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Euroregion Upper Prut: Studies and Activities

Anatoliy KRUGLASHOV1

Abstract. New Euroregions established alongside of the EU Eastern Border
worthy to be analysed with regard to their efficiency and efficacy. The period of time
passed over of their foundation proves not of hopes and aspirations attributed to them
come true. Upper Prut Euroregion is no exception too. The article considers main
purposes and goals of the Euroregion establishment and critically reassesses pros and
cons of this type of cross-border cooperation amidst Ukraine, Romania and Republic of
Moldova. The author also makes an attempt at systematising current research on the
Euroregion activities at all the countries concerned.

Key words: Upper Prut Euroregion, cross-border cooperation, Ukraine-
Romania-Moldova relations.

Introduction
Researching on the cross-border cooperation (CBC) in former Eastern Europe makes

sense for various academic reasons and is themes of great interest at a Central and European
level2. Cross-border cooperation aims at cooperation within Euroregions, as well as at the
participation of the development regions to the European structures and organisations
promoting their economic and institutional development to carry out joint projects3.

First of all, it is important to trace back the origin of such cooperation with special
attention to the process of overcoming Soviet legacy of ideology and propaganda, which
prevailed in trans-frontier relations among Soviet bloc countries. This legacy made this
kind of cooperation of neighbours mainly symbolic and less of all practically useful for
them. Secondly, because of the dominant general trend of further regionalisation around
Europe, it accelerates relations between regions and their activity vis-à-vis their foreign
partners, primarily neighbours. Thirdly, it is important to study and estimate CBC’s
effectiveness and efficacy, especially when the researcher deals with countries still at the
stage of transition, like Ukraine and some other post-Soviet states.

In the before-mentioned wider context, the case of Ukraine-Romania-Moldavia
state borders deserves some attention. This part of the EU eastern border is remarkably
burdened with some problems of functioning and has been marked by some interstate
tensions. All these states encountered troublesome periods of strained relations, and these
problems have been resolved only partially up to now. Thus, this negative heritage of

1 Dr. Prof., Head, Department of Political Science and Public Administration, and Director,
Research Institute of European Integration and Regional Studies, Juriy Fed’kovych Chernivtsi
National University, Ukraine.

2 Constantin Ţoca, “Cross-border Cooperation in Central and Eastern Europe,” (Review of: Central
European Regional Policy and Human Geography, Year II, no.1, 2012, HU ISSN 2062-8870, HU
E-ISSN 2062-8889.) Eurolimes 14, Enlargements, Borders and the Chances of EU Political
Priorities, ed. Ariane Landuyt et al. (Oradea: Oradea University Press, Autumn 2012), 192.

3 Mircea Brie, “From Smaller to Greater Europe: Identity of the EU Eastern Borders,” Eurolimes 2,
From Smaller to Greater Europe: Border Identitary Testemonies, ed. Mircea Brie and Gábor
Kosma (Oradea: Oradea University Press, Autumn 2006), 8.
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distrust and suspicion implies specificity of the three countries’ border regions from the
political point of view. At the same time, the current state of border regions of all three
countries concerned might be also characterised by economic disparity and asymmetry of
resources, meaning the best situation with regard to Romanian regions, less healthy in
Ukrainian ones and the worst of all in Moldavian territories alongside common frontiers. The
current tendency of increasing disparities is rather a novelty, and it occurred because of less
successful Ukrainian and Moldavian transition to democracy and market economy as
compared with the Romanian case, and to a great extent due to consequences of Romania’s
entrance into the EU. The EU’s eastward Enlargement has made a crucial impact on the new
border regions, comparable with 1989-1991 revolutions. It has drawn more visible lines
dividing Romanian, Ukrainian and Moldavian citizens and territories with regard to living
standards, accessibility of financial resources, quality of public administration, etc.

One of the focal points in the evolution of Romanian, Ukrainian and Moldavian
borders is the establishment of two Euroregions, namely Low Danube and Upper Prut. Both of
them appeared in the process of Ukraine-Romania rapprochement, when the two countries
engaged in the Big Treaty of 1997 negotiations. Bucharest insisted on inclusion into the Treaty
of the article stipulating formation of these two Euroregions. It might be stated that this is the
case of Upper Prut Euroregion that aroused both hopes and fears of contracting parties. For
these and some other reasons studying the case of Upper Prut Euroregion is not limited only to
academic concern, but has also been colored with flavour of actual international policy. In this
article, the author considers both reasoning and aspirations of the three countries which agreed
to establish Upper Prut Euroregion, then analyses its institutional design and proposes some
critical remarks concerning its activity. Finally, knowledge base of the subject of the paper is
considered, and some evaluation is offered in the conclusion.

