ERSTE Stiftung

Civil Society in
Studies

Central and Eastern Europe:
Challenges and Opportunities

Edited by Peter Vandor,
Nicole Traxler, Reinhard Millner,
and Michael Meyer







Civil Society in Central and Eastern Europe:
Challenges and Opportunities

Edited by Peter Vandor,
Nicole Traxler, Reinhard Millner,
and Michael Meyer

hYd
WIRTSCHAFTS w
UNIVERSITAT e

WIEN VIENNA
UNIVERSITY OF

weonones ERSTE Stiftung



IMPRINT

ERSTE Stiftung Studies
Civil Society in Central and Eastern Europe:

Challenges and Opportunities

Editors
Peter Vandor, Nicole Traxler, Reinhard Millner, Michael Meyer

Publisher

ERSTE Foundation

Am Belvedere 1, A-1100 Vienna, Austria
office@erstestiftung.org
www.erstestiftung.org

Research Coordinator

Social Entrepreneurship Center

Vienna University of Economics and Business (WU Vienna)
Welthandelsplatz 1, A-1020 Vienna, Austria
www.socialentrepreneurship.at

Production
ERSTE Foundation: Maribel Kéniger, Gerald Radinger, Marianne Schlégl

Visual Design
EN GARDE: Thomas Kloyber, Beate Purker-Rosensteiner

Copy Editing
WU Vienna: Clara Maria Moder, Nina Resch, Jonas Dinger, Lukas Leitner,
Pablo Viveros, Bianca Zaki

Proofreading
Christopher ]. Anderson, Barbara Roiser

ISBN 978-3-902673-10-7
All rights reserved © ERSTE Foundation, WU Vienna and the authors
Vienna, March 2017



Preface

Civil society plays a highly unique role with great responsibility in our societies. By acting as a counterpart to
the state and the market, it steps in where the public and private sectors fall short or even fail. Where the poor
lack the resources to afford what they need to survive, NGOs, churches and neighborhood initiatives provide
support through soup kitchens, community centers and social supermarkets. Where minorities are discrimi-
nated against and excluded from job markets, social activists and cooperatives work to foster dialogue, to
provide employment as a first step toward the regular labor market, and to overcome prejudice. Where gov-
ernments fail to fill the gaps left by the private market, caring individuals or groups provide services such as
hospice care or disaster relief. Where political systems are incompetent and suffer from a lack of informa-
tion, civil society lobby groups process and aggregate information for them and give a voice to people at the
margins of society. By tackling these and other system failures through advocacy, community building and
service delivery, civil society exerts a major influence and makes a significant contribution to stable and just
societies and states.

At ERSTE Foundation, we see ourselves as a reliable and trusted partner to civil society, and we support
it in the process of developing stable and just societies. We are committed to acting as an equal partner to
civil society by combining different resources, building new bridges and finding innovative solutions to social
problems. Our actions have always been developed in close cooperation with our partners in the field and
within the surrounding ecosystem. We have engaged in dialogue with them, listened to them and learned
from their experience and observations.

We are proud that WU Vienna has joined us as a well-established and reputable academic partner in
this endeavor. Together, we have managed to engage with a network of 27 researchers from 16 countries in
Central and Eastern Europe, and we wish to express our deep gratitude to all contributing authors. They have
put tremendous effort into gathering the most recent data available and complementing it with information
on the recent history and potential future of civil society in their respective countries.

The authors have provided us with a diverse picture of civil society in Central and Eastern Europe, that
serves as an updated basis for our work. It helps us to understand various emerging trends and highlights
common patterns throughout the region. The study fits into ERSTE Foundation’s recent series of research
publications on such diverse topics as cultural policy in CEE, tax designation practices or the situation of the
post-war generation in the Balkans. We believe that this publication will be a valuable resource for the work
of other donors, policymakers and civil society actors, as well as academics. It can also serve as a basis for
more informed decision-making and thus contribute to more stable and just civil societies in Central and
Eastern Europe.

Y

Boris Marte
Deputy Chairman
of the Managing Board
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Background and Method



1.1 Motivation and Research Approach

More than two decades have passed since nonprofit and third-sector researchers “discovered” Central and
Eastern Europe as an area of scholarly interest. After the collapse of the communist regimes in Eastern Eu-
rope and the fall of the Iron Curtain, scholars noted the emergence of new civil society actors and were
curious to understand the role these actors would play in their societies (e.g. Bernhard 1993, Howard 2003,
Ignatieff 1995, Lipschutz 1992, Rau 1987, Salamon et al. 1999, Zimmer and Priller 2004). At the time, research-
ers were mostly concerned with answering two questions: First, they wanted to understand how civil socie-
ties were co-evolving with their countries’ societies in the face of economic and political transition. Second,
they were curious as to what types of civil society would emerge out of this process in the long run (Bernhard
1993, Salamon et al. 1999).

Since that time, Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) has experienced intensive periods of transformation,
conflict and renewal. The countries of the region have gone through changes in political systems, ethnic ten-
sions and conflicts. They have witnessed economic growth and the development of new relationships with
their European neighbors. These changes were often closely linked to civil society. In some cases, civil society
played an active role as a crystallization point for political movements and institutions, as a provider of in-
dependent and new social services, and as a partner or watchdog for public institutions. In other cases, the
events and developments were exogenous and beyond the control of civil society, forcing it to react and adapt
its course of action. For example, the influx of international donors helped to create and fund new institutions
in many countries, but it also created dependency and challenges, especially once those donors withdrew.
Similarly, the political preferences of central governments and the media have shaped the role and public
perception of civil society as anything from a reliable partner to a public enemy.

This volume is guided by the intention to develop a better understanding of the current state of civil
society in Central and Eastern Europe, the diverse pathways of its development, and its possible future trajec-
tories. As more than two decades have passed since the field first aroused the interest of civil society scholars,
we believe it is time to revisit the initial questions posed by Bernhard (1993), Salamon et al. (1999) and others,
and to juxtapose them with today’s fundamentally changed reality in the region. Reflecting this intention, our
efforts were guided by the following questions:

What key events have shaped the development of civil society since 1989?

Which institutional actors have exerted and still exert an influence on civil society,
and what is the nature of that influence?

What size, form and functions are characteristic of civil society?
What are the typical funding sources and legal forms of organizations?

How has civil society developed in the fields of culture, advocacy, social services
and social entrepreneurship?

Which trends and developments can be expected in the coming years?

As a first step, we sought to answer those questions for 16 countries: Albania, Austria, Bosnia and Herze-
govina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro, Moldova, Poland, Roma-
nia, Serbia, Slovakia and Slovenia. For each of these countries, we invited authors with expertise in third-sector
research and practice to provide an assessment. The outcome of those efforts is presented in the country re-
ports in this document (Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7). In addition, the outcomes of all country reports were ana-
lyzed, condensed and integrated into a synthesis chapter which aims to highlight overarching patterns of civil
society in its recent past and possible future developments across the 16 countries under review (Chapter 2).

1.2 Method and Timeline

After initial steps in the summer of 2015, the research project was officially launched in September of the
same year. The first phase was concerned with designing and setting up the study, which included analyzing
relevant literature, developing the research design, and assembling an international team of authors. One
key question was the selection of countries for the study. Against the background of common conceptualiza-
tions in research and practice, the decision was made to apply a fairly broad and somewhat “south-oriented”
definition of Central and Eastern Europe, that also included the countries of the Balkans (except Greece and
Turkey). The Baltic countries, Belarus and Ukraine are not included in the current version of this project. A
total of 16 countries was selected. For each of those countries, we identified contributors from academia and
practice who possess in-depth expertise on civil society in their respective countries and who could build on



local sources and experience, including renowned civil society experts, political scientists, thought leaders
and practitioners. In total, a team of 27 authors contributed to this volume.

1.2.1 Expert Survey

In order to support the study with broader evidence, an online survey was conducted among civil society
experts in each of the 16 countries in February and March 2016. The respondents were identified through
snowball sampling, with starting points in the networks of the authors, WU Vienna (Vienna University of
Economics and Business) and ERSTE Foundation. The main criterion for selection was a strong track record
in civil society research or in civil society itself, especially in the fields of culture, advocacy and social services.

In total, 422 experts with an average of 14 years of professional and academic experience in civil society
contributed to the survey. Their answers included qualitative and quantitative assessments of key areas of
this survey as defined above: the institutional environment for civil society, key actors in civil society in the
fields of advocacy, social services, culture and social entrepreneurship, and the respondents’ expectations
for the next 10 to 15 years. Given the complexity of these questions, many were optional in order to allow
respondents to opt out. The survey was kept strictly anonymous. Answers were content-analyzed by two in-
dependent raters in order to identify trend patterns in distinct categories (Stemler 2001, Krippendorff 2004).
Of the 422 respondents, more than 300 shared their assessments regarding e.g. key institutional actors, their
potential importance and the influence in their respective countries. Furthermore, 217 experts felt sufficiently
confident to indicate their expectations and predictions for developments in the coming 10 to 15 years. Over-
all, this provided the international research team with a unique database to explore the civil society sectors
of the region from a broader perspective.

1.2.2 Country Reports

After the survey was completed, raw data and the aggregated results of the expert survey were shared with
the international research team. Analyses comprised the most frequently named examples of impactful and
innovative organizations as well as the trend patterns identified for the next 10 to 15 years. The authors of
the country reports also received a briefing on the purpose and general structure of each chapter as well as
background information and a sample chapter. The country reports were written between March and Sep-
tember 2016. In many cases, the authors did not only base their work on literature, experience and the expert
survey results!, but conducted additional research, background talks and document analyses. The creation of
the final reports involved several rounds of editing and discussion with the team at WU Vienna. This process
enabled us to compile 16 country reports with a comparable structure and a common research approach,
while ensuring that the authors had the flexibility to present local realities as clearly as possible and to add
their own perspectives. Finally, upon completion of all country reports, the lead research team compiled a
synthesis chapter (Chapter 2) to give a condensed overview of the work from a regional perspective.

