early bases each of the budget lines announces a call for proposals and all interested organizations can submit the proposal, which are then evaluated and then decision is made, contracts are made. I have referred that for the European initiative or human rights or democracy we have at the moment nine contracts in Ukraine. I would invite you to visit the web-site of the European Union Delegation where you will find the information about all the budget lines and these funds. Thank you. 

(Інна Підлуська) Дякую. Дозвольте подякувати  Пану Послу Жозе Мануелю Пінту Тейшейра, пану Послу Міхалю Баэру за їх вступні промови, дозвольте також подякувати пану Євгену Бистрицькому, пані Іванні Климпуш. Ми працюємо без перерви. І ми негайно  продовжуємо.

(Інна Підлуська) Шановне товариство, ми продовжуємо нашу роботу. Прошу повернутися на свої місця і бути готовими до проводження нашої панельної дискусії. Отже ми розпочинаємо панельну дискусію «Досвід підтримки Європейським Союзом розвитку громадянського суспільства». І я рада вітати тут на цій панельній дискусії наших колег із країн Центральної і Східної Європи, які сьогодні поділяться з нами своїм досвідом роботи з Європейським Союзом, своїм досвідом роботи у Європейському Союзі, і потім ми зможемо продовжити наше обговорення, як говорила сьогодні раніше Іванна, обговорити що саме із того досвіду може бути важливим, може бути корисним для України. Отже, дозвольте представити наших панелістів, наших оповідачів: Павол Демеш, Старший співробітник, Фонду Маршала, Павол із Братислави, це Словацька Республіка; пані Ася Кавракова, Програмний директор, Інституту «Відкрите суспільство» у Софії, Болгарії; пан Ігор Бандовіч, Програмний менеджер, Європейського фонду для Балкан, Сербія –  пан Ігор тут; пан Левент Коч, Координатор проекту Фонду Маршала «Дослідження Ініціативи Кавказького муніципального об’єднання» центр TESEV із Стамбулу – Туреччина. І також я бачу пана Олега Рибачука керівника Громадської організації «Центр UA», пан Олег зробить коментар і зробить свою оцінку досвіду наших колег із Центральної і Східної Європи, а також скаже своє бачення того, яким чином цей досвід може бути використаний в Україні. Отже переходимо до обговорення. 
            (Павол Демеш) .Ladies and gentlemen, dear friends, it’s really my pleasure to be back to Kyiv, I’m coming to this country and this city and always there is some different situationі in the country. We actually organized in this very room about five years ago conference on new Ukraine and context was quite different then now. And probably, since the situation in your country is changing there is enormous interest in EU affairs and also to learn a bit about how we countries, either members of European Union or those who are trying to become members, are dealing with the European Union. So, what I will do today is that my presentation will be in three parts through which I would like to stimulate the discussion. First I will describe how EU assisted your neighbor Slovakia, which is also a new country. Second, I will tell you a bit what worked and what didn’t work so well between European Union and civil society groups in my country and third, I will try to look at what you, Ukrainians, can learn from us and what you can’t learn, what you need to do on your own, because you are better. First, why European Union is assisting civil society development field?  Slovakia similar to Ukraine is a new country, which was born after collapse of communism block, Soviet dominated block and our country said, we want to develop pluralist democratic system, free market, economic and we want to join European Union. European Union said, fine and we will help you with that.  EU was helping with state institution building, free-market economic system and EU designed also the process of assistance civil society, which is indispensible part of all reforms. For this European Union, which opened the delegation in our country, designed program within Phare, you had already TASIC here, through which they allocated money for civil society development. In our country it was not administrated by the delegation, but by unique indigenous foundation, which was created and called Foundation for the Civil Society Development. The board consisted of independent people, no governmental, no EU people. We were administering this Fund on our own and this was the main instrument.  Original idea was that this foundation will be working until Slovakia enters European Union. We did it in 2004 but foundation continuously is working now and gives money to the other countries, not only to Slovak civil society development. Through this fund we were supporting projects in the Balkans in past, through Bratislava Belgrade Fund and now we assisting also Ukraine for creation of European Convention. Some other cross-border projects were supported through this instrument. Besides, Slovakia was assisted also bilaterally by EU member countries, Matra program which is closed already, UK all kinds of programs, German foundations and others. So, you always had assisting you EU money but also individual countries’ money. What worked well? In our case this independent Foundation for Civil Society Development was quick and flexible grand making system, which responded to needs of local and regional and national foundations, NGOs, civil society organizations, think-tanks, all kinds of organizations. Secondly, it avoided interference of political forces or EU bureaucracy. Third, it increased reputation of NGOs in country and in European Union. What were the obstacles? When we had Prime Minister, probably you have not forgotten name Meciar Vladimir the Great he always tried to control this fund, but he didn’t manage so well because NGOs and EU were able to balance his attempts. Politicians in every countries have a temptation to control money. Secondly, Government attempted to discredit NGOs at some period and this foundation together with delegation and another EU Embassies helped not to allow this, because the NGOs were accused of being spying, interfering into domestic affairs and some of this thing you probably know in your countries as well. Third, what was difficult that this foundation had difficulty especially in the field which was politically sensitive. Supporting health, civil society, elderly homes - no problem. But ones, this foundation is supporting analytical things and pre-election activities, voters information, monitoring elections foundation faces a lot of attacks. But we managed. And also, what was obstacle and I think, this is what you need to look at - EU will never admit that they did mistakes because everything what they do, by one Ambassador after another will be claimed as a victory. This is built on the nature of EU, so you need to figure out and then find out how to be critical but in such a way that they will not stop giving you a support. What you can learn? In five points. Active and independent civic sector is as critical as free and independent media. Second, civil society must have capacity to address not only social educational, health, youth and other issues but NGOs must be able and capable stepping into public policy arena. Third, this is ongoing struggle, we have heard about Hungary but also in my country, corruption and all kinds of associating fields - they remain, whether  you joint EU or not in EU. NGO’s work in all these fields is critically important and I am sure the other colleges on this panel will talk about that. Fourth, I think that where we failed a bit - NGOs and civil Society didn’t support, we overlooked issues, like culture, religion, national identity, these issues, which are a little bit more metaphysical for civil society people. They think, that this is not of their business but I think that if we are not doing this, politicians will misuse feelings, and they will start development arguments like in my country that stability is more important than democracy and similar type of needs. Fifth, EU assistance needs to be combined or crossing with US’s. Americans are giving much more money, in the end, to civil society development than EU and how clever you are in combining and designing some things where the money are combined this is a matter of success. What you can learn, what you can’t learn and I’m finishing with this block. Every country is different. You can learn but there are many things where local context matters. For example, Yuschenko, not only you but we believed, will be like Václav Havel, he is not. Václav Havel until today is stimulating people thinking about values of civil society, democracy. Yuschenko and his ideas were not bad ones. Unfortunately he didn’t manage as leader; Václav Havel did, like Lech Walesa did. Also our leaders, whose ideas were not bad, but I think leaders need to be controlled and checked. EU factor. EU at the time of Slovakia was joining or pre-accession of Slovakia was strong, self-confident, and powerful. Today, EU is in crisis. EU has trouble with Euro; EU has all kinds of other internal troubles and you are living in non-enlargement paradigm period. At this time nobody is telling you that if you do this, you join the EU. For us, it was clear. It was like test. 20 chapters if you pass - then you are in EU. Nobody is talking now to you like this. So, you need to figure out how to deal with EU and take as much as possible you can in period of such mental and political state and economic state of EU because EU wants to help you. Also I think, that EU is part of much bigger global competition with China and other palyers. EU is going to its post Lisbon period through profound change. You should use V-4 (Visegrad format). This year Hungary and Poland are having presidency in EU. Both are your neighbors. So, your neighbors are driving or are stepping or playing a partner role. Try to use it this year and you have a Stefan Fule who is Czech, who studied in Moscow, who speaks Russian, who can talk and understand you. Listen Stefan Fule directly as much as you can hear, he is open-minded when it comes to civil society. Miroslav Lajcak former Foreign Minister of Slovakia is now within Catherin Ashton’s team responsible for your country and my country as well and he understands value of civil society. Approach him directly, use as much as possible contacts with him. Russian factor. Russia didn’t interfere into our EU integration process at all. Russia was not a factor influencing our transformation. Different in your country. You need to build it in your thinking, because you living in between two geopolitics realities which you need to take into consideration. And last, after twenty years since we engaged in civil society development in my country and in the region, I came to one simple fact, how you can value and look at civil society or individually or collectively - the key thing is whether you are useful, whether you have results, whether you are perceived by public as useful and whether you are politically relevant. And I think, you have enormous network of NGOs and civic energy and if you stop looking at problematic parts and emphasize power of your civic energy and wish to live in standard, normal, clean country -  you will manage and I wish a good luck in that. Thank you.