Brief history of Upper Prut Euroregion, its composition and structure
While considering Upper Prut Euroregion’s earlier history, it is important to take

into account peculiarities of Bukovyna and Bessarabia, which provoke long-standing
disputes and some minority problems, and which have profound impact on the trilateral
relations between Ukraine, Romania and Moldova. Mainly, the conflict took place
because of the territorial claims made by officials in Bucharest after the breakdown of N.
Ceauşescu’s regime, playing a territorial card with its neighbours, Ukraine and Moldova
respectively. For Moldova, the quest for reunification added fuel to the flame of
Transnistrian crisis, which led to the country’s breakup into territories controlled either by
Chişinău or Tiraspol. As far as Ukraine is concerned, this course provoked a series of
diplomatic tensions and further aggravation of majority-minority relations in the border
regions, where Ukrainians had lived peacefully alongside Romanians for centuries4. After
1997, tensions fortunately started to be gradually eased up, and tough and sometimes
aggressive rhetoric from the România Mare repertoire was excluded of the main discourse
of Bucharest’s official foreign policy, remaining sometimes an instrument of some
political parties and actors in the country up to the present time5.

When legal provisions of the Ukrainian-Romanian state border were finalised
after 1997 Treaty’s signing and ratification, Romania started to accelerate the process of

4 Sergey Hacman, “Rehionalnyi dosvid realizatsii evropeiskogo instrumentu susidstva i partnerstva”
[The regional experience of realisation of European instrument of neighbourhood and partnership],
in Vlada ta uprlavlinnea 2 [Authority and Management] (Chernivtsi: Bukrek, 2012), 172-173.

5 Anatoliy Kruglashov, “Troublesome Neighborhood: Romania and Ukraine Relationships,” New
Ukraine. A Journal of History and Politics 11 (2011): 114-116.
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establishing two new Euroregions. Bucharest viewed them as the means of keeping up
Romanian minorities outside Romania, supporting their identity, education in the mother
tongue and respect for traditional culture. The Ukrainian and Moldavian counterparts
suspected certain vested interests under the diplomatic guise of taking care of minorities,
and feared interference of Bucharest into their domestic policies. Accordingly,
negotiations on the two Euroregions went through several delays and certain hardships6.
For instance, Ukraine expressed interest in agreeing with the Romanian side on a special
kind of Euroregion, namely EcoEuroregion of Upper Prut, with priority given to resolving
ecological issues instead of protecting minorities 7 . Bucharest did not agree with this
proposal of Ukrainian officials, and finally both Euroregions were established alongside
state borders of the three countries. Euroregion Upper Prut, as well as another Euroregion
Low Danube, emerged as an initiative of one party only. It makes it colored with specific
concerns of Bucharest, the initiative of Romanian political elite with very little presence of
local authorities’ attitudes, nothing to say about local communities’ concerns, which were
alienated and stood aside of the whole process of negotiating and designing Euroregions,
both in legal terms and with regard to their institutional structure.

Different if not confronting visions of the Euroregion surely did not promise it
good luck from the very beginning of this story. Nevertheless, some concessions were
made, and they paved a way for successful finalisation of negotiations on the legal status
of Upper Prut Euroregion in 20008.

General data about the newly established Euroregion and its participants from all
the three countries are below:

6 Zinovii Broide, “Evroregion Verhnii Prut – konstytuiuvannea, konkretni zavdannea, perspektyvy”
[Euroregion Upper Prut – constitution, specific tasks, perspectives], in Regiony Shidnoi Evropy:
integratsiini ochikuvannea ta konfrontatsiini nebezpeky, Materialy mijnarodnoi naukovoi
konferentsii, Chernivtsi, 18-19 veresnea 2000 [Regions of Eastern Europe: the integration mode
and confrontational danger: the International Conference Materials, Chernivtsi, September, 18-
19, 2000] (Chernivtsi: Bukrek, 2000), 126-128.