In conducting this study, we tried to avoid three common pitfalls in research on civil society in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe. First, we refrained from understanding civil society only as the sum of civil society
organizations, while ignoring the political dimension, volunteering, and informal activities. Instead, we high-
lighted the diversity of civil society in our discussions with authors and by including these dimensions in the
structure of the country report. Moreover, we deliberately chose a more inclusive definition of civil society
in the research project, which also embraces non-formally organized and spontaneous activities. Of course,
language is never neutral, and the very term “civil society”, especially in the context of CEE, can be perceived
as a “system export” of institutional concepts from the West (see Sampson 1996 and the country reports on
Albania and Slovenia). We therefore invited the authors of country reports to contextualize the term or devi-
ate from it whenever necessary in order to describe local realities.

Second, we challenged the preconception of the CEE region as a supposedly homogeneous unit of analy-
sis. Given the heterogeneity of developments in civil society in these countries, one of the guiding questions for
us was: In light of the different historical trajectories of the 16 countries under study, is it appropriate to speak
of Central and Eastern Europe as one region at all? The term can largely be traced back to the need of historians
to find a new name for the former “Eastern Bloc” countries after the decline of Soviet influence and systemic
transitions in the late 1980s and 1990s (e.g. Bernhard 1993, Howard 2002, 2003). Those earlier works followed
the assumption that Central and Eastern Europe should be regarded as one distinct and coherent region unified
by a communist past (Howard 2003). This focus on one of the most disruptive shared developments of these
countries clearly made sense in the 1990s. Since then, however, countries in Central and Eastern Europe have
developed along different economic, social and political paths, with some even changing their names, territo-
ries and borders (e.g. Ekiert et al. 2010). Against this backdrop, this volume focuses on the particular countries in
the region as the main units of analysis, whereas the synthesis chapter (Chapter 2) gives an overview of similari-
ties and differences among the sampled countries within the region and in certain country groups.

1 Anumber of the sample quotes in this volume have been edited lightly in order to ensure clarity and grammatical accuracy.



Third, in an attempt to avoid a too Austria-centric research perspective, we designed the project in a
way that builds strongly on local expertise in the region. Each country report was therefore compiled by in-
dependent academics and practitioners, who possess in-depth knowledge of civil society in their respective
countries as well as the ability to access local sources. In addition to literature and their expertise, the authors
were supported by the results of our standardized survey among civil society experts in CEE. Rather than
conducting a remote diagnosis based on macro-data and preconceptions, this approach allows our readers
to get an impression that is deeply rooted in research, literature and local realities.

1.2.3 Project Partners and Collaborators

This research project was commissioned by ERSTE Foundation and implemented by the Social Entrepre-
neurship Center at the Vienna University of Economics and Business (WU Vienna). The international team
of authors comprised 27 independent scholars and practitioners from 16 countries: Danijel Baturina, Gojko
BeZovan, Tatiana Cernomorit, Elona Dhémbo, Grzegorz Ekiert, Danica Fink-Hafner, Jan Kubik, Eva Kuti,
Mihaela Lambru, Jelana Matancevi¢, Michael Meyer, Clara Maria Moder, Vjosa Musliy, Jifi Navratil, Michaela
Neumayr, Meta Novak, Sago Ordanoski, Jakub Pejcal, Astrid Pennerstorfer, Ruzha Smilova, Zilka Spahié¢-Siljak,
Dusan Spasojevi¢, Boris Strecansky, Nicole Traxler, Peter Vandor, Zlatko Vujovi¢, and Michal Wenzel (see
Annex: About the Research Team). The project was coordinated by Peter Vandor, Nicole Traxler, Reinhard
Millner, and Michael Meyer, who also served as lead researchers and editors. The project was also supported
by a number of partners and colleagues at ERSTE Foundation and WU Vienna.

1.3 Acknowledgements

Carrying out a project of this scale was only possible with the kind support of donors, partners and colleagues.
Our special thanks go to all 27 of the above-named authors who contributed to the creation of this report and
brought in their expertise, hard work and background knowledge. Our thanks also go to our colleagues at WU
Vienna, Nina Resch, Jonas Dinger, Pablo Viveros, Bianca Zaki, and Lukas Leitner, as well as Barbara Roiser and
Christopher Anderson, who have been an enormous help in the process of copy-editing this volume. Further-
more, we wish to express our gratitude to Maribel Kéniger, Gerald Radinger, and Marianne Schlégl of ERSTE
Foundation, as well as Thomas Kloyber and Beate Purker-Rosensteiner of EN GARDE Wien for their supervi-
sion, expertise and support in the publication process, as well as Simona Rhomberg of ERSTE Foundation and
Katharina Hammer of WU Vienna for their support in legal matters. We also feel especially indebted to the
422 anonymous experts who participated in our survey, shared their assessments of civil society and even
tackled the challenge of making predictions about the future of civil society in their countries.

Finally, we wish to thank our partners at ERSTE Foundation, in particular Franz-Karl Priiller, who initi-
ated and passionately supported this project in discussions by giving us access to numerous networks in the
CEE region and by financing this project. Thank you very much for your encouragement and support.
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ABSTRACT

In this chapter, we provide a map of civil society in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). We summarize the
country reports published in this volume and complement them with analyses from other datasets, e.g. the
European Values Study (EVS) and an expert survey which was conducted for the purpose of this study. We
apply these sources to cluster the 16 CEE countries under investigation into four distinct country groups:
a) the Visegrad group, which consists of Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Hungary, b) Slovenia and
Croatia, ¢) Bulgaria and Romania, and finally, d) the non-EU countries Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Mac-
edonia, Montenegro, Kosovo, Albania, and Moldova. Austria serves as a reference country for comparing CEE
civil society with a traditional Western European civil society. Historical trajectories, economic data and an
institutional analysis all confirm this clustering, and we describe and analyze the country groups using these
categories.

Even though the groups are diverse, some similarities become obvious, such as the important role of
the European Union and the accession process in shaping the institutional framework. Analyses also reveal
distinct features of civil society within the four country groups, such as a particularly high level of donor de-
pendency in the non-EU country group and a low level of institutional trust in Bulgaria and Romania. Finally,
we discuss trends and future developments. Despite recent challenges, including the withdrawal of foreign
donors and political tensions in some countries, the outlook we provide for this dynamic region remains
largely optimistic.

2.1 Introduction

In the late 1980s, the fundamental political changes in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) prompted the world
to watch this region with bated breath. How would these countries cope with their communist heritage?
Which paths of political and economic development would they take, and most notably, would they manage
to install viable democratic systems? In the process of transformation, civil society clearly played a crucial
role. On the one hand, the people who engaged in civil dissent initiatives or in civil society organizations that
opposed totalitarian regimes contributed to their collapse. On the other hand, civil society actively participat-
ed in and heavily influenced the process of transition after 1989 (Fri¢ 2004). Since civil society was perceived
as an integral part of society’s transition toward democracy, the sector could expect support from politicians
and officials, and it received generous foreign assistance for capacity building. The part played by civil society
during these tremendous changes has shaped its role until today. But one might wonder: what is the nature
of that role, and how homogenous is it across the countries of the region?

Though there are some studies on civil society for selected countries in CEE, overarching research on
its role in this area is scarce, as is comparative information across countries. Thus, we know little about the
structure and development patterns of civil society in CEE. This volume aims to fill this gap and to trace the
paths that civil society sectors in the region have taken since 1989. While each country in the region has its
own unique story, which is presented in the country reports, this synopsis identifies commonalities, differ-
ences and patterns across all 16 countries under study. It reflects on critical historical events that have shaped
the development of countries and tries to group the countries according to civil society characteristics.

The data used in this synopsis is primarily based on the country reports in this volume. Additionally, we
draw insights from an anonymous expert survey conducted in 16 countries. Out of the 422 responses, more
than 300 experts shared their assessments regarding e.g. key institutional actors, their potential importance
and the direction of their influence in their countries. More than 200 also provided predictions about future
developments in the region. Our synopsis starts with an overview of previous efforts to group countries ac-
cording to their institutional settings with regard to civil society, followed by our own suggestion of a new
categorization into four country groups. Using these groups, we then elaborate on the scope, size and funding
structure of civil society and continue with a description of the current institutional environment relevant to
civil society. Subsequently, we present how experts assess the role that the relevant institutional actors will
play for each country group in the near future, and we discuss the predicted trends and challenges that civil
society in CEE might face in the coming years.

2.1.1 Commonalities in CEE Civil Society and Social Origin Theory

Today, more than 25 years after the collapse of the communist regimes in CEE, the countries of the region
can no longer be treated as “statist” or “in transition”. Though they are all post-communist countries and
their civil society sectors have experienced repressive regimes, different events have influenced them in the
recent past. Among them are the Yugoslav Wars, accession to the European Union, ethnic conflicts, right-
wing governments that have come into power, and the rising numbers of refugees in 2015. These events had
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a formative influence on the traits of the civil society sector in each country. Based on social origin theory
(Salamon and Anheier 1998, Salamon et al. 2000; see below), we have identified common patterns in the
civil society sector across the CEE region and assigned 15 countries to four country groups accordingly. This
grouping helps us to better understand the different pathways taken by civil society in those countries and
enables us to trace the factors that have encouraged and hampered their development. It allows us to analyze
commonalities and differences between the civil society sectors in particular countries without losing sight
of the larger regional picture.

Several scholars have tried to identify common patterns across countries and have grouped them ac-
cordingly. The best-known typology of civil society stems from Salamon and Anheier (1998), who clustered
countries into four “nonprofit regimes”. Such typologies have proven meaningful for explaining cross-coun-
try differences in, for instance, volunteering, philanthropic donations or the size of the civil society sector
(Einolf 2015, Kanga et al. 2011, Sokolowski 2013). In such studies, Western countries are unanimously assigned
to the liberal, the socio-democratic or the corporatist nonprofit regime, while non-Western countries, includ-
ing CEE countries, have often been treated as a residual category. They have been lumped together in meager-
ly defined groups which are labeled “Statist” or “Eastern European” or simply “Poor/Statist” and they include
a wide range of diverse countries (Einolf 2015, Pennerstorfer & Neumayr forthcoming, Salamon et al. 2000).