             (Інна Підлуська) Thank you Pavol. I always like listening to you. Very practical judgment and it’s important to hear the voice of a practitioner, who knows how the things are and who is prepared to share them. And really, it’s a very good advice. Work with people in new EU member states, who know the situation, who are ready to help and who are prepared to communicate in the best way they can with the Ukrainian counterpart in a reality. Дякую дуже Павлу. Я хотіла би запросити пані Асю Кавракову. Ася буде робити презентацію.
             (Assya Kavrakova) Well, I have divided my presentation into two parts. The first part will flag the conditionality EU has in terms of impact on public policies and the conclusions here, which refer not only to Bulgaria but to other member states from Central and Eastern Europe. I could claim this is so because those conclusions are based on a study called “The unfinished business of the fifth enlargement countries” that has been undertaken in member states from CEE. And the second part will focus on the example of Bulgaria and the lessons learnt of EU support to the civil society. Which I would say from the very beginning is not very positive.  But I do believe in a way that we will mostly from the negative experience than from the positive offer the prospective. I hope it to be useful for you. So, as you know EU has approached fifth enlargement countries in the following way - there was a certain sort of criteria divided into political and economical. And the political criteria have been set to be a precondition for starting negotiations with the EU candidate countries. So, basically there was an assessment on behalf of the Commission to what extend your country in covering the political criteria regarding the rule of law, integration of minorities, functional democratic institutions. And ones you have a certain  positive, quite satisfactory enough report from the Commission, then the country was invited to start the negotiations. The negotiations themselves were pretty technical. They were following certain very strict pattern of behavior, they were following the aqui communautaire. You know what aqui communautaire is? Those are European laws in those spheres where are common European polices. The negotiation chapters were prepared this way and there was this process of opening and closing the chapters, which was to the certain extend pretty technical. So, from that prospective I have to make this note, it was in a way that the political criteria for membership they were assessed mainly at the very beginning of the process, before even starting the negotiations and then there was not much attention paid to whether you sustain those criteria or not because the European Union has been created and it’s mainly an economic union. So, you have to understand that even with regard to media-law in Hungary the European Union does not have obligatory norms concerning for example freedom of expression; it is much more interested in free circulation of audio-visual products. It’s there, where you have the set of criteria. If you want to defend your media independence you should go to the Council of Europe they have some recommendation with this respect. European Union not. So, this is a very important distinction and this is one of the lesson learnt whether for the future enlargement, basically, you have to take the political criteria for granted, from the very beginning, because this proved to be a problematic in case if Bulgaria and to a certain extent to the other member states. So, what was the picture that we had after the accession? What we saw? There was a whole set of the reforms that were unaccomplished and there were the reforms especially in the so-called human development domain, the reforms which concerned on the daily life of the citizens the most. Those were the reforms in the education, health system and the social protection system and pensions. Of course, doing those reforms in the different countries was  different. This is a common characteristic for all new member states from CEE because of the very basic reason - there are no aqui communautaire at those areas. This is the part of the transition agenda of the countries. This agenda that the countries didn’t manage to accomplish quite well because they started the negotiations with the European Union. They just changed the focus of their attention to the preconditions and conditionality of the European Union which consists mainly of the areas of aqui communautaire not those and those. These areas remained relatively neglected because of this reason and we found out this when we entered the European Union that there were reforms that are unaccomplished and which had a very big impact on the development of the society. So, there was another like misleading in perception that our countries themselves had at the beginning of the negotiations that the pre accession agenda will be natural continuation of the transition agenda. No it’s not. Those are different agendas. You have to keep that in mind and the accomplishment of those reforms depends only on the national decision-making. Not only on the capacity of the national decision-makers but also on the capacity of the civil society sector and the actors of the national level to push and to advocate their accomplishment. What happened after the accession? There was of course an expectation that now ones we are in the European Union, we accomplish finally those reforms. Basically, it didn’t happen because of the very simple reason. There was a political consensus before the accession among the political actors on what we do, which was Euro-Atlantic Integration. After the accession what we witnessed, that this political consensus collapsed and we saw a picture of a very big fragmentation of the political spectrum. New political parties appeared, coalition government with very short political life unable to commit whatever reforms. Reforms require consistent vision and consistent commitment on behalf of all politic actors. Having a coalition government for a year and a half makes it impossible to accomplish those long-term reforms. On the top of other things you have also some players, which are opposing the reforms those that feel very comfortable within the status quo in the reformed areas. So, it’s a big struggle and it’s still continuing in all new member states. Needless to say, the positive impact is not possible from this. It deepens the marginalization of a certain groups of the society, it diminishes the citizens’ trust in the political establishment because people suffer from lack of reforms in health system, from the lack of reform of the education system, from lack of guarantees for a stable pensions system. So what they do is that they are even more willing to punish the political establishment on the next election. And it causes the political system to become increasing vulnerable.  So, here the conclusion is - watch out for these reforms. On the part or not on the part EU, this is what the matters for the citizens. And in Bulgaria what we are witnessing now is a new way of bringing because of this. It is not because Bulgarians can’t spend money at home - they can, they can gain a good economic status but a quality of life is not good just because the all reformed areas. So, most of the people that have abilities and capabilities to work abroad would prefer to go to another EU member state and to earn even less for the sake of heaving this social package, a better package. Now we move to EU financial assistance. Here, just a couple of words that you have to be aware of the fact that at beginning of the transition it was not the EU, the EU was not an only player that shaped the profile of the civil society sector in Bulgaria. Actually, the beginning of the transition there was a massive foreign donor support in terms of Bulgaria funding and technical assistance that created the civil society following the top down manner. It was so because we were at the beginning of a painful transition it was clear that we need to do each and every reform and in each and every sphere from economy, based on market terms, to democracy and functional institutions. So, there were following players that had the knowledge and the means to support the processes. Here I’m not referring only to private American donors but to USAID role, to the World Bank role and to EU later that joined the process. So, they were all interested to have an ally in the country itself and they were looking for those allies in the civil society sector. So, after all we have this top down created civil society sector that attracted intellectuals from the universities and people with a progressive thinking. These persons were reform oriented, their work was oriented to pursue and to press for reforms and also to bring the knowledge of know-how from outside how to do things. But you have to be aware that this was not a bottom-up process and there was a huge gap between the agenda of those reformist NGOs and the citizens themselves. It was a normal process because if we waited for the process of bottom-up to create those reformist NGOs  we would have waited for ages and nobody wanted this. So, this was the only way to do things at the beginning of the transition but it came at the certain price, that was later. So, we have a NGOs with a reformist agenda. Unlike the support that you have from USAID but also from American private donors, EU financial support comes as a reward to the government for a good performance. It goes through the framework of the state administration and in that way it dramatically changes the status quo of the powers within the society, because providing money, big money, and providing opportunity for the state administration to distribute the money is giving much influence in the hands of a state administration on the processes in the civil society. So, it changes the status quo of the powers relations and you will see how it works in Bulgaria now. It didn’t work well because providing the opportunity for the state administration to distribute and to decide and to monopolize the decision-making process means that you are testing its mature, democratic mature. And in Bulgaria it proved that the state administration, but the civil society as well are not mature because again, democracy, political processes and political stability shouldn’t be taken for granted. You have to invest in, to sustain what you have achieved on a daily bases. It was a little overestimated with a regard to European funding. So, basically it was a highly politicized process, it was monopolized by the executive power, there was a lack of transparency. What the politicians in the political parties did was they simply used EU funds in order to create NGOs to give the funds to them and to use them for the political purposes, especially on a local level. It has a negative, very negative impact on the development of the profile of the civil society as a whole because, first, after the support from the EU a number of NGOs in Bulgaria was tripled, tripled in terms of registration. Logically citizens, which were already disconnected to certain extend with the NGOs, just deepened their mistrust. NGOs had limited capacity to enforce the decision-making and now they are in a search of a new identity, they realize if they want to do a good job they have to reconnect with citizens and to gain a new mandate for action. You are having my paper with some figures that indicate those conclusions. And the last word, this is very important. Having a very strict outside going Euro- Atlantic Integration is a good thing because you really determined where you go but it’s also important for your internal agenda and from that prospective there is the price - the political parties develop their capacities for developing platforms oriented on this goal and for agitation of the citizens. So, at the end you end up with political parties that are a kind of monsters and under the normal times, they are simple not capable of developing policy options and communication with citizens. With regard to the NGOs, this is something very important. You have to have a link with the citizens. And a final sentence. EU financial support management. If you cannot guarantee a system of checks and balances to prevent misuse from the political subject you’d better detach it from the political establishment, otherwise it doesn’t work. Thank you. 