7 Zinovii Broide. “Ekoevroregion – novyi mechanism subregionalnogo sotrudnichestva,
obespechenia ustoichivogo razvitia i tehnogenno-ekologicheskoi bezopasnosti” [Eco-euroregion
– the new mechanism of subregional cooperation, sustainable development and anthropogenic
and environmental safety], in Transkordonne spivrobitnytstvo u polietnichnyh regionah Shidnoi
ta Pivdenno-Shidnoi Evropy: Materialy naukovogo sympozionu [Transborder cooperation in
polyethnic regions of Eastern and South-Eastern Europe: the Materials of scientific symposium]
(Chernivtsi: Zoloti lytavry, 1999), 75-83.

8 Mihai Roşcovan, Cooperarea transfrontalieră a Republicii Moldova cu România şi Ucraina
[Cross-border cooperation between Republic of Moldova, Romania and Ukraine] (2003),
accessed August, 20, 2013, www.ipp.md/public/files/Publicatii/2003/iulie/Pr.Roscovan.doc.



30

If the territorial size and population of administrative units comprising Upper Prut
Euroregion could be recognised as more or less equal, it is not possible to state the same
about their economic potential. In the Romanian case, Suceava region seems to be well-
doing in comparison with Botoşani, overweighing Chernivtsi region and Northern Moldova
districts which lag far behind. Economic disparity is not the only challenge to the new
Euroregion. Taking into account that Upper Prut has been launched to overcome problems
of ethnic minorities, this aspect makes evolution of the cross-border cooperation agenda
shadowed with opposing approaches to the issue of administrative units engaged. In the
beginning years of the Euroregion’s activity, the involved parties cared about their record
with regard to protection of minorities, mainly Romanians in Ukraine and Ukrainians in
Romania9. And they were not prepared to deal with this problem. First of all, such narrow
and biased focus of attention does not contribute to general achievements of the new
Euroregion. Then, not all territories of the Euroregion were in fact preoccupied with that
agenda of cooperation, likewise Botoşani in Romania and Ivano-Frankivsk region in
Ukraine. Northern Moldavian districts did not show much concern about these issues either.

Here is the map of Europe with the territory of Upper Prut Euroregion and its
foreign partners:

9 Ştefan Purici. “Pivnichnobukovynski rumuny ta pivdennobukovynski ukraintsi u periodi 1989-
2001 rokiv” [Northernbukovinian Romanians and Southbukovinian Ukrainians in 1989-2001], in
Etnichni vzaemyny na terytorii Evrorehionu Verhnii Prut. Mijnarodnanaukovakonferentsia, 8-9
chervnea 2001 roku [The ethnic relations on the territory of Euroregion the Upper Prut.
International scientific conference, June, 8-9, 2001] (Chernivsti: Bukrek, 2004), 151-153;
Nataliya Nechayeva-Yuriychuk, “National Development beyond the Nation-State: Problems and
Prospects,” in Ethnicity, Confession and Intercultural Dialogue at the European Union Eastern
Border, ed. Mircea Brie et al., Supplement of Eurolimes (2011), 436-444; Pavlo Molochko,
“Peculiarities of Ethnonational Policy of Ukraine (Illustrated by the Example of the Chernivtsi
Region),” in Ethnicity, Confession and Intercultural Dialogue at the European Union Eastern
Border, ed. Mircea Brie et al., Supplement of Eurolimes (2011), 343-355.
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Apart from this conflicting topicality, partners’ divisive approaches and stances
towards cooperation with regard to further development of the three counties have made
the regions’ capacity for interaction even more problematic. Romania, in the framework of
its pre-accession preparation for EU accession, conducted many systematic reforms. They
have changed the country’s regional policy and administrative mechanisms, granting
regional authorities much more competence and resources, including CBC agenda.
Moreover, decentralisation process has contributed substantially to obvious loosening of
central state bodies’ grasp upon CBC cooperation, and granted much more power to local
self-government rather than executives controlled directly by Bucharest. These changes
have made Romania’s CBC cooperation much more flexible and closer to vital needs of
local communities10. Ukraine has not succeeded in its administrative-territorial reform,
aimed at making local communities true owners of the territory, less dependent on the
central government. After 2010 presidential election in Ukraine, the Russian model of
vertical power has been re-established in the country, undermining capacity of local self-
government and implying local executives’ control directly from Kyiv. Meanwhile, the
CBC agenda and Euroregional cooperation never gained momentum as state policy
priority. Finally, the administrative reform in Moldova yielded dubious results with regard
to ability of local communities and their authorities to effectively deal with CBC tasks.
Even more importantly, re-establishment of small administrative units (districts) in
Moldova meant their weakening position in all aspects of cross-border cooperation, last
both not the least in the sense of lacking well-prepared specialists able to cope with inter-
regional projects, including ones sponsored by the EU.

