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“Imitation policy” also presents a trap for donors who hope to cooperate with governments on anti-corruption issues. Governments accept external assistance for the development of anti-corruption institutional, policy and legislative capacity and major funds are being allocated for these objectives. But the final results are less than satisfactory.  The experience of each country suggests a number of specific ways to overcome ineffectual anti-corruption policies. First, very specific indicators and targets need to be developed to measure the success of any policies implemented. Well-known indicators like the CPI or World Bank’s CCI or doing business rating, although not methodologically comprehensive, could suit this purpose better than existing targets. The stated intention of Moldova and Armenia to incorporate these indicators into their policy documents is promising. Second, donors and NGOs must successfully appeal to national commitments to endorse existing international anti-corruption norms and recommendations, which will make it more difficult for their governments to ignore this. Instruments like the UN and CoE conventions and GRECO9 recommendations keep delivering, although not as quickly as was initially hoped. Also, there are country-specific practices that have proven quite successful. For instance, Moldova introduced mandatory software-based corruption-proof reviews of draft legislation, a mechanism that could be applied in Ukraine and Armenia. Another policy option that has proved more effective is to implement several sector-specific initiatives that eliminate corruption. Although this approach is not as widespread as “legislative and institutional” anti-corruption policies, it produces visible results acknowledged by the general public. Such initiatives include the introduction of e-governance, reform of the traffic police system, and progress in the customs agency in Armenia, and the introduction of independent testing to replace individual university entrance exams in Ukraine. All these initiatives are fairly technical in nature and aim at cutting the scope of the ‘corruption market’ in specific areas.  However, Ukrainian experience shows that there is a threat that anti-corruption reforms are reversed after a change of government. One possible lesson from this is to support sectoral reforms, with changes in 
                                                            9 The Council of Europe’s Group of States against Corruption. 

legislation and institutional design that will make these reforms more sustainable. 
3. Foreign	assistance	A variety of donors support the fight against corruption in Eastern European countries. The US government has been the largest and most consistent donor, funding anti-corruption reforms through the US Agency for International Development (USAID) and the Threshold Programme of the Government-funded Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC). The latter is an example of the link being made between US development aid and a recipient country's potential to combat corruption. To endorse anti-corruption reform plans, over 2007-9 Ukraine received US $45mln and Moldova US $24.7mln from MCC. The biggest share of this aid went to support government efforts and the rest went to civil society and the press. The European Union is another key international donor supporting the fight against corruption in this region. European Neighbourhood Policy Action Plans include anti-corruption measures among their objectives. Tackling corruption is also one of the priorities of the EU Border Assistance Mission to Moldova and Ukraine, as well as of EU High Level advisory missions to Armenia and Moldova. The EU funded Council of Europe (CoE) projects on anti-corruption reforms giving Ukraine €1.7mln and Moldova €3.5 mln over 2006-9. The EU also links the level of integration and funding to neighbouring countries with performance in good governance reforms. In addition to the US and EU, other international donors such as the OSCE, UNDP and World Bank, and bilateral donors like Canada, Sweden and the UK support to anti-corruption policies. Generally, donors support the development and implementation of anti-corruption strategies, capacity-building among government institutions, the organisation of anti-corruption agencies, and drafting legislation. Many donors provide sector-based support, such as for the judiciary, education or law enforcement agencies. Some donors, like the US and UNDP, also support a stronger watchdog function in civil society and the press. Private and political foundations, such as several German foundations or the Open Society foundation’s network, mostly address civil society efforts to combat corruption. All three of the studied countries are members of international networks such as the CoE groups GRECO and Moneyval, which focus on combating corruption and money-laundering respectively, and 
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the OECD Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia. These bodies provide reform guidance and international expertise to their members. Despite such a variety of donors and international actors focusing on anti-corruption, results have been at best modest in the eyes of local stakeholders. The interviews reveal that, while the donors largely provide assistance to government institutions, there is not enough political will or ownership within these governments to combat corruption effectively, so anti-corruption efforts remain largely donor-driven.  While the lion's share of anti-corruption aid has been directed to governments, the most successful projects according to both NGOs and donors are those involving civil society actors or aimed at civil society capacity-building. Local stakeholders have been calling on donors to address this imbalance by assisting capacity-building in civil society and supporting cooperation between government and civil society. Donors are also criticized for poor coordination. Moreover, they are often seen to rely too much on foreign expertise, which is difficult to adapt to local contexts.  Conditionality linked to aid is important, especially for such big donors as the EU, US and international financial institutions. There must be a better link between development aid, especially, direct budget support, and evident progress in the fight against corruption. The MCC design offers a good example, although practice shows that the application of this model has not been consistent: Moldova was granted development aid prematurely, which had a negative impact on the dynamics of anti-corruption reforms, while Armenia, although it belongs to the same group as Ukraine and Moldova in terms of corruption perception indicators, became eligible for MCC development aid without the threshold programme.10 Recently, the EU also tightened the link between aid and progress in fighting corruption by suspending its assistance to Ukraine when the government failed to endorse anti-corruption measures.  
4. Civil	society	performance	and	potential	A number of NGOs are working to counter corruption in all three countries. They work on raising awareness, providing assistance and legal advice to individuals and operate as watchdogs and think-tanks. With increased international funding to 
                                                            10 Since March 2006, Armenia has been participating in the Millennium Challenge Corporation Compact, a 5-year project providing US $235,650,000 for poverty reduction. 