             (Igor Bandovich) Thank you very much. I’m really happy that I’m here in Kyiv and thanks to the organizers for inviting me and this is a very nice opportunity, actually to be back after nine years. I was here in May 2001. It was a different situation, I would say, it was just before the elections and the situation was a bit nervous and a bit different and it’s a good opportunity now to actually discuss the inside changes. But I will speak about different topic here. I will try to bring you closer to developments in the Western Balkans. So, this is a presentation about seven countries of the Western Balkans. They are all different. I actually try to put the common experiences we have here. Ok, first of all this is a map of the Western Balkans and as you all know 90th were not good times on the Western Balkans because we had a lot of war conflicts. Due to the fact that we had wars interstate relations in the regions were not really developing. 2001 was the year actually when democratic changes took place in most of the countries in Western Balkans, I mean in the biggest countries of Western Balkans. Here I mean Croatia and Serbia. So, 2000 and 2001 were the years during which all things changed in the Western Balkans. In 2003 the Thessaloniki Summit was. It was maybe the biggest political initiative, which was given to the countries of the Western Balkans. Actually EU member states: Prime Ministers and Presidents said that the future of the Western Balkans is in EU and since then all  Governments of the Western Balkans countries and all civil society actors are using these statements when they want to emphasize actually that the future of the Western Balkans is in the EU.  Since then Europeanization of the Western Balkans started and now it’s a driving force of the reforms in the Western Balkans. Everything that was done was done as a justification of the fact that you want to join the EU whether it’s good or bad. When it comes to the particular countries’ relations to the EU, all the countries of the Western Balkans are now in the contract relationships with EU through SAA – agreements, which are the specific arrangements between the EU and particular country. SSA stands for stabilization and association agreements. Countries and governments are actually trying to cope with the stabilization, shift over market economy and then, which is more relevant to us, to civil society organizations to establish rule of law criteria, civil society development, respect to human and minority rights and all things, which are important for the country to be truly democratic and open. EU membership criteria, which are justified through this accession process, are actually judged through Copenhagen criteria as our colleague from Bulgaria said. Copenhagen criteria are set of political criteria, which are judging country’s parliamentary democracy, rule of law, minority rights and then set of norms and legislation, which should be implemented that is EU aqui - basically all norms, which are proposed, implemented by EU and have to be actually taken and adopted by the particular country. I just mention here what are the important topics and issues on this accession process. And in this regard EU having in mind lessons learnt from previous experience as Pavol said Phare program, Tasic program, built particularly for the Western Balkans countries IPA, financial assistant instrument which is taking some good lessons from previous enlargements but also inventing some new, additional things, which are particularly important for the Western Balkans. We had conflicts, we had war and for the example one of the key membership criteria, which were not taken into account by previous enlargements is regional cooperation and reconciliation because we had conflicts. This is particularly important when it comes to Western Balkans. Then we have building state of law, administrative and jurisdictional reform, fight against corruption, supporting economic reforms and civil society development, which is a separate and specific segment of the IPA assistance. When it comes to the civil society development this is important to say as you should know a little bit more about the origin of the civil society development: Western Balkans have their particular history of conflicts and civil society organizations actually were build as a reaction to wars. That is why all or almost all old civil society organizations are build on this experience of post-conflict, non-nationalistic, non-violent, anti-war protest. All these organizations in the Western Balkans actually were established at the beginning of the wars in 1991. And then, from that time all these organizations were built or trying to be built on this experience. That is something, which is particularly important to understand when it comes to the civil society organizations in the Western Balkans. Since that time they all are trying to be agents of reforms. I would say that we have two periods of the development of civil society when the government was passive and hostile. It was the case in the 90th because obviously the government was violating human rights and civil society organization were trying to do something with that. After 2000 when actually government was not seen as a hostile but seen as a potential partner. This “potential” means that it can be a partner but sometimes it won’t be. All these liberal political values like human rights, minority rights, freedoms like freedom of press, freedom of assemble; free elections were monitored and reported by the human rights organizations, which are the most important, I would say, and the most active still organizations in the region. And then, since the time that it was the maturity period when civil society organizations and also government recognized the importance of having cooperation with civil society organizations. Institutional arrangements were set to enable this cooperation and they are various from country to country. It was the first time in 2001 actually that Croatia, which was and still is the most advanced country of the region, introduced this special memorandum of cooperation with the civil society organization/ Based on that fact still Croatia has the most advanced cooperation, having office for the civil society organizations. Now they have National endowment, which is, I would say, 80 percents- 75 percents funded by the government. So, they have their own foundation, which actually supports civil society organizations. At the other countries as well we have a different arrangements. For example, in Montenegro there is office within every ministry for cooperation with civil society organizations, in Bosnia and in Serbia we have also. In Serbia this is for the EU integration.  The office is in charge for the EU integration and civil society organizations. That’s why they signed special protocol, memorandum of understanding. This is something relatively new but we are thinking on how much actually civil society organizations, even those who have cooperation that is institutionalized, have really impact on the political policy process. First of all is there some unwillingness of the government to recognize civil society organization as stakeholders? This means that actually civil society organization is seen as something, which comes from the West, as something, which is not important and not initiated by citizens. So, actually they have to work with the civil society organization because they want to go to the EU, not because there is importance of cooperation. Much in policy-making processes in these countries is happening without public discussion. It’s not clear why some laws brought and why some aren’t. There are limited capacities of civil society organizations to cope with some expert fields, which actually civil society organizations don’t see or don’t have anything to say. EU itself actually introduces two instruments of cooperation between civil society organizations and government. First one is civil dialog and the other one is civic partnership. Civil dialog was introduced recently through different conferences between the government and civil society organizations, the other one is a partnerships, which is also build in the enlargement strategy of the EU Commission from 2007. Thanks to this we have this special instrument of assistance to civil society organizations. It’s called Civil Society Facility, 38.5 million In the last two years. And just briefly, Civil Society Facility contains technical assistance and capacity building of the civil society organizations by trainings, seminars, workshops and the other types of activities. By people-to-people program so far six hundred civil society leaders from the region went to Brussels to meet and discuss with the EU officials partnership actions. EU Commission is trying, based on the previous experiences, to get together civil society organizations from the EU member states and from the Western Balkans. So, they can apply for further grants from the EU Commission. It’s too early to evaluate this process, it’s just happening. This is something that you can read in my paper, I don’t need to go into this. 
            (Левент Коч) First of all I would like to thank to Open Ukraine Foundation for the invitation. It is really great for me to be here with such distinguished participants and speakers. In my presentation, actually I was thinking to talk about administration reform, which is quite important, which is EU driven and is quite interesting. But after hearing previous comments and issues I will talk more about civil society development. You may know, Igor talked about better example, Turkey is one of the bad examples. Turkey made its first application in 1959 just after one year European Economic Committee was established. In 1963 we signed the paper, Ankara Agreement, which gave some hopes to us, but then again we had to wait about 46 years to be given an official candidate status. In 2004 we started the negotiations, which are obvious in a long, long way. The eight chapters were frozen because of position and problems Turkeys dealing with. I have to say, it was not always bad in Turkey because between 1999 and 2004 actually Turkey put some great affords in the structural changes. The EU actually led this process very well but during that time support of EU integration in Turkey decreased. Support decreased from seventy five percents even to fifty percents. Now even less. What was important for us? Apart from the changes in municipalities and the other structures great importance was actually in the regional development agencies. Why? Because the regional development agency are just established in order to get a use of European and regional funds. It’s a little bit tricky I mean - these agencies are distributing funds. Also they are putting specific targets for regional development and defining the priorities. Previously we had twenty six regions but now we have only ten. Why is it important? Because the region as a term had quite negative meaning for Turkey because Turkey always think that we have to be united and if you involve these regional terms in our planning system, in our administration system this will lead Turkey to fall apart into some pieces. Always regional dimension was too away for Turkish people. But, with the EU assistance for regional funds we were forced to establish regional development agencies and actually it gave some good results but the problem was again just it was because of the effect with EU. The regional institutions actually were established in areas which are not regions indeed. We put some provinces together and called them “region”. There was two level management of regional agencies: adviser board and another one was administrative board. In adviser board it’s really possible to get different NGOs, private sector and other administrative institutions. The other board is at the influence from the political parties and of course the  government. This is just an example. Usually in the relationships with the EU it happens like this, you know. You have to do something, you do this but the content is different. 
The other thing I would like to talk about is the administrative reform and the EU funds issues. In 2006, for example, the funds came but only ten to fifteen percents were used and the rest returned. Why? The reason is actually - we always say that the Poland is a good example because in Poland there were more than 1.5 million public officers given trainings. I think two hundred thousand public officers are there, in Poland, which means at least five trainings for each public worker. But in Turkey we couldn’t do these trainings. EU didn’t really insist on giving these trainings. As a result of this, we established European projects, developing offices in every single province and even in a small districts but public officers are far from the main goals and the ideas behind the EU. They didn’t understand why they had to do this. Just because of this the lack of trainings. The other issue is also the complication of European Union application proceedings.  
After these small comments about local administration let’s talk about NGOs in Turkey. NGOs have also a strange history in Turkey, actually it’s a quite old. It comes from the times of Ottoman when the government could not take money from the charities and everybody was establishing some charities to hide their money from the government. Even the kings were establishing some charities. But with the Turkish republic experiences especially because of the Cold War period and a Communism threat in Turkey the government officers always tended to show that there is a communism threat and in such a situation NGOs had negative perception by them. Until 1992 when actually we took part in Summit and our President went there, and he saw that there is a true sector. After that at least some public institutions started working with NGOs. 1999 earthquake had the greatest help for NGOs development in Turkey. Why? Because after the earthquake the NGOs were the first who came there with helping the people. 
So, between 1999 and 2004 the NGOS dealt with exchange programs for Turkey for public workers, for students, for NGOs workers, for volunteers. Actually many exchange programs were competed and so was the situation at the beginning of the application process to the EU. 
The other one aspect is creating more liberal environment for the civil society. Turkey had to make constitutional changes with the assistance from the EU side. We changed the association law and reduced the interference of government to the civil society sector. 
Another aspect is of course the financial support of civil society organization in 2007 and 2008.  More then twenty million Euros actually were given to promote civil society dialog. This money did not actually go to NGOs - some investors get some money of course and joint projects were supposed under this line. 
I just talk about some problem areas. First of all of course it’s for us too complicated application process is really a problem for Turkish NGOs. There are some international consulting companies, which make business out of this. This is big business in Turkey. The other one is that the requirements of the EU about the projects applications are huge. The example about the project of 7.9 million Euros. Innovation project, there is no single Turkish NGOs who has twenty seven million, twenty one million turnover in order to apply for this project. Usually British or German consulting firms are coming applying as a leading partners. EU gives not really a big money to the Turkish NGOs. Such international consortiums are actually always entering this kind of projects. And also you have to work with too many internationals like sometimes three experts out of four participating in the projects are internationals and this is again a problem. I’m not saying its bad but if I work in a Ukrainian projects of course, first, I have to learn about the Ukraine for about six month and then I be more useful for you. And another one is of course lack of feedback. Never have you received feedback on the project application, never and ever. The last one just, I think this is a little bit funny but its produced not by me, they says: if you want to be successful in your project application first, don’t write what you want to do, write what donors wants to hear from you. 