10 Dorina Camelia Ilieş, “Premises of Thansboundary Cooperation in the Geoparks Area at the
External Border of EU. The Subject Matter of the Northern Sector of the Romanian-Ukrainian
Border,” Romanian Review on Political Geography, 10th year, 1 (2008): 15-26.
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From the formal point of view, both legal and institutional framework of Upper

Prut Euroregion corresponds with European standards of CBC, and this Euroregion’s
activity hardly differs from existing practices around Europe. Below is the scheme which
explains the institutional design of Upper Prut Euroregion:

The scheme provided above does not reveal true meaning of Euroregion’s
functioning. There are some key problems when one considers the nature and main
outputs of Euroregion’s activity. Let me start with some organisational problems. Because
presidency of the Euroregion is based on the rotation principle, it leads to its great
dependence on the administrative and managerial capacity of the region in charge of
presidency. In turn, personal leadership qualities and attention paid to performance of
presidency duties is usually limited to secondary importance as executed by Head of
Regional Council or some other official in charge from Romania, Moldova or Ukraine.
The short history of Upper Prut Euroregion is filled with several periods of low-profile
activity, if any. Thus all of them has been making this cooperation having small impact on
the regional development11. The figure of the leader in charge of Presidency affects other
institutional bodies, including the Secretariat and Working Committees. Normally, they
are composed of bureaucrats with limited responsibility for CBC and no incentives to be
actively engaged into Euroregion’s institutional routine, unless they are in the team which
receives extra benefits from special CBC projects.

The next group of concomitant problems is attributed to financial aspects. The
Euroregion is not a supranational structure by its nature, and therefore has no separate
budget at its disposal. When it is needed to discuss financial sources of Euroregional
activity, one has to conclude that local and regional finance does not pose the main

11 Hacman, 221.
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resource, whatever is planned or done in the Euroregion’s framework. For most partners,
respective state budgets do not constitute a solid source of CBC, either. What actually
remains expected of all territorial units are European Funds managed mainly by the
European Commission. Of course, such source is very valuable for all partners, and it
ensures successful implementation of some projects, making benefits for development of
local communities both considerable and positive. At the same time, this kind of
dependency results in several negative consequences. Mostly, unilateral reliance on
support from Brussels prioritised access to funding for the Romanian partners, as Romania
is the EU member state, and to lesser extent for Ukraine and Moldova, whose position and
influence on the decision-making process and distribution of available funds is
incomparable with Romania’s. The results are of mixed character12. For instance, one
should recognise that Romanian agencies in charge of realisation of ENPI have
demonstrated unprecedented delays and reshufflings of short-listed candidates for grants
in the previous years. While in the Ukrainian case, some strange activities by certain state
agencies could be witnessed with regard to implementation of projects, once available
money went out of the regional bodies’ control. All these facts and fears proved to be
challenging for further prospects of mutual trust and cooperative atmosphere in the
framework of Upper Prut Euroregion.

Activity of Euroregion participants: hopes and practical results
Expectations attributed to Upper Prut Euroregion activities might be divided into

economic, social and political ones. From the economic point of view, participants of the
Euroregion hope for better advancement of CBC, including joint ventures and growing
investments. They aspire for improvement of goods and movement of people across state
borders, and subsequently rely on tourism and infrastructure development 13 . Prior to
creation of the Euroregion, Romania and Ukraine opened Palaces of Commerce in
Chernivtsi and Suceava. The two countries had to coordinate and stimulate business
activity across the state border and promote economic partnership 14 . However, these
expectations turned into a failure rather than became a true success story. No major
reduction of taxation, which would somewhat remind the regime of free economic zone,
has happened in the Euroregion. Activities of both Palaces of Commerce have not
flourished in the recent years, and infrastructure and tourism, while growing, have not
become a stable source of income for the regions concerned. Moreover, until now
Ukrainian and Moldavian roads and network of hotels remain lagging far behind their
Romanian partners, with somewhat vague prospects of soon improvement.