combat corruption, organisations focused on this issue have mushroomed. The one role that civil society is taking on successfully is raising awareness among voters as a corruption prevention measure. In Armenia, for example, due to foreign funding, a network of NGOs has been set up in the regions to work directly with voters by taking in their complaints and providing information and legal consultations on rights issues. One positive trend is that the number of journalists’ reports investigating corruption is on the rise. Nonetheless, even this role is far from being fully played by NGOs. An opinion poll in Armenia showed that popular awareness of NGOs involved in anti-corruption activities is low: NGOs are not well known and most respondents would not approach an NGO with corruption-related grievances.11  Civil society has the potential not only to tackle corruption from the bottom by working with ordinary citizens, but also to deal with the issue from the top by pushing government to pursue anti-corruption reforms, demanding more transparency and accountability, contributing to the development of policies and regulations, monitoring implementation, evaluating the effectiveness of reforms, and providing a barometer of public opinion for the government. However, civil societies in all three countries face several challenges that get in the way of taking on an active role in combating corruption. First, all of them are largely depended on foreign funding, which offers sustainability and durability of civil society efforts. For example, in Ukraine and Moldova, foreign funding for anti-corruption for civil society has been cut back since 2009. While the local business community could potentially support the anti-corruption efforts of civil society organisations, so far there is no sign of this. Moreover, donors mainly fund short- and medium-term projects. This means that NGOs working on anti-corruption are in a constant search for funding instead of focusing on the accomplishment of their missions. Long-term grants should be made available to those NGOs who have proved their commitment and their ability to achieve results in tackling corruption.  Second, there is a lack of dialogue and cooperation between civil society and government. On the one hand, officials seem reluctant and even hostile towards CSOs that criticise their actions. On the other hand, many NGOs themselves prefer maintaining a 
                                                            11 Mobilizing Action Against Corruption, op.cit. 
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distance from the government. Although the level of interaction between civil society and government agencies differs throughout the three countries, civil society actors in all three have been demanding mechanisms for civil society to participate in the policy-making process at all stages, from design to implementation and evaluation. They also want donors to help build civil society capacity to provide meaningful input into policy-making. Third, what also impedes the watchdog role of civil society and the media is highly restricted access to information about the government, which makes it difficult to monitor and assess its actions. Support for the implementation of laws on public access to information and freedom of information is a common appeal from local stakeholders to international actors. 
5. Recommendations	CSOs themselves should take a number of steps to increase their impact in combating corruption: 
 play a leading role in awareness-raising regarding the causes and consequences of corruption in terms of social and economic welfare, security and so on, citizen's rights and existing legal mechanisms to tackle corruption; 
 set up coalitions of different types of CSOs in order to strengthen the potential for advocacy vis-à-vis government institutions; 
 determine priorities for joint anti-corruption actions, using existing tools for cooperation with governments; 
 establish partnerships with other civil society groups and stakeholders affected by corruption, such as business communities, student unions and consumer organisations, to mainstream anti-corruption through different areas of action among CSOs, such as providing training; 
 establish closer partnership with media organisations to reinforce awareness-raising and to follow up on corruption cases profiled by the media; 
 use existing and develop new tools for making CSOs voice heard, such as different consultation mechanisms within EU institutions, CoE and OECD, and international NGO networks, such as TI; 
 facilitate the exchange of ideas and experience, including success stories from different regions within a country, different EaP and new EU member countries, using such tools as—but not limited to— roundtables, twinning projects, site visits, and professional exchanges. 