              (Інна Підлуська)  So, ladies and gentlemen we had four brilliant presentations, three of them with slides and now we are hearing to the fifth brilliant hope not presentation but summary, a comment from Mister Oleg Rybachuk. Oleg, I have to ask you to be brief. 

(Олег Рибачук) Дуже цікава дискусія. Кожен раз, коли слухаєш про такий цікавий досвід, звичайно автоматично перекладаєш на українську ситуацію і сильно згадуєш поета, що «нам своє робить», тому що зрозуміло, Україна вимушена буде йти власним  шляхом. Ми маємо використовувати цей досвід, але таких умов, таких бюджетів, такої стимуляції у нас не буде, це цілком зрозуміло. Справедливості ради, хотів би почати з того, як власне політика добросусідства почата в 2004 році й які стосунки у неї були з громадським сектором. 
Треба сказати, що насправді громадянське суспільство у політиці добросусідства зразка 2004 року, власне не розглядалося як стратегічний партнер. І лише у 2006 році під час перегляду цієї політики вже був прийнятий документ, де громадянському суспільству було приділено значно більшу увагу. Моя остання інформація говорить про те, що влітку цього року, Європейський Союз розгляне вперше нову програму для України, яка називається Non State Actors and Local Authoritiesю Це програма, яка націлена на підтримку, я не знаю, чи точно термінологічно перекладаю, але неурядових діячів, неурядових чинників і місцевої влади. В першу чергу, ця програма буде, в чому буде і новизна для України, що вона ставить за мету саме підтримати  неурядових діячів у стосунках з владою. Тому побажаємо собі і Європейському Союзу успіху. 
А зараз, повертаючись до нашої теми, якщо говорити  одним реченням, то сьогодні українська влада і українське громадянське суспільство не є учасниками системного діалогу. Про це говорить багато речей. Мені було цікаво перед тим, як я зайняв місце тут за столом, прочитати електронні листи одного з активних учасників громадської кампанії «Новий громадянин», який інформував про те, що прямо в ці хвилини у Міністерстві фінансів мало бути, чи проходить перше зібрання громадської експертної ради. Але за ініціативи, як пише учасник цей, відомого громадського діяча Віктора Лисицького, було прийнято рішення про те, що засідання буде закритим, журналісти туди не допущені і багато із громадських організацій, які розраховували на конструктивний підхід, залишились за зачиненими дверима. Не думаю, що це є якоюсь сенсаційною новиною, але це характеризує знову тенденцію українських реалій, коли беруться гарні речі і професійно спаплюжуються - чи ми говоримо про суспільне мовлення, чи ми говоримо про європейську інтеграцію як стратегію, чи ми говоримо про різні умови співпраці спільнота-громадські експерти та влада. 
У мене є позитивний досвід з позитивної конструктивної співпраці як голови громадської експертної ради при українській частині комітету Україна – Європейський Союз. Чим ця цікава конструкція? Що тридцять дві організації, тридцять два експерти, які представляють різні аналітичні центри, що працюють у сфері європейської інтеграції, формують експертну раду. Вони обирають голову, а голова призначається рішенням уряду. І ось я був обраний менше двох років тому, був призначений ще попереднім урядом, і що для мене дивовижно і приємно, ми попрацювали і при зміні влади. Ми провели одне засідання, коли нашим куратором, чи візаві був віце-прем’єр з питань економічних реформ та економічної політики Сергій Тігіпко. Але в результаті оптимізації, важко назвати те що відбувається зараз адміністративною реформою, зник наш партнер у невідомому напрямку. Ми зустрічалися останній  раз посеред літа, влітку, і досі ми не знаємо хто, власне, буде партнером такої структури. 
Я вітаю звичайно те, що в Україні з’явилася ще одна структура «Європейський конвент». Але те, що було показово, що жодна людина, навіть з Адміністрації Президента, яка опікується стратегічно європейською тематикою не була присутня, навіть при публічній презентації  перед дипломатичною спільнотою цього проекту. Тому у мене виникають певні сумніви щодо ефективності такого інструменту. 
Одним словом, я прийшов до висновку, що нового в цьому світі важко  придумати. Та політика, яку можна було б назвати українськими словами «політика батога і пирога», вона може бути єдино ефективною в українських реаліях. От наш досвід реакції громадянського суспільства на певні ініціативи влади, які протирічили, або задівали життєві інтереси показує, що коли, скажімо, спроби прийняти закон і обмежити діяльність громадських організацій давши їм місце, як сказав один із міністрів, десь там на стадіоні «Чайка». Коли пішли масові протести і масова реакція громадськості спільно з реакцією європейських структур, то влада це питання перенесла. Власне досвід з мовами давайте згадаємо - спроба знову зробити в Україні мову українську мовою Європейської меншини. Приємно, що Європейський Союз в цьому досить розібрався, і українська влада отримала експертизу. Знову активна позиція громадськості привела до того, що це питання відклалося у шухляду. От щодо прийняття закону про доступ до інформації. Тому що нам вдавалось якось стримувати негативні процеси, можна сказати, що прийняття цього багатостраждального закону це було результатом майже річної роботи дуже багатьох громадських організацій, європейських інституцій і журналістів. І тому я знову повертаюся до того, що політика «батога і пирога» ефективна, тобто якась частина суспільства має з вилами стояти біля влади, а інші мають пропонувати конструктивний діалог. І у поєднанні цих двох факторів ми будемо мати результати. Дякую. 
              (Інна Підлуська) Дуже дякую Олегу Борисовичу за конструктив, за стислі вислови. А головне, я дякую за те, що ви підкреслили дуже важливий момент: громадські організації не тільки є виразником суспільних інтересів, вони не тільки надають послуги тим, хто їх потребує, вони працюють на тому, що зветься Policy level. Це буде моє питання до всіх учасників цієї подіумної дискусії, можливо не потрібно відповідати на нього прямо зараз і всім по черзі, але коли ви будете відповідати на репліки і на питання від наших учасників, будь ласка, зверніть увагу також на Policy level.  Як організації у ваших країнах взаємодіють на цьому рівні, чиї ініціативи вони пропонують, як вони їх відстоюють, покращують якість політики? 