Hopes for improved local cross-border movement have been undermined by visa
regime complications, as the result of Romanian accession to the EU in 2007. In
comparison with the earlier period, visa regime implementation meant more complications
for Ukrainian and Moldavian citizens. Obtaining visa requires a package of documents,
certain period of waiting for the result, at least two visits to the Consulate of Romania, and
some payment for the service and visa fee. In addition to these complications, several

12 Ibid., 222-231.
13 Broide, “Evroregion Verhnii Prut…,” 134-135.
14 Roman Bilyk, “Evroregion Verhnii Prut u formuvanni systemy ekonomichnyh zveazkiv ta u

rozvytku evrointegratsiinyh protsesiv” [Euroregion Upper Prut in formation of system of
economic connections and in development of Euro-integration processes], Visnyk Chernivetskogo
torgovelno-ekonomichnogo instytutu [The Journal of Chernivtsi Trade-Economic Institute], 1
(2009): 42-43.
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checkpoints on the border of Romania with neighbouring states have been closed down
for uncertain period of time for their modernisation in compliance with the EU standards.
For Chernivtsi region, it means that only two of them continued functioning. This is by no
means satisfactory for people or movement of goods across the border.

Speaking about some social, cultural and educational projects, these aspects of
CBC in Upper Prut Euroregion seem to fare better in comparison with purely economic
ones. Up to now, dozens of active projects have been implemented, promoting cultural
exchanges, joint festivals and other public events (e.g. Bukovynian meetings),
encouraging tourism in rural areas (for instance centered on Hotyn fortress), and some
other initiatives15. When evaluating these projects implemented mainly since 2005 as quite
successful ones, one has to bear in mind their dependence on external EU support and
funding, chronically delayed project implementation and some other difficulties in the
path of their successful completion. Some examples of implementation of such projects
hint at possible vested if not corrupt interests, which is reflected in projects’ choice and
use of funds.

The above-mentioned difficulties are even more exacerbated by as yet
considerable gaps between the legal framework and administrative practices in Romania,
Moldavia and Ukraine concerning CBC of local and regional authorities and other actors
(businesses, NGOs, media, etc). Existing divergences negatively affect the Euroregion’s
advancement. Even some projects at the stage of implementation may be scrutinised
differently in partner countries by local authorities, which make the situation hardly
tolerable. Many of the Euroregion’s above-mentioned shortcomings originated from lack
of transparency and publicity, while the related activity might be scrutinised. The
necessity of making its function and activity accessible for public opinion does not
produce any kind of common and agreed information policy together with regular
mechanisms of sharing important information among citizens of the territories concerned.
Generally, citizens of Romania, Ukraine and Moldova have very little understanding of
why Upper Prut Euroregion was established, how it works, or how they could benefit from
this kind of CBC. Information on Euroregion’s activities presented in the media is mainly
sporadic, fragmented and do not over a comprehensive picture of cross-border cooperation
between regional and local partners. Involved parties do not succeed in launching media
network of cooperation or creating joint web resources with the goal of reflecting Upper
Prut Euroregion’s activities and performance.

Lack of comprehensive and adequate information is complemented by the low
level of civil society’s involvement into Euroregional institutional and managerial affairs.
A few years ago, Ukrainian, Romanian and Moldavian NGOs announced the launch of a
joint platform of civil society cooperation and approached authorities of Euroregional
regions with some concrete proposals. Nevertheless, not many changes took place in the
sphere of cooperation between civil society and authorities, and unfortunately NGOs are
oftentimes not as active as they would like to present themselves publicly, according to
their declarations.

Finally, one could observe that in the framework of Upper Prut Euroregion, the
main axis of cooperation is located right between Suceava and Chernivtsi, while other
partners have less influence on cooperation agenda and activities. This trend might be
illustrated by some examples, e.g. two joint plenary sessions of Regional Councils of
Chernivtsi and Suceava (2008 and 2012), launch of the new initiative “Bukovynian
dialogue” (initiated by Mykhailo Papiev, Head of Chernivsti Oblast State Administration),

15 Hacman, 224-226.



35
and respective events in 2011 (Chernivtsi), 2012 (Vienna) and 2013 (Suceava)16. As of
now, it is still hardly possible to estimate concrete results of these events. What is beyond
any doubt, though, is that they serve as an important forum for regional elites on both
sides, and as a communication platform for further dialogue aimed at better understanding
of each other.