When supporting	 civil	 society efforts to fight against corruption, international	 donors	 and	
assistance	providers should support: 
 capacity-building in CSOs to fight corruption through a better balance between short-term project-based support and long-term grants for well-established organisations already engaged in anti-corruption and through support for the exchange of experience among CSOs within each country and across the region; 
 interaction and cooperation between civil society and government both at national and local levels; 
 cooperation between civil society and the media and support for investigative journalism; 
 civil society efforts to engage with different stakeholders, e.g. cooperation between anti-corruption NGOs and other CSOs such as business associations, trade unions, student associations, consumer organisations, and unregistered civic movements, to increase their awareness and encourage them to include anti-corruption activities in their work; 
 mechanisms for CSOs participation in developing, implementing and evaluating national anti-corruption policies. When working	 with	 public	 authorities in EaP countries,	 international	 donors	 and	 assistance	
providers should: 
 provide for balanced cooperation with different types of beneficiaries and the different branches of power—executive, judiciary and legislative. The predominance of support for the executive branch does not promote its accountability and has proved not the most effective choice; 
 support the establishment of networks that encourage government officials to work together with civil society experts and thus support cooperation between the government and the 'third' sector; 
 rigorously and consistently apply the principle of conditionality in the provision of financial or technical assistance to governments; 
 establish independent mechanisms for donor coordination in anti-corruption assistance; 
 support measures to increase transparency and accountability in government by, for example, focusing on the implementation of access to information laws, provisions on the use of public assets, declarations of assets, and so on.  when developing and implementing the EaP, the	EU should keep seven recommendations in mind: 



 







 

  T
“
P
P
IftThhhh   OT

 devise sindicatorimplemenENP ActioAgenda; 
 encouragmonitorinanti-corru
 develop the objecsuch as and exchparticipaof publiconfidencexample, projects and EU cstarting participaand its ex

This Policy Br
“Civil	society
Partnership	
Public	Policy
Institute	for	financial suppthe United StaThe full studyhttp://uipp.ohttp://www.ihttp://www.ihttp://www.f

Opinions exprTrust, The Ge

specific benrs to evantation of anon Plans and ge civil sng and evaluuption polician effective ctives of theinclusion of hanges of bestion of civil sic services ce in them.” through among EaP countries, andwith enabtion in the Expert panels; 

rief is the exe
y	participati
countries” t
y (Kyiv), Inte
Public	Policport from theates. y is available org.ua  ichd.org  ipp.md  fride.org  

ressed in theerman Marsha

chmarks anluate prognti-corruptiothe EU-Ukrasociety invuating the ees in EaP coumechanism e EaP Multil“governancest practices”society to enhand strenThese can bexchanges countries andd, in the secobling CSO aP Multilater

ecutive summ
on	in	policiethat is being i
ernational	Ce
cy (Chisinau) e Black	Sea	T
online at the 

 written or elall Fund, or it

nd measurabress in tn objectives ine Associativolvement effectiveness untries; to implemeateral Procee peer reviewand “stronghance oversigngthen pube achieved, fand twinnid between End instance, representatiral Platform #

mary of the stu
es	to	combatimplemented
entre	for	Huin cooperatio
Trust, a proje

following we

lectronic pubts partners. 

ble the in ion in of ent ess, ws ger ght blic for ing EaP by ive #1 









udy, conduct
t	corruption	d by the Ukra
uman	Develoon with FRIDect of the Ger
ebsites: 

blications do 

make surebudget sulinked to pinternatiogovernmetransparenfinances, ipublic speincreasingdesign, imassistancePartnershinvolve Cgovernancincluding tensure thcountries assistancethe EaP separate cbuilding a

ted within the
in	the	Easte
ainian	Institu
opment (Yere
DE (Madrid) w
rman	Marsha

not necessar

e that all EU aupport, is rigprogress in annal commitmnts, to prncy and ancluding the nding; gly consult wimplementatioe to fight coip countries; SOs in varioce projects sthe Twinningat EU aid tocovers civil se provided bymultilateral component tond dialogue w

e project 
ern	
ute	for	evan), with 
all	Fund of 

ily represent 

assistance, esgorously andnti-corruptioments takenrogress in accountability ability of CSith and involvon and monorruption inous activitiessupported tg and TAIEX to fight corrusociety. In pay the EU via ttrack shouo support to with public o

t those of the 

6 | P a g e

pecially direcd consistentln reforms ann on by Eaestablishiny of publiSOs to monitove CSOs in thitoring of En the Easters under goohrough ENPtools. uption in Eaarticular, sucthe CoE undeuld contain CSO capacityfficials. 

Black Sea 

e  

ct ly nd aP ng ic or he U rn od PI, aP ch er a y-