Social origin theory argues that the development of a civil society sector cannot be easily understood
as the product of a linear extension of a single factor, such as the diversity of the population, government
welfare spending or trust in society (Salamon and Anheier 1998, Salamon et al. 2000). Rather, more complex
relations among social classes and social institutions are involved and dominated by power distributions
(Rueschemeyer et al. 1992:5). This idea also draws on the work of Moore (1966) and Esping-Andersen (1990),
who elaborated on the social origins of fascism and democracy and on the origins of the modern welfare
state, both referring to power-resource theory (Korpi 1974). They argue that the evolution of different forms
of the welfare state is determined by past political and economic struggles between social classes (e.g. the
landed elite, rural peasantry and urban middle class) and the state (Salamon and Anheier 1998:227, Smith and
Gronbjerg 2006:234). For instance, a strong urban middle class and low aristocratic power favor the develop-
ment of low government power, and consequently, a rather liberal and market-dominated regime (Esping-
Andersen 1990). Esping-Andersen defined three central institutions within the structure of the welfare sys-
tem: the state, the market and the family. Depending on the dominance of these institutions in a country, he
identified three different regime types, with the central institution being the state in the social democratic
regime, the family in the corporatist regime, and the market in the liberal regime.

Though this typology is well established in research, it also has evoked much critique (e.g. Arts and
Gelissen 2002, Gough 2013). First, the typology does not reflect on the role of civil society when describing the
central institutions of the welfare state, though civil society organizations are important providers of welfare
services. Some scholars have dealt with this shortcoming by discussing the provider mix within the care
system (e.g. Alber 1995, Anttonen and Sipild 1996, Ranci 2002, Salamon and Anheier 1998). Both Ranci and
Salamon/Anheier focus on the role of the civil society sector in the provision of social care and the degree of
state funding (Pennerstorfer & Neumayr forthcoming). In their work, Salamon and Anheier (1998) describe
four different nonprofit regimes to explain the size, functions and funding structure of CSOs across countries.
Empirically, they refer to the share of the population working in CSOs and to the level of government welfare
spending in order to assign countries to these regimes. Though they used a different approach to assign coun-
tries compared to Esping-Andersen, they applied similar designations to the regimes and concluded with the
categorization of a liberal, a corporatist, a socio-democratic and a statist nonprofit regime.

Second, Esping-Andersen’s typology (1990) did not assign countries from Central and Eastern Europe to
welfare regimes. While the typology has been expanded to include the countries of Southern Europe, CEE still
remains a blind spot in welfare-regime typologies. A literature review revealed that, though several addition-
al regimes have been incorporated (e.g. “Latin Rim”, “Radical”, “Southern regime”, “Late Female Mobilizations
regime”), CEE countries have not been integrated (Arts and Gelissen 2002). A study that grouped countries
in CEE according to their welfare state identified a “Former-USSR type” (Belarus, Russia, Ukraine, and Baltic
states), a “Post-communist European type” (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia),
and a “Developing welfare-state type” (Georgia, Romania, Moldova) (see Fenger 2007).

2.1.2 Establishing Country Groups in CEE Civil Society

Social origins theory considers the historical past of societies for identifying factors that encourage and
shape the nature of civil society. It elaborates on the balance of power between social classes, an approach
that might fit for Western Europe and North America. In countries where civil society has re-emerged after
almost 40 years of communist rule, however, this approach needs to be adjusted, as civil society might have
been shaped by more recent “power struggles”. We thus suggest to extend social origins theory by adding



more recent historical events and a wider spectrum of societal actors who exercise power (Kabalo 2013), such
as the European Union and foreign donors.

Though the pathway of each country is unique, some groups of countries have experienced similar
historical events that have encouraged or constrained the emergence of CSOs. Some of these patterns are
summarized in Table 2.1. As can be seen on the left-hand side of the table, the Yugoslav Wars in the 1990s
and EU accession processes were among the most influential historical events. On the right-hand side of
the table, we depict events and topics that emerged from descriptions of the historical development of civil
society in the country reports. We considered issues that have been highlighted as formative for civil society
in the country reports. Most of the events refer to institutional actors exerting significant power, such as new
political governments, international donors, right-wing parties or EU regulation standards. The emergence
of these institutional actors shifted prevailing power relations within society and resulted in changes in the
institutional environment and legal framework for CSOs.

Based on these patterns, we assigned the countries under study - with the exception of Austria - to four
country groups:

1. Visegrad group: Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia

2. Croatia and Slovenia

3. Bulgaria and Romania

4. Non-EU countries: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia,
Moldova, Montenegro, and Serbia
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Czech
Republic 2004 1970s X
Hungary 2004 1950s X 2010
Poland 2004 1950s X 2010
Slovakia 2004 1970s X 2010
Croatia X 2013 1980s X
Slovenia X 2004 1980s X X 2015
Bulgaria 2007 X X 2015 2015
Romania 2007 X
Albania 2014
Bosnia and X nfa’ 1980s X X
Herzegovina
Kosovo X n/a* 1980s X X 1998-2008
Macedonia X 2014 1980s
Moldova n/a X
Montenegro X 2010 1980s
Serbia X 2012 1980s X 1996-2000
Austria 1995 2015

*Application for candidate status in 2016

Table 2.1: historical events and topics perceived to influence civil society development in CEE
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2.2 Historical Development

The four groups prove meaningful for the purpose of comparing the historical development of civil society in
CEE and for making its patterns more easily visible. Austria has not been assigned to any of the four groups
because it is characterized by a “corporatist nonprofit regime” and thus fits into an existing group of countries
together with Germany, Belgium and France (Einolf 2015, Salamon et al. 2000). This group is characterized by
a civil society sector that receives large shares of its funding from public sources and provides social services
in return, and also by institutionalized negotiations between political parties, the labor movement, profes-
sional associations, and CSOs for the purpose of balancing interests (Neumayr 2015, Salamon and Anheier
1998). As the key features of CSOs in this regime are well documented, we do not describe civil society in Aus-
tria separately, but contrast the characteristics of the four country groups with those of Austrian civil society
in the concluding sections of this synopsis.

2.2.1Visegrad Group

The civil society sectors in the countries of this group (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Hungary) have
many commonalities. Under communist rule (1945-1989), the regimes of all four countries became gradually
less restrictive toward civil society, especially in their last decades. In Poland and Hungary after 1956, and in
Czechoslovakia after 1969, CSOs were partly tolerated by the communist regime, and some were allowed to
exist because the system was not able to cope with such “islands of positive deviation” (cf. Country Report:
Slovakia). Many actors operated in the underground (such as the independent underground Christian move-
ment, the environmental movement and intellectuals) and played an important role in the political change of
the system (e.g. the Velvet Revolution in Czechoslovakia).

The political changes of 1989 were followed by several legislative modifications regarding the activi-
ties of civil society in the 1990s, such as the creation of a legal organizational framework for CSOs that in-
cluded the freedom of association. As a consequence, existing CSOs had to adapt to the new legal frameworks
of association, which forced them to split, dissolve or continue in the new context (e.g. in Slovakia). At the
same time, the new legal framework in Slovakia triggered a boom in civil society organizations, and many
new, small CSOs emerged. They were active at the community level, driven by enthusiastic founders and
often acted without secured income streams. In Poland, CSOs that had existed under the communist regime
frequently split into smaller organizations and changed their names, leaders and agendas. CSOs that had
previously been banned or suppressed under state socialism were now officially incorporated. Overall, this
resulted in the growth of a civil society sector with a new, more legitimate identity.

Another common feature of Visegrad countries is their early accession to the European Union in 2004.
As part of the pre-accession process, legal regulations that were geared toward fostering civil development
were adopted. This process also contributed to the internationalization of civil society; for instance, trans-
national causes were increasingly tackled in collaboration with CSOs in other EU countries (e.g. in Poland).
Interestingly, and in contrast to the other countries under study, the authors of the country reports of the
Visegrad group did not emphasize the importance of EU accession for funding or capacity building or the
emergence of an “imported” civil society. This implies that, although EU funding and support from interna-
tional donors had been very important prior to 2004, its relevance has decreased since then and seems to
play only a marginal role today.

In this group, the relationship between civil society and the government has been challenged by sev-
eral changes in government since 1989. Center-left or center-right political parties have alternated, resulting
in ever-changing attitudes toward CSOs. While some governments have tried to strengthen the role of the
state and were very skeptical toward civil society, others aimed to open the state to citizens and to introduce
participatory mechanisms into policymaking. This volatile relationship made it difficult for civil society to
become an important partner in policy domains and to gain access to government funding. Most recently,
authoritarian right-wing parties have come into the government in Hungary (in 2010) and Poland (in 2015),
and a neo-Nazi political party massively increased its votes in parliamentary elections in Slovakia (in 2016).
In Hungary, this resulted in repression and sanctions against CSOs, including the defamation of international
CSOs and foundations.

With the exception of the Czech Republic, the countries of the Visegrad group have witnessed an in-
creasing value polarization in the last few years. In Poland, illiberal, nationalist civil society groups started
to develop after the plane crash and death of president Kaczyniski in 2010. In 2015, those tendencies were
reinforced by the refugee crisis, although it did not affect Poland directly. In Slovakia and Hungary, the
refugee crisis stimulated increased activity in civil society, leading to the emergence of new xenophobic as
well as humanitarian CSOs. In Slovakia, not only the refugee crisis, but also the events in Ukraine and debates
about human rights, LGBT rights and family values have led to value polarization within civil society, also
giving rise to a neo-Nazi movement.



2.2.2 Croatia and Slovenia

Similar to the countries of the Visegrad group, Croatia and Slovenia already experienced a process of liber-
alization under the one-party system in the last decade of communist rule; this permitted the formation of
numerous CSOs. As early as 1986, Slovenia issued a new law on the freedom of association, which contributed
to the growth of the sector.