So, more than a decade of Upper Prut activities produce an ambiguous impression.
Some improvements in relations between neighbours might be witnessed and welcomed,
including the most precious achievement – growing trust and partners’ readiness to
cooperate. At the same time, visa difficulties and limitation of people’s movement across
state borders after 2007 make citizens of Ukraine and Moldova estranged and alienated
from their neighbours and sometimes even relatives. The decade left behind seems to be
commemorated by some modest achievements in implementation of economic and social
projects, with somewhat better progress in the cultural and educational spheres. Neither
potential nor current needs of partners have been realised or met to a full extent.
Moreover, hopes for the Euroregion to become an efficient instrument of satisfying ethnic
minorities’ needs have been similarly exaggerated, mainly on Bucharest’s side. While it’s
reasonable to agree that the EU Enlargement towards Eastern Europe helps overcoming
numerous minority conflicts in the area in general17, Ukraine-Romania borders including
in particular.

Most productive realm: researches and studies
In general, it is not a very bold statement that while the Euroregion of Upper Prut

unites regions of the three countries, there are only two active centres of research there,
Chernivtsi Jury Fedkovych National University and Ştefan cel Mare University of
Suceava. The Moldavian side is underrepresented in research activities of the Euroregion,
mainly because of relative weakness of Belts Pedagogical University’s academic staff.
Areas of research interest encompass a wide range of topics, from the history of territories
which constitute Upper Prut Euroregion to the administrative structure and functions of
the Euroregion’s institutions, key aspects of economic cooperation, social initiatives and
their implementation.

It is not surprising that the majority of available publications which reflect
research results are devoted to interethnic relations within the Euroregion territories.
Economic, social, political and administrative dimensions of CBC and Euroregion’s
activities are also in the focus of research. Personally, on the Romanian side most active in
researching the Euroregion are Prof. Ștefan Purici, Assoc. Prof. Florin Pintescu, Accos.
Prof. Alexander Nedelea, and some other scholars. The Ukrainian active authors in the
field studies are Assoc. Prof. Sergey Hacman, Prof. Anatoliy Kruglashov, Prof.
Volodymyr Fisanov, Prof. Natalia Rotar, and some other scholars. And finally, from
Moldova one can acknowledge research activity of Prof. Alexander Balynsky and Assoc.
Prof. Igor Kozhokaru, for instance (see Bibliography).

It is also reasonable to mention the most important forums where researchers from
the region and beyond have had a good chance to meet with each other and exchange their
scholarship outcomes. All of these events were supported by third parties, outside of the

16 Vasyl Kaptaru, “Bukovynskyi dialog - 2013” [The Bukovinian dialog], accessed July 5, 2013,
http://main.rri.ro/pages/printeaza/2946.

17 Frank Pfetsch, “Borders Cause of Conflict or Catalyst for Peace?,” Eurolimes 4, Europe from
Exclusive Borders to Inclusive Frontiers, ed. Gerard Delanty et al. (Oradea: Oradea University
Press, Autumn 2007), 18.
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tree neighbouring states-cofounders of the Euroregion. First of all, this is International
Conference “Ukraine-Romania-Moldavia: historical, cultural and political aspects of
relations in European context” (2001, 2004, 2007, 2010) held in Chernivtsi18. Academic
articles presented at these Conferences have been published in four consecutive volumes,
with support by Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of Alberta
(Edmonton). Another key partner of these Conferences was Friedrich Ebert Fund in
Ukraine and Moldova. One more remarkable event took place in Chernivtsi in 2001. It
was the International Conference “Interethnic relations on the territory of Upper Prut
Euroregion,” and the compilation of articles was published with support of Carinthia
Institute of Ethnic Minorities (Klagenfurt, Carinthia, Austria). This anthology has one
important merit, because texts of Romanian and Ukrainian authors were mutually
translated there, to make both audiences equally acquainted with the texts in their native
languages. Unfortunately, this is the only book on the regional topic with parallel texts in
the Ukrainian and Romanian languages19. This line of discussion of ethnic dimensions by
scholars and some practitioners (public officials and civil servants from the three
countries) of newly established Euroregions continued during a follow-up international
conference held in 2002. The topic of the Conference was “Euroregions: a potential of
interethnic relations harmonization” (published with support of Friedrich Ebert Fund,
Germany)20.