(запитання) Дякую за прекрасні презентації і прекрасний формат дискусії. Наскільки я знайома з цим, громадянське суспільство досить добре було розвинуте, і власне, чимало представників і лідерів громадянського суспільства Словаччини зараз займають просади, скажімо так, у владі після виборів влітку 2011 року. На мій погляд, демократія в Україні досі є живою теж лише завдяки завзяттю громадянського суспільства, завзяттю громадян і громадських організацій, які все ще здатні створювати такі от  бар’єри повному згортанню демократії. І цей бар’єр влада, все-таки, на скільки я бачу по соборності і по податковому майдану, влада не наважується  переступити і так повинно бути. І у мене, власне, питання до пана Павола Демеша і інших лекторів: що повинно зробити громадянське суспільство і громадські організації для того, щоб прагнути проводити  реформи в своїй країні, щоб мати власне бачення цих реформ, і щоб, можливо одного дня, все-таки, як альтернатива прийти, до влади, тому що громадське суспільство має чимало експертів, розробляє  чимало  policy paper чимало програм і рекомендацій. Але чи здатне громадське суспільство одного дня розпочати  все це втілювати в іншій якості і в іншій ролі. Який досвід в цьому наших, скажімо, колег із Центральної і Східної Європи, і що ви могли б порадити нашим громадським організаціям?
(Наталія Беліцер) I have a question about the situation In Civil Society in Turkey, concerning the Kurds minority and the question is as follows: is there any organizations of kurds themselves or representing their interest, which are acceptable for both mainstreams civil society of Turkey and state structures. І друге до пана Олега Рибачука, - відомо, що завтра відбудуться установчі збори по формуванню громадських рад і в міністерствах, питання з двох частин: як Ви оцінюєте процедуру формування таких громадських рад, і Ваше очікування щодо їх складу. Ну, у мене ще є коментар з приводу Civil Society, але це пізніше, в дискусії.

(Вікторія Гуменюк) Добрий день, мене звати Вікторія Гуменюк, член  громадської експертної ради. Питання у мене до всіх панелістів, які виступали сьогодні і воно таке: я би хотіла наголосити на важливості підсилення ролі громадянського суспільства, або недержавного сектору саме в тандемі з державними інституціями і всього того оточення, яке взагалі унеможливлює діалог, і ми говоримо про розвиток і про фінанси для третього сектору, і ми говоримо про те, що є обов’язковою процедурою механізмів, які зобов’язують державних службовців консультуватись  з різними групами інтересів, і взагалі, виносити свої рішення за статуси проектів рішення на громадське обговорення. Це з одного боку, а з другого боку, коли йде підсилення тих експертів і тих організацій запросили професійно взяти участь, то ми будемо просто товктися на одному місці і говорити Civil Society І тому у мене питання - що би ви зробили у власних країнах—для того, щоби цей діалог був, взагалі мав місце і він відбувався. 
(Павол Демеш) I think you question is valid not only for Ukraine but for new member states, for all member states and all the time. So I think that here there is no magic but there are a few things. If you do you are more successful than if you don’t do. First, every government or every political group, groups which enter government and especially in post communist countries like yours and ours, have this position - you voted for us, we are in power and shut up. You will have chance in four years. Watch us and then you will judge us. This is general position, which is widespread across whole Central and Eastern Europe. I think that this is fundamental mistake. Our country is not used yet to pluralism and checks and balances or control mechanisms in media, NGOs control and a key concept what is called partnership. It’s not yet built in, as part of political culture. And you need to work on this day by day because if you don’t - politicians have their ministries and their agencies from top up to a local level, they have money and they have resources to fulfill what they want. You, NGOs are non hierarchical decentralized system. Ministry of Agriculture will be here whether you like Ministry or not but your NGO, if you are NGO person, can be closed and nobody will notice it. So, for that reason you are dealing with two systems one – governmental which is well-founded and one nonhierarchical, which is not so well-founded. We have to have understanding why we need NGOs in Ukraine. It’s still the question. Mostly politicians would agree that we need NGOs to do social, health, culture and other politically none sensitive stuff, here they will applause you. Whenever you do thing, which is sort of influencing their performance, participating in political processes then you are coming closer to problems. So for that reason I will mention at least three things, which you may consider. First, you need to develop some structures within NGOs sector, which will have a lobby power. If you are advocating on your own or one or two NGOs they will shut you immediately but if you develop critical mass of organizations, which is the mixture of those good guys doing social and cultural but also those a little less good guys - think-thanks or a little bit even less good guys - who do advocacy or media, or corruption monitoring.. The better network of NGOs design some common understanding which will explain and press government, which will explain things to public. I think that important problems is one thing - you are focusing constantly on Government but not so much on public. You need to increase your relations within public I think it requires efforts, to explain citizens in villages, cities why you are important, necessary not only in service providing areas but also in policy level. So, second is how to develop cooperation with European and Igor mentioned US because here it’s very similar to what Americans are supporting. Yevhen’s organization gives more money than EU, I think. But again, George Soros is not from EU you know, he was born in Hungary but he lives in other country. So, for that reason I think the more you combine your effort towards American and European donors explaining them and developing multiple funding mechanisms - then you are not so easily influenced. I think that this is second and last as I said you need to tackle some of the issues what I very briefly mentioned culture, identity, religion. This is very tricky how to deal with these things but if you don’t do that you are getting weaker. So engaging people from these fields I think it’s extremely important and the sooner you start, the better. 

(Levent Koc) Thanks for the question. As you may know the Kurdish issue is one of the biggest problems of Turkey. Actually it’s also an obstacle for Turkey to reach the EU standards and other democratic standards as well. There are many NGOs established by kurds, there are some really successful ones as well. Some think-tank organizations some directly dealing with the Iraq problems solving kurdish issue as well, they are cooperating with Turkish NGOs for a long time. For example for about a month ago huge conference was held by the Turkish think-tanks about problem solving the Kurkish issue in Turkey. The problem is that within the Kurdish community there are some marginal groups. But these marginal groups directly effect the whole society and their impact actually stops people to work on this issues harder, this is I think the problem. NGOs are making easier. But in some time periods this can be some kinds of problem becoming so hard for both Kurdish people and Turkish people. For example after a bomb attack it’s very hard to talk and discuss this issue in a community. But as I told you there are NGOs working together, not only NGOs. For example I forget to talk about in my presentation - we have Council in the cities, which is established by a municipality, but there are many different NGOs represented in that Councils and they are part of this mechanism in this city. And for the example the same council works in Deabeker, where the most Kurdish people live. 