The Yugoslav Wars slowed the development of civil society. At the beginning of the 1990s, the develop-
ment of CSOs was predominantly advanced through international humanitarian aid, most notably financial
and technical assistance from abroad. While this kind of support definitely facilitated the development of
civil society, it was also criticized for its programs not being embedded in the local context. Parts of civil so-
ciety were perceived as “imported” and “speaking a foreign language”, as they were primarily funded by for-
eign donors and lacked roots in local communities. Moreover, it was criticized that the withdrawal of foreign
funding led to financial instability in the sector. Meanwhile both countries have become EU member states:
Slovenia in 2004, Croatia in 2013. In the process of accession to the EU, their policies became more favorable
to the development of civil society and thus increased its visibility and importance.

2.2.3 Bulgaria and Romania

The pattern that unifies Bulgaria and Romania is not just their geographical proximity, but also their similar
pathways toward EU membership which both countries gained in 2007. The period leading to accession to
the European Union was characterized by massive support for civil society in the form of financial support as
well as institution and capacity building. This development was associated with the increased power of civil
society vis-a-vis government, e.g. in policymaking. During this period, numerous legal regulations facilitating
civil society activities also came into force, such as the NPO legal entities act in Bulgaria (2001). Similarly, the
new legislation on associations and foundations (2000), the law on free access to public information (2001)
and the law on transparency of decision-making (2003) were passed in Romania. These regulations contri-
buted to a considerable increase in the number of CSOs in both countries.

After their accession to the EU, however, Bulgaria and Romania saw a dramatic reduction in technical
support and funding from foreign donors, who believed that EU membership was “a clear sign of the end of
the long transition to consolidated democracy with a working market economy which could support its CSO
sector on its own” (Country Report: Bulgaria). Though EU membership brought about greater access to EU
funding, the capacities necessary to apply for it were not available in many civil society organizations. Thus,
CSOs created networks in order to be able to apply for EU funding. However, the system was also misused and,
for instance, public officials established specific CSOs in order to be able to receive EU funds. Apart from EU
membership, NATO membership has also shaped national identity in Bulgaria and Romania (see Chapter 5).

The Yugoslav Wars did not affect civil society in Bulgaria and Romania directly, as neither country was
involved in conflicts and the majority of displaced people sought asylum in other countries. In 2013, the in-
creasing numbers of refugees from the Middle East gave rise to many grassroots initiatives active in this field
in Bulgaria. In 2015, however, nationalist CSOs emerged as a countermovement and aimed to protect the
country’s borders from illegal immigration.

2.2.4 Non-EU Countries

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro and Serbia were clustered into a
group of countries that have not joined the European Union (yet) but aspire to do so. Albania and Macedonia
have been official candidates since 2014, Montenegro since 2010 and Serbia since 2012. Bosnia and Herzego-
vina applied for EU membership in 2016, and Kosovo and the Republic of Moldova have not yet applied, but
association agreements between Moldova and the European Union have been signed and negotiations are
ongoing.

Although they were under communist rule, several countries in this group underwent a process of lib-
eralization toward civil society activities in the 1980s. In the final years of their existence, the regimes became
less restrictive and allowed CSOs to renew their work. As a consequence, new CSOs emerged, e.g. in the field
of the environment, art, feminism and peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina or Serbia. Albania and Macedonia
also experienced a steady and gradual increase in the number of CSOs, though the communist state was their
“main impetus and controller”.

The most influential events for most countries in this group were the Yugoslav Wars. They have had a
dramatic impact on the development of civil society, causing suffering, division and the destruction of long-
established institutions. This has prompted citizens to form CSOs either to protest against ethnic divisions or
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to provide humanitarian support. The post-war years were characterized by government changes, ongoing
minority and ethnic conflicts resulting in the separation of Montenegro and Kosovo, in the UN administra-
tion in Kosovo (1999-2008) and in the armed inter-ethnic conflict in Macedonia (2001). Several of the newly
formed independent states underwent repeated changes of government, including center-right govern-
ments that refused to collaborate with CSOs (Serbia, 2003) and governments that suppressed the freedom
of speech and opposition-minded political activities (e.g. in Macedonia, 2006). In some countries, however,
these suppressive policies contributed to strengthening civil society.

Along with the war and the unstable political situation, massive international support and funding for
capacity building flowed into the region. International support (e.g. from the EU, USAID or - especially in
Moldova - George Soros’ Open Society Foundation) was important for institutional stability, for strengthen-
ing CSOs’ democratic values and their position vis-a-vis national governments (e.g. in Macedonia, Montene-
gro). Nevertheless, in contrast to Bulgaria and Romania or to countries in the Visegrad group, international
support faced stronger criticism in the Balkan region. Some authors of the country reports remark that in-
ternational aid was partially perceived as the installation of a donor-driven “parallel system of CSOs”. When
donors’ priorities changed, CSOs had to adjust quickly, leading to a “large, non-specialized, short-term ori-
ented, financially insecure sector that was detached from citizens” (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia). In Ser-
bia, this has even led to a division of the civil society sector into government-critical CSOs that were partially
funded by international support and CSOs that adopted a more government-friendly strategy, depending
mainly on domestic sources. In Kosovo, a “Western-like model of civil society was built from scratch”, with the
number of CSOs rising from 45 to 400. Civil society staff was labelled the “upper middle class” because their
salaries were twice as high as average salaries due to international funding systems. After 2005, many CSOs
were unable to continue their activities once donations decreased (Kosovo).

The numerous legal changes aimed at facilitating civil society - which could be observed in other coun-
try groups during their accession to the EU - have been largely absent in this group. An exception is the
Republic of Moldova, where the development of civil society became national priority after 2008; this was
reflected in an action plan and in the adoption of several laws such as the law on public association that be-
came effective in 1996. In Serbia, a law on public associations also went into force in 2009, while in Albania a
number of legal regulations were adopted from 2001 onwards.

Compared to Austria, the legal framework for civil society has developed quite dynamically in all four
groups of countries. In Austria, where the law on registered associations dates back to 1867, only a few wide-
ranging legal changes for civil society have been implemented in the last few decades, for example with
regard to the incorporation of foundations or the tax deductibility of charitable donations. International sup-
port and funding plays a minor role for CSOs in Austria, since the sector is predominately funded by domestic
public sources. However, some of the events highlighted in the four country groups have also proven to be
highly relevant for the development of civil society in Austria. For instance, in the wake of the Yugoslav Wars,
numerous CSOs provided legal and humanitarian support for refugees and deserters. Besides, one of the
most successful fundraising alliances between CSOs (“Nachbar in Not”) was forged during the Yugoslav Wars
and is still active. Similarly, in 2015 the refugee crisis resulted in the formation of several grassroots CSOs
providing shelter, humanitarian aid and social services for refugees, but it also gave rise to xenophobic views
and nationalist policies.

2.3 Mapping Civil Society: Size, Scope and Funding

So far, a historical perspective on civil society in CEE has revealed the four country groups described above.
Economic data on civil society also support this grouping, as they show that the economic importance and
the scope of civil society differ markedly between these country groups. Still, a number of factors make
comparisons rather complicated. In some countries, like Bosnia and Herzegovina, almost no economic data
are available. In others, data are available, but only from different sources and with certain inconsistencies.
Therefore, the economic data in this comparison should be interpreted with caution. They are based on differ-
ent sources, including reports on civil society (e.g. BCSDN 2015, Doki¢ and Sumpor 2013, Hoxha 2016, Zerav¢i¢
2016) and data from the European Values Study (GESIS Leibniz Institute for Social Science 2008), as well as
the country reports in this volume. Most figures have been provided, checked and rechecked by the country
experts, i.e. the authors of this volume.

The 16 CEE countries on our map comprise 128.6 million inhabitants. Of the almost 47 million employ-
ees in the region, about 1.77% are employed in CSOs (excluding Moldova due to a lack of data on employment).
The sector’s organizational density comes to 4.11 active CSOs per 1,000 citizens. However, taking a closer look
at the size, scope, and funding of civil society, we find remarkable differences between countries and country
groups. Overall, in countries with higher economic performance, the economic relevance of civil society is



greater. This pattern has been identified in prior comparative research (e.g. Salamon et al. 2004). It shows that
weak economic performance is often aligned with political instability, non-transparency, corruption, and low
trust in public decision-making processes. The same is true of the CEE region, where the Visegrad countries
have the strongest and most stable civil society sectors and the non-EU countries have the weakest.!

In the Visegrad countries, CSOs make a significant contribution to GDP. Both CSO density and the share
of total employment in CSOs are high. Public funds are the most important funding source, while foreign
funds have almost no importance. Similarly, in Croatia and Slovenia, CSOs have a rather high economic im-
pact and the organizational density of CSOs is the highest in our sample. Though the share of public funding is
still large, it has been shrinking since the economic crisis in 2008. Consequently, foreign funders have gained
importance. In Bulgaria and Romania, the economic impact of CSOs is the lowest among the EU member
states in our sample, both in terms of their contribution to GDP and organizational density. In both countries,
CSOs depend on unstable and meager public funds, and foreign funding has been reduced significantly since
EU accession. In the non-EU countries, the economic contribution of civil society is the lowest. The civil so-
ciety sector’s share of total employment is available for most countries and reflects the differences between
the groups (with Kosovo constituting an outlier due to its high unemployment rate of 35.3%; see Figure 2.1).

% of employment in CSOs

Austria | : ‘ ‘ : ‘ ‘ 6.50%

Czech Republic 2.09%

Hungary 3.70 %

Poland .90 %
Slovakia 145 %

Croatia 1.56 %
Slovenia 1.02 %
Bulgaria 0.60 s
Romania 1.20 %

Albania 0.72%

Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.38 %

Kosovo 2.58

Macedonia 0.38 %
Moldova |0.00 %
Montenegro 0.37%

Serbia 0.34 %

0.00 % 100 % 2.00% 3.00% 4.00% 5.00% 6.00 % 7.00 %

Figure 2.1: share of total employment in CSOs (CEE)?