Surely, linguistic barriers are not the only obstacles for regional scholars and
academic institutions aiming at closer partnership. There is another principal limitation
which should be underlined here. Namely, over the past years regional scholars from
Moldova, Romania and Ukraine have not had a single chance to conduct any
comprehensive research together. They are still just dreaming about possible participation
of the three counties in academic research on the topics relevant to Upper Prut Euroregion,
including a joint project on permanent monitoring of ethnic relations in the Euroregion
territory, proposed back in 2001. The three states’ central and regional authorities have
preferred to ignore such requests for academic cooperation, despite a vital necessity of
making discussion on protection of minorities well-grounded and elaborated in accordance
with strict and commonly accepted criteria and indicators. The absence of appropriate
academic instruments leaves opened windows of opportunities for speculation and
manipulation on the issues of human rights and protection of minorities, as the result of
someone’s ill intentions.

Leaving aside these critical remarks, one thing is worth mentioning as a very
positive development. Communication and cooperation among researchers from Ukraine,
Romania and Moldova is improving, as they have recently abandoned the destructive
practice of mutual accusations and Cold-war style rhetoric in their discussions of the
region. And still, academic cooperation in the region needs further improvements and
systematic support, which is presently lacking.

18 Anatoliy Kruglashov, “International Scientific Conference “Ukraine-Romania-Moldova:
Historical, Political and Cultural Relations in the Context of Modern European Process (18-19
September 2007, Chernivtsi, Ukraine),” Eurolimes 4, Europe from Exclusive Borders to Inclusive
Frontiers, ed. Gerard Delanty et al. (Oradea: Oradea University Press, Autumn 2007), 187-188.

19 Etnichni vzaemyny na teryrotii Evroregionu Verhnii Prut, materialy mijnarodnoi naukovoi
konferentsii [Ethnic relations on the territory of Euroregion Upper Prut, the materials of
international scientific conference], ed. Anatoliy Kurglashov et al. (Chernivtsi: Bukrek, 2004).

20 Evroregiony: potentsial mijetnichnoi vzaemodii [Euroregions: the potential of interethnic
interaction], ed. Anatoliy Kruglashov (Chernivtsi: Bukrek, 2004), 256.
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Conclusions
Since the very beginning, Euroregion Upper Prut has been marked by certain

specificities, namely too high expectations of one side (Romania), and certain suspicions
and fears of the other sides (Ukraine and Moldova). Throughout development of this
project, both attitudes might be assessed as both misleading and finally wrong. While
legal foundations and institutional framework of the Euroregion have been successfully
finalised, its activity still remains quite low and hardly effective.

All territorial units engaged in the process of Euroregional cooperation look for
external funding, and least of all they rely on their own local resources or funds provided
by respective partners. Economic and ecological projects have made certain positive
impact on the territories concerned, but these projects are less developed in comparison
with tourist, cultural and educational initiatives.

Still, activities of the Euroregion’s institutions remain within the realm of regional
bureaucracies’ responsibility, with certain flavour of business lobbying behind them. They
are not cooperating with civil society of the region or NGOs representing local population
on a regular basis. It makes ordinary citizens of the three countries ill-informed about the
CBC and Euroregion, and alienates them from this institution. Even the bureaucratic
backbone of the Euroregion does not work as a regular mechanism and heavily depends
on the current political situation in the triangle of Romania-Ukraine-Moldova. It is
complemented with asymmetry of economic and financial resources, as well as
inadequacy of legal regulations and existing models of regional policy and management,
which makes this kind of cooperation rather fragile and moving forward at a slow and at
times interrupted pace.

Maybe the most flourishing aspect of the Euroregional cooperation is research
activity of local scholars, where Ukrainian and Romanian researchers take the lead
continuously. However, they lack support from their respective central and regional
authorities, while their recommendations normally have only indirect influence on the real
process of CBC in the framework of Upper Prut Euroregion. It results in a sort of parallel
existence of formal Upper Prut Euroregion structures, and the activities in which local
communities of the region concerned are involved.
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