(Ася Кавракова) Thank you. The Policy interaction - how we formulate the vision and how we implement. I like this question very much. We are struggling with this now. We have founded an informal coalition called “Civic Participation” in Bulgaria. You can find there more then sixteen organizations and they have come together with one simple purpose to make a push on a national and working level for the development of consultation mechanism that are obligatory. Even now in our legislation we have only the opportunity for decision-maker and the policy-makers to consult the NGOs. But as far as it’s not obligatory and there is no concrete mechanisms envisaged. So this is something that we push very strongly to happen in Bulgaria and it requires the coalitions speaking with a single voice, constant efforts, meeting with the national Assembly, with the Council of Ministers for many times and calling them constantly after - to remind them that they have met you and promised some things. Also, when you push such a kind of mechanism they should be used friendly because it’s not enough only the policy-makers to be obliged the consult you. If they for example put fifty pages document on the web-page and give you three days for a feedback. In such a case you can’t basically react. So now we have developed this very simple templates of one page and limited words due to which they have to ask couple of questions in order to start the consultation process and also the NGOs themselves should limit the contribution to a certain number of words as well.  So, this is a two ways treat and it requires an effort definitely. 
Second, there is a homework that the Civil Society should do. Basically, when the decision-makers are willing to listen to you, they are willing to do it for two reasons - either because you represent somebody and you represent the organization and second because what you are saying that should be done makes sense, which means you have the expertise based on the evidence based research. And this is something that is not widely spread and the experts are widely missing. It’s very easy to go and to say you know the democracy is seeing the danger, media freedom is in danger and the administration is bad, the next question if you are invited to be listened to, so tell me, what to do? And then you have to have the answer to that, it’s not simple because it should represent the vision, again here comes the place of the expertise.
You would better have the citizens’ support and this is another type of question because when you advocate unpopular reforms you will not be supported by citizens, you have to send then the concept and it’s not an easy thing. For example, can you imagine if you want to propose closing schools but then, you have people  that remain without their jobs and you have students from some villages that have to go to another villages, this is something very unpopular but the only thing to reform a social system. What can you do? You can obviously offer some compensatory measures. So, it’s a whole system it’s not an easy thing and you have to have it, I mean all the part together to develop it. So, this is a great challenge for the NGOs as well to participate, but to participate in a meaningful way. And then if you prove you are able to do it, you would be listened. Even more, you will be asked to do it the next time. And then the question of the coalition, exactly this cannot be done by single NGO the development of the vision of the experts and the advocacy. You need to have a coalition because it’s simply not affordable by an NGO, even if it’s an open society. It shouldn’t be a permanent structure but you can build a coalition on its half base, on bases to tackle a concrete issue and again, it’s not easy because there are player with different interests and with different agendas even with different visions of reforms. 

(Ігор Бандовіч) Well, this is not really a last to learn from the Western Balkans because we are still learning this lesson. When it comes to a Public Policy consultation process I would say that this process is imposed by EU because it is done for the EU money. This means for the most the legislation, which is now broadly financed by the EU because this is the modern legislation, which is usually connected with, as I mentioned in my presentation, “EU aqui”, the standards of the EU. EU is giving money for this to be implemented. EU is is actually inviting NGOs to participate. When it comes to other legislation or government measures, which are not related with the EU, for example defense, interior - it is more then something that happen in the region. NGOs had given very important and powerful tool in 2004 and in some countries in 2003 it was a law on the access and public information. With this law actually advocacy initiatives, which were taken by the civil society organizations were built up on the experience of monitoring the Government on the various levels. So with this law you can actually ask the Government or public institution, or local government where they spend their money basically and they must to answer on that. And based on this experience actually many NGOs now conduct monitoring work of the government and local governments, local sub-government and trying to reflect on that by proposing policy issues. And this is how actually policy participation of the civil society organization is increased all the time but still as I said it is not on the sufficient level still.

(Інна Підлуська) Thank you so much. I really glad to hear about the importance of the law of access to the public information, which does matter a lot for NGOs to be able to really make actions on issues people carry about. I really hope that your Government doesn’t learn too fast how to use this law and abuse this law because it does happen. Олег Борисович, було питання до Вас, стосовно громадських рад, будь ласка.
(Олег Рибачук) Так, громадські ради і нинішня влада і шанси співпраці. Якщо б я коротко говорив би – дуже скептично. Успіх може бути в єдиному випадку, якщо не співпрацювати – буде не можливо його досягти. Тобто, це залежить від суб’єктивних чинників, якщо люди, які представляють те чи інше міністерство, внутрішньо готові співпрацювати, і у нас є такі випадки, це не обов’язково  стратегічні міністерства, але є випадки успішної співпраці громадськості і представників влади, центральних органів, чи місцевих органів. Друге, те, про що говорила Ася, це звичайно достатній досвід, достатня експертиза самих експертів. Тобто професійна кваліфікація експертів, і не просто теоретична, а така, яка може вживатися урядовцями. Урядовцям не можна давати томи дуже розумних рекомендацій, їм потрібно давати вже розжовану їжу, яку вони можуть легко вмонтувати в свої урядові рішення. І у нас такі приклади такої успішної співпраці є. Але загалом, враховуючи знову специфіку менталітету, розуміння того, про що говорили і колеги що нас обрали, і ми вирішуємо, а хто ви такі, і все інше, і  всю іншу риторику яку ви знаєте, і на скільки важлива нам стабільність і більше нічого, то дивлюся досить скептично.  Але хотів би просто, я чомусь згадав одну фразу, яку багато урядовців чують і не досить розуміють, коли ти їдеш в європейських портах там є така доріжка, яка біжить -  ескалатором називається, ти під’їжджаєш до кінця і там тобі жіночий такий голос - робот каже mind the gap він весь час тобі каже mind the gap і в лондонських метро, так mind – це значить обережно, а gap -  теж цікаве слово, воно говорить про те, що закінчується, там щось, пробіл, якась ущелина, провалля, або глибоке розходження у цінностях і думках. От якби урядовці почали розуміти про що їх попереджають на кожному європейському метро, то співпраця була б ефективнішою.


Насправді я Геннадій Друзенко, наразі керівник Секретаріату Парламентського комітету з питань євроінтеграції, напевне представляю один з найбільш відкритих урядових, у широкому сенсі, органів до співпраці з громадянським суспільством. Але я хочу поділитися тут пересторогою, що наразі ситуація змінилася, ані Уряд, ані NGOs не встигли відреагувати на цю дуже фундаментальну зміну. Ми бачимо, що на відміну від п’яти, десяти і ,навіть, трьох років тому, зараз і Євросоюз потребує все більшого тверезого ставлення, насамперед, і промоції в наших країнах. Щойно, слухаючи доповідь нашого турецького колеги, я тільки знайшов підтвердження своїм думкам.  Абсолютно вірно, в Хорватії, яка стоїть на порозі ЄС, підтримка впала ще більш вражаюче, там, де вона доходила до 80%-ти, зараз 28, 38 залежно від останніх опитувань. Відповідно, хорватський уряд, просто  не знає як провести через референдум, який фактично вже готовий. Тобто теж саме ми бачимо, і це небезпідставно. Ми бачимо, що те райдужне і не зовсім адекватне сприйняття Євросоюзу виявилося мильною булькою. Я дуже люблю наводити грецький приклад, коли раптом за місяць виявилося, що дефіцит, який був 3%, що було цілком в межах  європейських правил, прийшов новий уряд перерахував, виявилося – 14%. Українські уряди можуть плакати від заздрості! Не треба приховувати статистику, як робила Юлія Тимошенко, а 14 – просто було – 4. Виходить, вступ в Євросоюз, це не нова країна, вона там з 81-го року, тридцять років, не забороняє ніяк, дозволяє прямо фальсифікувати статистику. Ми бачимо доволі багато корупційних кейсів, ми бачимо, що ЄВРО виявилося дуже вразливою валютою. І, скажімо, сумніви Британії приєднуватись до цієї зони чи ні, знову ж таки, більш ніж виправдані. І в цьому випадку питання, насамперед, до аудиторії, але до балканських і турецьких колег, - чи ви відчуваєте, що на сьогодні потрібно на багато більше розповідати колегам, нашим країнам про реальний ЄС, а не удаваний ЄС. Щоб не було оцих розчарувань, якихось мильних таких, райдужних бульок – мильних опер. І друга, зовсім конкретна пропозиція тут, насамперед, користуючись нагодою, до Фонду «Відродження», але до всіх NGOs тут присутніх, я маю повноваження від Голови комітету пана Бориса Тарасюка, відомого українського дипломата і політика, запросити NGOs і потенційних донорів, оскільки на порозі, в переддень, скажімо, укладання угоди про асоціацію, наш комітет буде радий ініціювати проект, який на виході матиме розробку законопроекту про організаційні правові засади інтеграції. Бо ми бачимо, що по-перше, механізм, який на сьогодні існує, він на половину зруйнований адміністративною реформою, а по-друге, в будь-якому разі він має бути дуже суттєво реформований з огляду на багато більші виклики і потреби угоди про асоціацію, яку, я вірю, все-таки, напевно,  Уряд цього року укладе. Дякую за увагу.