In order to better characterize civil society sectors, we also analyzed data from the European Values
Study (GESIS Leibniz Institute for Social Science 2008). This database provided us with rates of volunteer-
ing and membership in CSOs for all countries, as well as the levels of (dis-)trust toward institutions in the
general public. For the latter, we calculated scales for the four most relevant types of institutions in each of
the 16 countries (Table 2.2): (1) distrust in public institutions (such as armed forces, education system, police,

1 Anote of caution: In this section we sometimes label civil society in a country as “strong” or “weak”. We use these characterizations with
reference to economic criteria. Of course, such metrics only capture part of civil society’s “strength” given that its role in society is multi-
layered and contextual; see e.g. Ekiert and Foa (2011), Ekiert and Kubik (2014). Moreover, what civil society can actually achieve in terms of
advocacy and policymaking is essential for the weakness or strength of its societal role, yet leaves almost no economic footprint (Ekiert
and Kubik 2014). Given the lack of more comprehensive data on the different functions of civil society, we still use economic criteria to
make inferences about the role of civil society as a field of employment and activity.

2 Sources: country reports, BCSDN 2015, Eurostat 2016
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parliament, civil services, social security system, government, health care system, justice system);? (2) distrust
in CSOs (political parties, environmental organizations, labor unions);* (3) distrust in large companies;*> and

(4) distrust in international organizations (NATO, EU, UN).®
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Austria 53.8% 28.0 % 2.39 2.81 272 2.87
Czech Republic 57.9% 34.5% 2.69 2.97 2.88 2.60
Hungary 31.8% 14.2% 2.67 2.98 2.87 251
Poland 29.1% 18.1% 2.53 2.92 276 2.50
Slovakia 617 % 29.7 % 2.53 275 279 2.65
Croatia 276 % 182 % 2.58 2.82 279 2.53
Slovenia 65.8 % 35.7% 249 274 2.59 2.59
Bulgaria 26.3 % 16.7 % 2.82 312 2.99 2.65
Romania 28.4% 203 % 2.72 3.08 2.75 199
Albania 17.6 % 7.9 % 2.65 2.95 2.82 2.80
Bosnia and Herzegovina 517 % 40.5% 2.78 299 2.97 2.86
Moldova 192 % 7.3% 2.58 2.95 2.82 2.80
Montenegro 249 % 174 % 2.54 2.87 279 254
Serbia 22.8% 11.4 % 2.88 318 2.96 324
Macedonia 345% 286 % 249 2.86 2.69 2.50
Kosovo 18.7 % 10.7 % 2.09 229 227 1.98
Total 40.5% 235% 2.59 2.90 279 2.61
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Austria 53.8% 28.0% 2.39 2.81 272 2.87
Visegrad countries 476 % 259 % 2.61 2.91 2.84 2.57
Croatia and Slovenia 60.1% 376 % 2.61 2.85 278 2.70
Bulgaria and Romania 25.6 % 171% 2.67 299 2.89 2.59
Non-EU countries 24.1% 14.8 % 2.57 2.87 272 2.54
Total 40.5% 23.5% 2.59 2.90 2.79 2.61

Note: Fields shown in green refer to the best four countries or the best two country groups; fields shown in red show the lowest four

countries or the lowest two country groups.

Table 2.2: membership, volunteering, and distrust in institutions in CEE’

Among all countries, Slovenia (65.8%), Slovakia (61.7%) and the Czech Republic (57.9%) show the highest
shares of membership in civil society organizations. In those three countries and in Croatia (51.7%), more than
half of the population is involved in a CSO as a member. Membership rates are lowest in the non-EU coun-
tries of the Western Balkans: Bosnia and Herzegovina (17.6%), Kosovo (18.7%), Montenegro (19.2%) and Serbia
(22.8%). These shares of individual membership correspond quite closely to the density of CSOs in those coun-
tries (see Figure 2.1), though this is also true of Croatia and Slovenia. Moreover, Croatia (40.5%) and Slovenia
(35.7%) have the highest shares of volunteers. The rate of volunteering is rather low in the non-EU countries:

Montenegro (7.3%), Bosnia and Herzegovina (7.9%), Kosovo (10.7%) and Serbia (11.4%).

3 Scaled from1(high trust) to 4 (low trust), Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.895
4 Scaled from 1 (high trust) to 4 (low trust), Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.691
5 Scaled from1(high trust) to 4 (low trust), single item scale

6 Scaled from1(high trust) to 4 (low trust), Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.897
7

All differences between countries and regions are significant at a p<0.001 level according to ANOVA (F-tests for the distrust variables) and
chi-squared tests for the membership and volunteering shares (GESIS Leibniz Institute for Social Science 2008).



In terms of citizens’ distrust in their countries’ institutions, the EVS figures paint a multifaceted pic-
ture. Citizens severely distrust public institutions in Serbia, Bulgaria, Croatia and Albania, while trust in those
institutions is strongest in Kosovo, Slovenia, Macedonia and Austria. The values for Kosovo and Macedonia
are striking and may result from singular events in those countries, e.g. the general election in Macedonia in
2008 and the declaration of independence by the Kosovo parliament in the same year.

Distrust in civil society organizations is highest in Serbia, Bulgaria, Albania and Croatia. On the other
hand, CSOs enjoy the highest levels of trust in Kosovo, Slovakia, Slovenia and Moldova. When it comes to large
corporations, people are most skeptical and distrustful in Bulgaria, Croatia, Serbia and the Czech Republic,
and most trustful in Kosovo, Slovenia, Macedonia and Austria. International organizations are most trusted
in Albania, Kosovo, Macedonia and Poland, while the highest level of distrust can be found in Serbia. These
patterns, too, can be best explained by the specific histories of these countries, in particular by their different
position in the Yugoslav Wars during the 1990s.

2.3.1Visegrad Group (CZ, HU, PL, SK)

The Visegrad group countries have rather strong civil society sectors measured in economic terms: Their
CSOs’ average share of total employment is 2.0% (ranging from 0.9% in Poland to 3.7% in Hungary), and CSOs’
contribution to GDP ranges from 0.98% in Slovakia to 1.8% in the Czech Republic. The organizational density
of CSOs in this group of countries exhibits some variety, ranging from 2 active CSOs per 1,000 citizens in Po-
land to 12 in the Czech Republic.

This pattern is supported by EVS data: They show high rates of volunteering (25.9%) and membership
(47.6%) compared to all other groups. Slovak civil society relies especially on volunteerism. Interestingly, EVS
data show rather low levels of trust in public, business and civil society organizations in all four countries. It
may be necessary to interpret distrust in the light of the political situation at the time of data collection (2008),
when e.g. the Hungarian political establishment was on the brink of collapse, Poland had just switched from
the rightist Kaczynski administration to a more moderate government, and the Czech Republic had been
through a longer period of instability during the formation of a new government after general elections.

The share of public funding is comparatively high in this group, with 55% of all CSO income stemming
from public sources in Poland and 65% in the Czech Republic. In both countries, international donors are of
very little or no relevance. In this regard, only 18% of all Polish CSOs receive foreign funding, and the EU is
the main source. The same was true of Hungary; however, since its change of government in 2010, Hungar-
ian civil society has suffered from a steep decrease in public funds, which dropped from 43% in 2010 to 29%
in 2014, and from strict governmental control of EU funds. This has led to the rising importance of private
international foundations in Hungary due to their independence from governmental control. With regard to
funding sources, Slovakia — where public funds represent only 31% of CSOs’ overall income - is an exception
in the Visegrdd group.

The main fields of CSO activity in this group are education, sports and social services. Particularly in
Hungary, social services are constantly gaining importance. Important areas of activity include poverty, un-
employment, homelessness and drug addiction. In Poland, CSOs in the field of arts and culture cooperate
closely with authorities in developing cultural policy and are highly dependent on public funds. This facili-
tates funding, yet it also creates the risk of being controlled by the government through growing clientelism.
Social entrepreneurship is rather novel in the Visegrad group and has mainly been driven by European fund-
ing. However, countries like Hungary and Slovakia have a long tradition of cooperatives, which helped to
introduce the legal form of “social cooperative” in both countries (2007 in Hungary and 2012 in Slovakia).

2.3.2 Croatia and Slovenia

Among all the countries in our survey, Slovenia’s and Croatia’s civil society sectors show the highest organi-
zational density with regard to citizens served (with 14 active CSOs per 1,000 citizens in both countries ), and
they have high economic importance, generating 1.5% of GDP in Croatia and even 2.1% in Slovenia. The CSOs’
share of total employment is in the middle range, with 1.6% in Croatia and 1.0% in Slovenia. Likewise, EVS data
reveal high citizen engagement and institutional trust, with remarkable rates of membership (60.1%) and
volunteering (37.6%). In terms of institutional trust, Croatia and Slovenia show high trust in CSOs but only
medium levels of trust in other institutions.

Similar to the Visegrad countries, civil society in Croatia and Slovenia is characterized by a high share
of public funding. In Croatia, for example, the public sector contributes more than 60% of CSOs’ funding.
However, both countries have suffered from a decline in public funding since the financial and economic
crisis that began in 2008. This has increased the importance of international donors, in particular the Euro-
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pean Union, which is the largest and most important foreign donor for almost 20% of Croatian CSOs (Poki¢
and Sumpor 2013).

Sports and culture play a dominant role in Croatia and Slovenia. In Slovenia, social services are also a
highly relevant field; 46% of all CSO employees are active in social service CSOs, and most voluntary work is
performed in this field. In arts and culture, Slovenian civil society suffers from marginalized financial support
from the state and is mainly oriented toward the international cultural scene. In Croatia, however, the role of
cultural organizations seems to be much more appreciated. They are recognized as important stakeholders
in cultural policy, and the foundation of Kultura Nova in 2011 marked the advent of a reliable public partner
to CSOs in arts and culture.

During the 1990s, advocacy in Croatia was dominated by the support of foreign funders and their inter-
est in human rights, democratization and civil society development (Vidac¢ak 2011). This gave rise to criticism
and suspicions about advocacy CSOs hindering the government from cooperating productively with those
organizations. Only recently, new methods of participation in public policymaking were introduced with the
goal of improving this situation. Regarding social entrepreneurship, Croatia and Slovenia have both estab-
lished the legal status of social enterprises, a status that can be obtained by several different legal entities.
However, in both countries this rather new and small part of civil society lacks sufficient financial support
from governments as well as support mechanisms such as tax relief or capacity building.