(Ірина Солоненко) Дякую. Заслухавши презентації всі, я зробила для себе такий висновок, що ми маємо на прикладі Болгарії і Словаччини дві протилежні моделі. У випадку Словаччини – ЄС чітко позиціонувався як партнер громадянського суспільства, на противагу уряду. І це ми бачили через організацію голосування, незалежний фонд був, я так розумію, що були якісь політичні декларації , які чітко підтримували громадянське суспільство, на противагу Уряду. І в досвіді Болгарії ми бачимо, що ЄС вирішив працювати більше в партнерстві з урядом, і цей посил послабив позиції громадянського суспільства. І власне, дивлячись на український досвід, я думаю, ЄС поки що шукає модель якусь таку для себе, з одного боку ЄС наголошує, що наш партнер уряд,  передусім, і ми це чули сьогодні у Посла, що він говорив, що ми не можемо говорити про якесь фінансування для громадянського суспільства, поки ми це не узгодимо з урядом. З іншого боку нібито ЄС залучає громадянське суспільство до консультації. У мене питання, можливо, до Павола і до Асі, - як ви думаєте, чи мав би ЄС зайняти більш чітку позицію в українських реаліях, де, наприклад, Уряд чітко не є демократичним. Чи мав би ЄС зайняти таку позицію як партнерство з громадянським суспільством, для того, щоб посилити позицію громадянського суспільства всередині країни на противагу уряду. Чи все ж  таки така не збалансована позиція є більш правильною, така виважена. Як ви думаєте? І друге питання. Ася говорила про те, що в тих секторах, де ЄС має більш слабке законодавство, де спільне законодавство не є таким деталізованим, там освіта, охорона здоров’я, ЄС мав найменший вплив. І тут я думаю про те, що, насправді у ЄС немає democracy aqui для країн таких, скажімо, як Україна, де нема такого драйву щодо демократизації, як це було у країн Центральної і Східної Європи, можливо мало би сенс, щоби ЄС мав би там, дуже чіткий перелік, чи реєстр вимог саме в сенсі демократії. Це стосується першого Копенгагенського критерію. Для того, щоб всі країни мали більш чіткі орієнтири щодо того, що є нормою Європейський Союз, а що виходить за ці норми. Як ви думаєте, чи варто було ініціювати таку розробку democracy aqui. Дякую.

У мене репліка. Мені дуже подобається те, що тут відбувається, я Анатолій Сергієнко з міста Харкова, очолюю громадське об’єднання «Поступ». Я би хотів сказати, що не хочу образити наших гостей, але Україна - не Балкани, Україна - не Туреччина, Україна - не Словаччина. Знаєте, 46 млн. людей і така територія, і такий потенціал, тому, мені здається, що бажано було б, щоб Європа, якщо вона, дійсно, хоче Україні чимось допомогти, віднеслась до України не як благодійниця, чи меценат, а як інвестор. Тому що Україна потребує на сьогоднішній день значно більше коштів, українська нація єдина, яка сьогодні, нажаль, серед інших націй і в самій Україні не має грошей, я вам чесно скажу. Тому що та робота, яку ми проводимо у Харкові, а ми сьогодні об’єднуємо 72 організації громадські і у нас десь близько двох тисяч індивідуальних членів. Потенціал, ну просто страшенний! Ми розробляємо проекти, дуже гарні проекти. Ми намагаємося, як можемо брати участь у засобах масової інформації. Але для того, щоб змінити, або протистояти, більше я хочу сказати, протистояти російській експансії, особливо,  на Сході України, тих зусиль, які ми маємо,  не достатньо. Я хочу зрозуміти ще одне. Чи розуміють наші європейські друзі, знаєте, можна давати по три копійки і їх не буде видно, тобто повинні бути якісь критерії проектів і їх матеріального забезпечення, для того, щоб дійсно міняти ситуацію. В Україні саме головне потрібно розбудовувати українське середовище. Як тільки ми зможемо з вами розбудувати українське середовище, якщо взяти цифрову вісь, то ми вже знаходимося у мінусі, навіть, не в нулі. Якщо це зрозуміють, і зрозуміють усі, тоді після розбудови українського середовища може бути решта речей, і вибори, і змінення ментальності людей, і прихід до влади не шулерів, з якими не можна сідати за карточний столик, бо вони, навіть, протягом гри міняють умови, а треба нормальні цивілізовані умови запропоновувати і громадянське суспільство. Дуже багато людей до цього готові в Україні. Дякую

 (Дмитро Шульга) Дмитро Шульга Міжнародний Фонд «Відродження». Question to the presenters, I want to be clear. First, thank you very much for your contributions, you showed us very interesting pictures of how European Union supported development of Civil Society in your countries. One of the key aspects of courses not the only one, but one of the key aspects in every presentation was financial support from the European Union.  To your knowledge, in Ukraine the share of money, which goes from European Union to the civil society, not to the Government but to the Civil Society in Ukraine is 0.3% of the whole assistance to Ukraine. It means that more than 99% goes to the Government. Of course it’s clear that we should advocate the European Union. One of the key recommendations here should be that European Union should support civil society development in Ukraine so, that is not only American, Governmental or private money go to civil society to advocate Europe into these reforms. It’s something strange but the question is how to organize the spending of this money of the European Union eventually? I mean, how effectively construct this machine? As I understand it was quite well in the case of Slovakia, where this separate individual independent foundation was set up and understand that it was quite ok. Question goes first to Assya, What was the model in your case and how it was possible for the government to influence the spending of the money, so it was probably not an independent institution basically. What was the organization? To Igor, who is responsible for spending money of the civil Society Facility about which you told us, who is the administrator of this money what is the measure? And to Levent as well, you mentioned for civil society dialog also quite considerable money were spent for Turkey, for civil society development, what is actually institution responsible for spending this money? Thank you. 

(Question) Thank you for the presentations and comments. My question is about, a link between civil society and politics. Where there any tendencies that civil society activists or a leader who reaches some level of experience or some age joining politics? Mr. Demes, who mentioned bright example about leader of PORA organization, who today jointed the current administration actually. PORA administration was an equivalent to Serbian Otpor, which was the key in the pre-Orange Revolution f the resistance against the authoritarian regime. So, my question is the specific question to Mister Bandovic, do you know about their future. What did the leaders  of Otpor do after the 2000? Did they go into the politics? And your personal opinions are these activists more useful when they remain in the civil society area or are they more useful when they join the politics? Thank you. 
(Assya Kavrakova) I will start from the last question because it is the easiest. You see, it’ a constant tendency in Bulgaria - now we have two Ministers that were working at the civil society institutions - Minister for the Foreign Affairs and the Minister on European Funds. I think that people are developing themselves and it’s not a mistreat to be in NGOs sector and to go to the Government. Opposite also is a fact, when the government changes - some of the politicians they go to the NGO sector back. So it’s a back and fore process, its normal and I don’t know what else to say. I mean it’s pretty normal. I don’t want to become a pensioner being in the NGO sector I guess. It’s really a personal choice but it also shows that the NGOs sector is developing people with quite relevant expertise that allows them to pursue a political carrier after a certain point. Ok, about the Copenhagen criteria, could they be a clear set of criteria. Yes, of course it will be recommendable and desirable if they are more concrete but we have to be aware of the certain limitations. EU has member states that if you develop a clear a set of criteria would not be able to met criteria themselves. The typical example of course is the freedom in media and Berlusconi but the same applies for the structure of the judiciary system of Italy. For example, Bulgaria is the only country, besides Italy having an identical structure at its judiciary. So there are spheres in which you can expect the recommendations and the clear set of indicators how to do things and there are other spheres like the Copenhagen criteria. which are very tricky and you cannot expect more. Regarding the management of the NGOs, the EU funding of the NGOs - we started with the Civil Society Development Foundation. It was a model for the fifteen enlargement countries that they start everywhere at the very beginning. It was mentioned at Bilateral Agreement between the country and the EU. In the board of directors there were politicians and also EU representative of the delegation but they were there at the status of observers. The political establishment formed the board. Second it became so controversial because with the changes in the government there were new people coming to the board and they just blocked each other. And it resulted in mistrust to the home management system and followed by complains from NGOs. My colleague from Turley talked a little bit on this aspect - lack of transparency. You can never have a feedback on why your project application was rejected. So, basically, after the Civil Society Foundation in Bulgaria was blocked it was not trusted any more and there was created a special structure under the Minister of Finance Supervision. So-called CCFU Central Contractual and Financial Units is the abbreviation for those, who will be managing the whole process. So, basically even the technical assistance were deprived of the freedom because the technical assistance was usually done by NGOs as well and. The whole decision-making power was concentrated in the Ministry because of this reason. So no matter what the structure is, you have again to change the rules and to create some guarantees that it would be free of a political interest. So my recommendation would be go for clearer rules that could guarantee no interference on the behalf of the politicians. 