2.3.3 Bulgaria and Romania

While civil society in Croatia and Slovenia and the Visegrad group are comparable in terms of their economic
importance and scope, the gap between them and the other two country groups, Bulgaria and Romania as
well as the non-EU countries, is rather wide. The available data indicate that the economic relevance of civil
society is comparatively weak in Bulgaria and Romania. Organizational density comes to 1.3 active CSOs per
1,000 citizens. Similarly, the economic contribution of CSOs to GDP is rather low, for example 0.6% of value
added as a share of GDP in Romania. The CSOs’ share of total employment is also relatively small, at 1.2% in
Romania and only 0.6% in Bulgaria.

This pattern is supported by EVS data. In Bulgaria and Romania, citizens are rarely engaged as members
or volunteers. Membership rates are far below 30%, indicating that only a quarter of the overall population
holds some membership in CSOs. Around 17% of citizens in Bulgaria and Romania engage in volunteering for
CSOs. These low engagement rates correspond to low levels of trust in institutions, regardless of whether they
are public, business or civil society organizations.

The civil society sectors in Bulgaria and Romania have experienced increasing difficulties since EU ac-
cession (Dimitrova 2010), as foreign donors have downscaled or completely withdrawn their support. How-
ever, the national governments have not compensated for this gap in funding. On the contrary, the govern-
ments are not as transparent and stable as in other EU member states. Therefore, foreign donors, especially
the European Union, are still important to civil society in this country group. In Romania, the European Social
Fund (ESF) has been one of the major funding sources over the last few years. In Bulgaria, the combination of
arather weak government and comparatively influential foreign donors has led to tensions and hostile criti-
cism of foreign donors by private pro-government media.

Social services and sports are among the main fields of activity in Bulgaria and Romania. While educa-
tion is of high importance in Romania, arts and culture are more important in Bulgaria. Despite the impor-
tance of this field, Bulgaria lacks NGOs in arts and culture, as the cultural sector was traditionally dominated
by chitalishta, the Bulgarian community centers that were one of the main recipients of government funding.
In 2004, the Bulgarian government introduced the option to commission CSOs for the provision of social
services. Today, around 20% of all publicly funded social services are provided by CSOs. Though we identified
only a few Bulgarian advocacy CSOs, they are quite visible and influential. In Romania, advocacy for the pur-
pose of transparency and accountability exists but is still fragile.

Quite similar to Croatia and Slovenia, a specific legal status for social enterprises was introduced in
Romania, yet it is still limited to the field of work integration. In Bulgaria, a particular legal status for social en-
terprises was introduced without being limited to a specific field, but with other restrictions. However, once
a Bulgarian CSO registers as a social enterprise and adapts to one of three pre-defined legal forms, it benefits
from various tax deductions and other financial privileges.



2.3.4 Non-EU Countries

While organizational density in Bulgaria and Romania still comes to 1.3 active CSOs serving 1,000 citizens, it
is remarkably lower in countries like Albania (0.9), Kosovo (0.6), and Moldova (0.5). Similarly, the economic
contribution of CSOs to GDP is rather low in the group of non-EU countries, e.g. at 1.34% in Serbia, 0.58% in
Montenegro, 0.96% in Macedonia and 0.28% in Albania. The share of total employment attributable to CSOs
is also rather modest at 0.4% of total employment in Montenegro and 0.2% in Serbia. Kosovo seems to be a
surprising outlier with a share of 2.6%, yet this is due to the very high unemployment rate of 35.3% (Eurostat
2016) and the youth unemployment rate of 61% (Eurostat 2016b), which make CSOs (most of them funded by
international donors) comparatively important employers. Low rates of membership (24.1%) and volunteer-
ing (14.8%) complete the picture of the weak economic role of CSOs. Surprisingly, and despite their miserable
economic and political situation, the countries of the non-EU group are characterized by higher levels of trust
in public and international organizations. Again, we argue that the time of data collection is likely to have
contributed to this finding. In 2008, Kosovo declared its independence and a new government was elected in
Macedonia. Both events might have fostered trust.

The non-EU countries are characterized by unstable governments and volatile governmental funding
for civil society. Consequently, civil society has to cope with instability, high levels of non-transparency, and
corruption. At the same time, it receives relatively little support from private donations. Against this back-
drop, foreign donors have become very important and CSOs have become highly dependent on them. Among
the foreign funders, the European Union plays a predominant role. In Serbia, government support for CSOs
is only available to a few types of organizations. Around 80% of it is allocated to political parties, churches
and sports associations as well as government-friendly CSOs. Therefore, international donors are essential
for the vast remainder of Serbian civil society, and the prospect of EU membership is highly motivating for
CSOs (Mikus 2011a, 2011b, 2015). In Kosovo, the situation is even more extreme, with civil society receiving 74%
of their resources from foreign funders like the European Union, USAID and various governmental organiza-
tions like the Austrian Development Agency. The internationalization of Kosovan civil society started years
before the country’s declaration of independence (Devic 2006). The Kosovan government’s share of contri-
butions in the total funds of CSOs has risen only in relative terms, from 8.8% in 2010 to 20.5% in 2013, mainly
due to the reduction of other funds. Unfortunately, we can see very similar circumstances in Montenegro,
Moldova, Macedonia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina. Finally, Albania is the country with the lowest annual
income per CSO in the CEE region (67% of Albanian CSOs have an annual income of less than EUR 50,000).
Only 1% of Albanian CSOs are able to access the extremely meager public funds, which leads to very high
dependence on foreign funds. Additionally, there is evidence of a constant decrease in and even withdrawal
of foreign donors’ funds, which might cause the situation of Albania’s civil society to deteriorate. The high
impact of foreign donors is also reflected in the large amount of funding available for advocacy organizations
in Albania. This has led to a great number of CSOs promoting topics such as rule of law, anti-corruption, good
governance, human rights, transparency and democratization. In combination with very few opportunities
to access other funding sources, the dominance of foreign funding has, however, created high dependence
and the risk that organizations might “streamline” their activities to match donors’ interests.

Regarding advocacy work, non-EU countries generally provide very diverse environments for the in-
volvement of civil society. In Albania, advocacy has a long history and advocacy organizations have compara-
bly good access to international funds. Though no formal mechanisms are in place, CSOs are successfully en-
gaged in influencing policymaking and legislation. In contrast, the Macedonian government does not consult
CSOs at all before passing laws. Apart from advocacy, social services as well as arts and culture are important
fields of activity among CSOs in the non-EU countries. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, larger CSOs provide social
services, while the number of smaller, grassroots organizations has decreased. Due to heavy funding cuts, sim-
ilar developments have been examined for arts and culture in Montenegro. Interestingly, as their government
does not fund CSOs for the provision of social services, many social service CSOs have established partnerships
with arts and culture CSOs to include artistic elements in their work and thus gain better access to public fund-
ing. In the field of arts and culture, Albanian CSOs are an exception within the country group. Albanian CSOs in
this field are among the “richest” CSOs in the country, as they benefit from additional funding by the Ministry
of Culture. Like in Macedonia, Albanian CSOs therefore exhibit high flexibility in choosing their fields of activ-
ity in line with the highest prospects of public funding.

Social entrepreneurship is very novel to all the countries with pre-accession status to the European Un-
ion. In most of those countries, including Kosovo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, and Serbia, the social
enterprise sector is almost non-existent and there are no dedicated legal regulations for such enterprises. In
others, like Albania, Montenegro, and Moldova, draft versions of laws for social enterprises have been pre-
pared, but none of them have been passed yet.
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Finally, against the background of the four country groups, we can see that Austria takes a rather
unique position among the 16 countries under investigation. It lacks a communist past, it was the first of the
countries in our sample to join the European Union, and its civil society can be characterized as a social-
democratic, corporatist system. While the high levels of engagement in volunteering and membership or-
ganizations are comparable to those in its neighboring countries Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia, the
economic dimensions of civil society differ vastly. 6.5% of the overall workforce are employed in the Austrian
civil society sector, which is a higher number than in any other country in the region. Similarly, the sector’s
contribution to GDP is the highest among the 16 countries surveyed. These figures also reflect the particular
role of Austrian civil society in social services, health care and education. CSOs often operate in partnership
with public institutions in these labor-intensive areas, often on the basis of performance contracts. In terms
of international funding, unlike other countries under study, Austria has mainly been active as a donor and
not as a recipient of funds over the last three decades.

2.4 Institutional Framework

Civil society is heavily influenced by the institutions in its environment. In this context, it is important to
point out that the civil society sectors in CEE were — contrary to the often implicit assumption - neither built
“from scratch” after 1989, nor did they develop uniformly or similarly. The same can be said about actors in
the institutional framework of civil society, such as public authorities, international donors, companies or the
church. These institutions, which have often played unique historical roles in each country, were transformed
by the diverse events and historical developments of the last decades (outlined in Section 2.2) and now form
institutional frameworks which vary from country to country. This section gives a brief description of the
most important actors® and their possible roles in the CEE region, before discussing their implications for the
country groups in more detail.®

In the CEE region, the central or federal governments are institutional actors of crucial importance.
They create the legal frameworks in which CSOs operate and are often responsible for the distribution of
national as well as international funding. However, central governments in this region, especially in the
Western Balkans, are often perceived as autocratic and corrupt. Many of them do not maintain a construc-
tive attitude toward CSOs, and funds are restricted to government-friendly organizations. The role of central
governments in civil society depends heavily on the legacy of transition and on the status of EU accession.
Specifically, in those countries which faced autocratic regimes after 1989, the levels of corruption and distrust
seem to be particularly high (see country reports on Macedonia and Serbia).

Local or regional governments are seen in a more positive light. As government was rather centralized
under communist regimes, local and regional governments were often only established to meet EU acces-
sion requirements. This was quite challenging, as the example of European Structural Funds shows. These
funds are distributed on the basis of NUTS regions'® and require local authorities for their distribution. The
establishment of these regional institutions, however, raised questions of statehood, for many countries in
the region are characterized by ethnic diversity. The regional governments of some CEE countries are de-
signed to enable the co-existence of different ethnic groups (see Brusis 2010). This policy has been adapted by
the European Commission in the respective accession processes, but regional governments still remain an
important partner for CSOs.