(Ігор Бандович) First of all question regarding public support to the EU. It is true as countries becoming closer to the EU, the support of the public decreases and there are  explanations why this is happening. For example in case of Croatia I would say that people are exhausted of having all these reforms and their expectations are actually much more loaded at the beginning of the accession. So, as they are coming closer to EU they realize that EU is not some magical paradise where actually they will fulfill all their dreams. When it comes to the management of EU funds that is a very difficult question for the Western Balkans because Western Balkans countries are on the different level of accession to the EU. And here applies the concept of conditionality - everything that is done by the EU in the Western Balkans is under the process of the conditionality. If to speak about APA (Association and Partnership Agreements), which is a section instrument - financing and assisting is open to all components, it means strengthening public institutions, transborder cooperation, civil society development etc. For the potential candidate countries only two components are open and for not potential candidates, for example Kosovo, they have specific system. Civil Society Facility instrument is done by the EU delegation and particular offices, which were developed and now imposed in the region. So, every country has the office of TASKO, which is the office for technical assistance to the Civil Society Organizations. 
Most of the people from NGOs joined first government in 2001. Their destiny actually is not known to me. Most of the people still are going outside of the country. I think that after years of enthusiasm and good expectations people not feel really that reforms are on the level of sufficient for the countries and they leave. 

(Павол Демеш) About role of NGO people in the government. Now, just very telegraphically -  Boris Tarasuk is one of those who is in and out similar like Oleg Rybachuk only Yevhen Bystrytskyi doesn’t want to government. So I think this is normal. I think in every country if you would map where the people, who are parts of breakthrough changes some of them are in the governments, some in business and some like Yevhen will stay in NGOs sector. I was also in government and I’m out. Secondly, what Ukraine wants with the EU? I think it’s very difficult to understand today. There is no Ukrainian enthusiasm, which used to be but there is a need to create. Unless you develop, well-looking material, well-argued and consequential… I think you will hear Grishenko will say something, Rybachyk will say another thing of course and we in EU are confuse what really Ukraine wants with the EU. So I think good, simple consequential material would be extremely useful.  Ukraine is the most unique country I have seen this is true but Ukraine use Microsoft as well like Slovakia and German. There are many thing what this unique country can learn from the others.  Business cards of Ukrainians are in the same as Slovaks’ or Americans’, so this is just one thing now. How to get used to and this financial assistance of EU. I think that out of this seminar if you would take one thing - that together with the EU, which representatives were here, you will sit down and analyze what model surely cannot be under the governmental control when the Government would distribute money to NGOs, EU money. Here are several models, which can work. You can have totally independent entity or you can have a hybrid but this should be discussed and if you agree on that, I think that this would work for Ukraine quite well. 

Stefan Fule was here and he told you, he cares about you and he wants to hear you. The more you communicate directly to his office, you do not constantly need to use delegation, very often you can bypass them. They are getting more nervous about that but they will see that internet works and you can approach them if Stefan Fule told them to invite you. 
And last thing about politics and civil society organizations. I think this is very tricky thing all over the world and I think you do not need to worry that something think-tanks or some groups are viewed that they are closer to one political group. Like it is with International Republican Institute, National Democratic Institute all German political Stiftungs are based on politics, in our country as well. You have some organizations which declare, we are closer to center or to that part or that thing. The clarity must be there. Those, which are politically oriented, should declare that don’t mish-mash with these, which are not. If you are you should spell it down, you should be proud of that, be accountable and efficient. But those who are not need to show that we are not linked to any political force. If you are businessman and if you create your foundation spell it down, be transparent, fine you can be Ukrainian, Rockefeller, you can be Pinchuk and if you do good Yalta Forum, thank you very much this is the best conferences in the CEE I attend. If Ambassadors say how interested they are in Civil Society and leave after they’ve read something what their stuff prepared for them - it is not good enough. You must be better. If you are asking me what about Kaskiv - I would like to sit with Kaskiv here, why don’t you invite him? He would come if you tell him that Pavol is here, probably he would be a little nervous but he would come and we could debate. I think you need to get out; more out of meetings you organize and have key decision-makers and players mixed with NGOs or us from abroad in order to bring oxygen into debate. Otherwise we are we, they are they.. 

(Левент Коч) I will be brief. We have a specific unit called “Scientific Financial and Contracting Units”. It is state organization and actually we are not very happy about it because it’s a new and we don’t know what’s going on there, how they are approaching for the projects. We have no idea about how funds are distributed actually a kind of priorities they have. We just send our application forms not to Brussels but to Ankara. The only difference is the part of this we have no idea what is going on in there. Greek and Spain and Portugal were developed after European Union integration. We believed that if we became a part of European Union we would be economically powerful. Intellectuals and politicians actually used this fantasy based on integration to the European Union for Turkish people and it worked. But now of course as I think we became more closer to the EU we saw that the financial benefits are not that big and the EU actually is not going to change dramatically anything when we get into. So, but what is good for Turkey at least? The process actually made Turkey to pass through the constitutional changes and the other economic development issues as well. But whenever we have some kinds of conflicts - Iraq issues - EU cannot act as a union, never and ever. I think this is one of the problems for Turkey. It is a problem for our country because we are not accepted by some European politicians as a part of the EU at the same time you are doing some changes in order to follow the criteria in the European Union. This contradiction actually affects the people’s believe to the European Union heavily. Thank you.

(репліка з залу) Я хотів би запропонувати утворення міждержавних громадських рад, міждержавну комісію, яка може тут бути започаткована, саме безпосередньо громадськими організаціями Європейського Союзу і України. Дякую.

(Эвген Бистрицький) Я підтверджую, що ми будемо наполегливо працювати над тим, щоб знайти кошти на продовження цього діалогу. Ще хотів би сказати по тим деяким питанням, які торкаються Фонду «Відродження» і всіх нас. Підніміть руки, хто був на Майдані-2, співпрацював з Майданом-2 із громадських організацій? Один, були руки? Частково, частково -  не всі. От я хотів би на цьому прикладі сказати, що все-таки громадянське суспільство э.  Я підтверджую все, що вже тут сказано, і нам до цього треба йти. І тому, до речі, в Європейському Союзі громадянське суспільство ширше, ніж просто такі організації, які у нас хочуть вступити в активний діалог з Урядом, якби примусити його бути більш європейським. Тому, я хотів би, по-перше, подякувати наших презентаторам за ты питання, які були підняті у них в країнах, і ті питання, які вони розвивають, практику, яку вони розвивають щодо європейської інтеграції їх країн, і тих хто вже є в Європейському Союзі, з тим, що чим займаєтесь ви. Ну, з приводу широти поняття громадянського суспільства я хотів би висловити одну думку, не те щоби дискутувати, а як ідеал. Не здається нам всім, що вступ до Європейського Союзу, європейська інтеграція, це всі вже знають - тут треба робити Європейський Союз, стандарт, а не там, не бігти кудись? Так от, вступ у Європейський Союз, це не вступ команди Януковича, або опозиції, начальства, до іншого начальства. Це інтеграція громадянських суспільств, перш за все. Європейський Союз, це конгломерат, або союз громадянських суспільств. І це нам треба зрозуміти. Це країни з найбільш розвинутим громадянським стимулюванням, тому вони демократичні. Тому, оце наш ідеал прагнути розвивати наш громадянське суспільство, і я підтверджую, що Фонд «Відродження» і правління Фонду «Відродження», будемо це робити. А, по-друге, розвивати громадянське суспільство, ми будемо розвивати діалог між громадянськими суспільствами, це теж наше завдання. Так от, давайте вступати до інших громадянських суспільств, діалогу вати з ними, спілкуватися з ними. І те, що тут почалося, це і є , як би один з хороших кроків, який ми цілком підтримуємо. Якщо ми будемо думати, що інтеграція, це начальство спілкується – у нас нічого не вийде, правда? От я на цьому хотів би закінчити. Дякую

(Іванна Климпуш-Цинцадзе) Я хотіла ще раз подякувати вам усім, подякувати доповідачам, подякувати Інні за модерацію. Сказати, що поза тим, що говорив пан Бистрицький, на що б ми мали звертати увагу тут, в Україні. Я думаю, ми тут почули певну кількість тих підводних каменів, з якими зустрілися наші колеги з інших країн у їхній співпраці з Європейським Союзом, і можливо будувати те, що закликав нас пан Друзенко, будувати такий більш реалістичний образ Європейського Союзу як для себе, так і для співгромадян - це теж одне із тих завдань, і для розуміння того партнера, з яким ми маємо справу. Тобто є ще один такий урок, який би мали з того всього винести. 