The establishment of regional governments due to EU requirements illustrates the importance of the
European Union in the CEE region. One of the most important EU strategies has been the provision of fund-
ing for CSOs. Despite this important role, the impact of EU accession policies on civil society development has
been discussed critically (Fagan 2011, Kostovicova 2006, Kostovicova and Boji¢i¢-DZelilovi¢ 2006, Kutter and
Trappmann 2010). In a strategic document, the DG Enlargement" points out that foreign donor dependency
may be critical for CSOs and reflects on its own strategy in order to maintain sustainability (European Com-
mission - DG Enlargement 2013). In any case, EU accession leaves its own legacy in the prospective member
states (Kutter and Trappmann 2010).

Apart from the European Union, a number of other foreign donor institutions, such as USAID or the
Open Society Foundations, are present in the CEE region, especially in the Western Balkans. Cooperation be-

8 Inorder toselect the most important institutional actors, we conducted a qualitative pre-survey among civil society activists and con-
sulted suggestions made in the literature, such CASE (2008) or a mapping study by the European Commission (2014).

9 The datadisplayed in this section are based on the results of an online survey conducted in early 2016. Overall, 422 civil society experts in
CEE provided their assessment of key developments, institutional actors and trends in their countries. For more details, see Chapter 1 of
this volume.

10 NUTS (French: Nomenclature des unités territoriales statistiques) is a geocode standard for referencing the subdivisions of countries for
statistical purposes. This standard is developed and regulated by the European Union, and thus only covers the member states of the EU
in detail. The Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics is instrumental in the European Union's delivery mechanisms for Structural
Funds.

11 The mission of the Directorate-General for Neighborhood and Enlargement Negotiations (DG NEAR) is to move the EU's neighborhood
and enlargement policies forward and to coordinate relations with EEA-EFTA countries insofar as Commission policies are concerned.



tween civil society, state actors and foreign institutions is regarded as an important component in the process
of peace-building (Pallas 2016). All these institutions entered the region after the civil wars in the Balkans and
are now slowly withdrawing from many countries. Their influence as well as the impact of their withdrawal
is discussed critically in this volume and by many scholars (see also Fagan 2011).

Another important actor in the environment of civil society is media. Free media is undeniably im-
portant for a functioning democracy (Relji¢ 2004, Taylor 2000). In the CEE region, there is great variation
in the extent to which the media can be regarded as “free”. In the Visegrad countries, freedom of the press is
widely sustained, with Hungary being an exception. In many former Yugoslavian countries, however, the me-
dia is classified as only “partly free” according to different indices (Reporters Without Borders 2016, Freedom
House 2016). This is due to an often hostile or at least unfavorable political environment. In many cases, the
media is therefore not capable of fulfilling their role as watchdogs, or — even worse — they serve as instru-
ments of the government for maintaining power. In some countries, this has led to a difficult relationship be-
tween CSOs and the media. Positive media coverage is important for CSOs’ work (Relji¢ 2004), but there have
been cases of media campaigns against CSO leaders in some former Yugoslavian countries. In such cases,
the media contributes to the negative image of CSOs in the public by portraying them as “puppets” of foreign
donor institutions (see e.g. Country Report: Macedonia).

Universities and think-tanks, individual donors, corporations and religious institutions are also cited as
institutions that are important to civil society. Their influence and importance varies remarkably within the
region. For instance, as religion often still plays an important role in shaping national identities (Schnabel and
Hjerm 2014), religious institutions are especially influential in the Western Balkan region.

2.4.1 Visegrad Group

In the Visegrad countries, central governments are generally perceived as the most important and influential
actors for civil society, as they forge legal frameworks and provide essential funding. In Hungary, Poland and
Slovakia, governments also provide assistance to organizations eligible for funding under the so-called 1%
rule. This mechanism allows taxpayers to designate 1% of their personal income tax to charitable organiza-
tions. Hungary was the first country to implement this system in 1996, followed by other countries, mainly in
CEE (see also Stre¢ansky and Torok 2016). The direction of central governments'’ influence is not seen univo-
cally within the Visegrad group: In Poland and the Czech Republic, it is described as rather positive or neutral,
while the Hungarian experts unanimously agree that the central government has a strong and negative influ-
ence on civil society in their country.

The role of regional and local governments differs in the four countries. The strong negative influence
of the central government in Hungary is likely to be strengthened by ongoing centralization, which has been
associated with shifts of power from the local and regional level to the national level. Cooperation between
CSOs and local authorities has therefore declined in recent years. In Poland and the Czech Republic, most
CSOs receive some funding from municipal or local governments which are often responsible for the provi-
sion of social services. In Slovakia, the high potential of local and municipal governments as partners for civil
society has still not been tapped, as decentralization is still an ongoing process.

The Visegrad countries have been members of the European Union since 2004. The process of Euro-
pean integration and the enlargement in 2004 are widely considered a success story. Its positive influence
on the process of transformation, the promotion of democratic consolidation, and the protection of minority
rights has often been noted (Freyburg and Richter 2010, Grabbe 2006). The EU was especially important for
the development and funding of CSOs in the pre-accession period. The EU has also been an important actor
in shaping institutional and legal frameworks. However, the EU’s influence is regarded as declining in the
Visegrad group. This is also true of international donor organizations. At the same time, domestic individual
donors and corporations are becoming more important. The 1% rule (or any other tax percentage rule) as
a mechanism for fostering individual philanthropy is certainly contributing to this trend. Universities and
research institutions have always been important to and supportive of civil society and CSOs. Besides the
increased interest in research on civil society and voluntary activity, researchers and academics themselves
are often active in CSOs.

Overall, this picture of a vivid and largely independent civil society is not surprising given the history
of the Visegrad countries. Especially in Poland and Hungary, CSOs already played an important role under
communist rule, preserving a certain degree of independence (Ekiert and Foa 2011). Figure 2.3 presents the
experts’ average ratings of the institutional landscape in the Visegrad group, clearly reinforcing the patterns
described above and showing a generally modest and mostly positive influence of most institutional actors,
with the exception of federal governments. They exert a lot of influence on civil society, and the effect of their
actions is perceived as mixed or even negative. This legacy has to be kept in mind when taking a closer look at
the institutional framework of the remaining country groups, especially the non-EU group.
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2.4.2 Croatia and Slovenia

Although Croatia and Slovenia share a history of having been part of the former Yugoslavia, they joined the
European Union at different points in time (2013 and 2004, respectively). Therefore they exhibit a number of
similarities as well as dissimilarities when it comes to the institutional framework.

The role of foreign donors and the European Union is depicted as positive, especially when it comes to
structural reforms and funding. In Slovenia, the process of Europeanization has affected the way democratic
institutions work. Some institutions have adapted for the purpose of coordinating EU matters, and the acces-
sion to the European Union has altered the institutional framework for civil society in Slovenia. In Croatia,
the influence of the European Union on policymaking and civil society policies is acknowledged as well, but
the heritage of a rather paternalistic state is still visible. Regional governments are widely given ambiguous
assessments, for they are accused of lacking transparency when it comes to the distribution of funds.

Both Croatia and Slovenia are characterized by a remarkable influence of the Catholic Church, espe-
cially compared to other religious institutions. In both countries, the church advocates for legislative changes
concerning education and family policy, especially family planning, and CSOs linked to the church play an
important role in this area. This is also reflected in the expert survey, where most respondents see a strong
but rather negative influence of the church and religious institutions on civil society (see Figure 2.4).

Although their structural features are similar, the two countries differ in some important ways. The
media, for instance, plays a far more important and negative role in Croatia than it does in Slovenia. In addi-
tion, state actors and legislation are more “Europeanized” in Slovenia. In some ways, the institutional envi-
ronment in Croatia shows more similarities with other countries in the Western Balkans as well as Bulgaria
and Romania.

2.4.3 Bulgaria and Romania

Bulgaria and Romania acceded to the European Union in 2007. The European Union is still considered an
important actor with a positive influence in two respects. First, the process of European integration has con-
tributed greatly to the creation of a favorable legal and cultural environment for CSOs. EU accession was
considered successful and a result of dedicated work by many CSOs and civic activists. Second, the European
Union is still an important partner in terms of funding. Figure 2.5 shows that the experts surveyed still con-
sider foreign donor institutions to be the most important actors for civil society, followed by the European
Union and domestic foundations.

EU funds are often distributed through local government authorities. Accordingly, local governments
are perceived as important actors and funders, shaping the environment for CSOs and actively engaging
with them. An even stronger and more positive influence of local governments is expected in the future.
However, Bulgarian local governments have reportedly been involved in cases of corruption, with officials or
their relatives founding CSOs in order to siphon off public funds. This practice led to the Conflict of Interests
Act in 2009, which aimed to prevent such practices. The role of central and federal governments is also ac-
knowledged, especially in shaping the legal framework. Overall, the direction of their influence is perceived
as rather neutral.

Even though there has been an increase in individual and corporate donations in recent years, the
importance of private donors is still low compared to European and public funds. Similarly, universities,
think-tanks and resource centers are considered to be actors with a modest but increasing influence on civil
society. Research on civil society is continuously growing, and researchers and academics are often involved
as founders or partners in CSOs.

It is noteworthy that the two countries show very different assessments of the role of the media. In Ro-
mania, the media is perceived as a modestly important actor with an overall positive influence, while in Bul-
garia, the media is depicted as a very important actor with a strong negative influence. In recent years, press
freedom indices have significantly decreased in Bulgaria. Many newspapers and broadcasters are owned by a
relative of an influential entrepreneur and politician who is believed to exert influence on media content and
has been associated with organized crime. In recent years, Bulgarian media have launched a smear campaign
against critical CSOs and their most visible leaders, further contributing to their negative public image. Such
a strong involvement of politics in the media is a feature that can also be found in a number of countries of
the non-EU country group.



2.4.4 Non-EU Countries

The general patterns of institutional actors in the non-EU countries differ slightly from the other three coun-
try groups. While central governments are frequently experienced as corrupt, paternalistic and in some cases
as “part of the problem” (TACSO 2014:30-31), the European Union is described as the most important and
influential actor for the development of civil society. Even though its influence is often depicted as not purely
positive, European integration and EU accession remain important goals of many civil society actors in this
region. Accordingly, the European Commission emphasizes that the integration of the Western Balkans into
the European Union is a major component of the EU’s efforts to guarantee peace and stability in the region
(European Commission 2016). Apart from its political importance, the European Union is also an important
actor in terms of funding. Like many other international institutions, it channels much of its aid through non-
governmental organizations (Fagan 2011).

When it comes to funding and capacity building, many foreign donors, such as USAID or EEA/Norway
Grants, are still active in the Western Balkans. In fact, our data suggests that foreign donor institutions and
the European Union are the only actors of greater relevance for civil society in the non-EU countries (see
Figure 2.6). However, foreign funders are now slowly withdrawing from most countries except for Albania
and Kosovo. Accordingly, their importance and influence, although depicted as largely positive, is expected
to decline in the next decade.

While the picture painted in the reports of this volume is quite positive, foreign donor engagement in
post-crisis countries as well as European integration policies have been subject to a great deal of criticism.
They are accused of altering or ignoring already existing structures of civil society and promoting “NGO-
ization”, that is, the development of Western-style CSOs capable of meeting the demands of foreign donors.
Consequently, it is said that these organizations fail to engage with communities and local issues and are
not generally very sustainable. EU funds are often only accessible for very few professional CSOs, which are
not locally embedded (Fagan 2011, Pallas 2016). The problem of donor dependency and the lack of financial
sustainability is evident in the Western Balkans as well as Moldova. Domestic individual donors and corpora-
tions are still rather insignificant and unlikely to fill the gap after the expected withdrawal of foreign donors.

The overall institutional framework is problematic, with an unfavorable political climate, corruption
and a high degree of external influence on civil society. It also affects the relationship between CSOs and the
media. Neither Moldova nor the countries of the Western Balkans are considered to have a “free press” by
indices such as provided by Reporters Without Borders and Freedom House. This is due to ownership struc-
tures, journalistic self-censorship as well as a lack of funding for alternative media. Consequently, the media
is often unable to fulfill its watchdog function. Government-friendly media outlets have even launched cam-
paigns against CSOs and CSO leaders, defaming them as “foreign spies”. The media is highly polarized along
political lines. Many journalists report self-censorship in order to avoid harassment and violence. However,
the problem of self-censorship and “deep trenches” between government-friendly and independent media
can also be found to a lesser extent in other countries of the region (Freedom House 2016). Consequently,
media influence has been rated as rather strong and clearly negative by experts from the respective countries
(see Figure 2.6).

In the Western Balkans, religious institutions, and religion in general, play a more important role than
in many other CEE countries. Nation building and ethnicity are often linked to religion (see also Schnabel
and Hjerm 2014), for example in Bosnia and Herzegovina or Serbia. The direction of this influence is mixed,
as is the influence of universities and think tanks. However, these institutions are not seen as very influential.
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Figure 2.4: influence of institutional actors on civil society in Croatia and Slovenia®

12 Original questions in survey: “How influential are the following actors of the institutional environment of civil society in your country?
(x-axis, 0- no influence to 5 - very strong influence) How positive or negative is their influence to the unfolding of civil society in scale
and scope? (y-axis, -1 negative, 0 mixed, 1 positive). Source: Expert Survey 2016.

13 Source: Expert Survey 2016
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Our analysis shows that the institutional frameworks for civil society in CEE are quite diverse. The role
of the European Union in particular differs significantly, depending on whether a country is already a mem-
ber state or not. Furthermore, the influence exerted by the EU appears to decline as time passes after acces-
sion. Other players gain importance instead, most notably government institutions on the federal, regional
and local levels.

This is also visible in the case of Austria, which was included in the data but not explicitly taken into
account in this chapter. Public-sector institutions in Austria are by far the most important and influential
players in the ecosystem of civil society. This is also reflected in the expert survey, where government entities
on all levels are regarded as the most important actors, having a rather positive influence on civil society and
CSOs. A similar pattern applies to individual donors. In Austria, private charitable giving is well established
and highly important for many CSOs.

It remains to be seen whether the candidate countries in the non-EU group will take a similar path
as the other surveyed countries did in the 1990s and 2000s, moving toward a somewhat more stable and
economically more significant role of civil society and stronger involvement in policymaking, at least in the
run-up to EU accession. The limited freedom of the press, pronounced dependency on foreign funding, and
many internal challenges of today’s European Union suggest that different outcomes are certainly possible.
Nevertheless, the process of European integration has been a success for civil society in many CEE countries,
providing a hopeful outlook for those countries yet to become members of the European Union.

2.5 Trends and Outlook

How will civil society develop in this dynamic region? In order to assess potential developments, our expert
survey contained a module prompting respondents to name trends in civil society over the next 10 to 15
years. Out of the 422 total responses, 217 experts felt confident enough to answer these optional questions and
predicted a total of 620 developments for their countries. The responses were content-analyzed by two inde-
pendent raters in order to identify trend patterns in distinct categories and to classify whether they described
positive or negative developments (Krippendorff 2004, Stemler 2001). With the help of the authors of the
country reports, the two to three most relevant trends were selected for each country. Additionally, we asked
the survey respondents to give an estimate of the future development of each institutional actor introduced
in Section 2.4 in the next 15 years (see Figures 2.7 to 2.10).

Of course, any attempt to predict the future comes with significant caveats. Forecasts are subject to
an array of human biases, including influences of affect, wishful thinking and a tendency to extrapolate past
developments while failing to anticipate non-linear events (Taleb 2007, Tversky and Kahneman 1974).'¢ Fur-
thermore, predictions are impeded by the sheer complexity of the question at hand. After all, who would have
been able to predict the developments in the different countries described in this volume in the late 1980s?
Nevertheless, the assessments of experts in the field can help us understand the expectations, hopes and fears
present in today’s civil society.

In this section, we explain the most distinct forecasts in each of the four country groups and provide a
brief outlook on anticipated developments in the institutional framework as forecast by the survey experts.
The trends and outlooks of each country are explained in further detail in the country reports.

2.5.1Visegrad Group

Attacks from Right-Wing Governments and Polarization

The most particular trend in the Visegrad group is associated with authoritarian and nativist governments
and their skeptical or even hostile stance toward civil society. As one Hungarian expert notes, she expects
“continuing efforts by a corrupt regime to dominate and control all forms of social opposition, including [..]
civil society organizations”. Incidents in recent years such as the blockade of the Norwegian Civil Fund and
the shutdown of the Népszabadsag newspaper in Hungary, or the crackdown on state-owned media and the
Supreme Court in Poland have demonstrated the destructive potential of such measures for civil society.

Even more, experts and authors anticipate growing fragmentation and polarization within society in
the Visegrdd countries. These divisions along cultural-ideological and political lines are expected to increase
and to affect CSOs in the fields of policy work and advocacy, but also increasingly in other fields. With more
and more organizations being labeled (or self-categorized) along ideological lines, these divisions are likely
to spread to other parts of civil society, causing tensions and reducing public trust in civil society (see e.g.
Country Report: Poland).

16 The literature on innovation mentions many anecdotal examples highlighting the unpredictability of future developments, including the
alleged statement of Thomas Watson, chairman of IBM in 1943, that there “is a world market for maybe five computers”.



Hope for Grassroots Movements

At the same time, experts and authors in the Visegrad countries also express their hope that grassroots move-
ments and informal civil society actors will rise and counteract these tendencies at least to some extent. New
civic initiatives have emerged and become visible in the last few years, for example, during the refugee crisis
in 2015 and in urban bicyclist and LGBT pride movements (Jacobsson 2015). In Hungary, experts predict that
these movements will occur mainly on the community level, working on local challenges and through per-
sonal contacts (Peterfi 2015). Many recent grassroots movements have also been characterized by their use of
new technologies, which has enabled them to engage in online and ad-hoc activism. However, only time will
tell if these movements remain substantial and whether they counteract polarization in civil society.

Professionalization and Social Entrepreneurship

Two other trends that are to some extent shared in the Visegrad group are the expected professionalization
of CSOs and an anticipated increase in social entrepreneurship. The latter was especially highlighted in the
Czech report, yet it was also mentioned as a relevant future trend in most countries under study. The growing
popularity of social entrepreneurs is expected to be driven by a number of factors, including the strengthen-
ing of the institutional ecosystem for social entrepreneurship (see e.g. Caisl et al. 2014 for the Czech Republic),
rising interest in entrepreneurship and meaningful work as career choice, as well as the lack of alternative
sources of funding. Furthermore, the implementation of European Union directives on public procurement
could ease access to public funding for social enterprises.

Institutional Environment

The survey also provided insights into the expectations of experts with regard to the institutional environ-
ment of civil society. The average responses per type of institution are summarized in Figure 2.7 and paint an
interesting picture. Overall, the respondents express some optimism by assigning a mixed or predominantly
positive future influence to almost every actor, with the exception of the central government. Experts expect
the European Union to have a much weaker and less positive influence in Visegrad countries than in the
three other groups. At the same time (and in line with the destructive role of the state in some countries),
the power of federal governments is expected to increase strongly, which is believed to have more negative
consequences for civil society actors than in other country groups.

The most positive but not particularly strong influence is expected from universities and think tanks,
domestic foundations and individual donors, with the latter potentially being a reflection of the more active
role of individual donors in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia due to the tax percentage
rule (Strecansky and Torck 2016). It is also worth noting that muncipalities and local public authorities are
expected to exert a more positive influence on civil society than regional and federal entities. This pattern is
visible throughout all of the country groups studied.

2.5.2 Croatia and Slovenia

Decreasing Public Funds, Increasing Responsibilities

In Croatia and Slovenia, many experts expect increasing public demand for CSOs to engage more in social
service provision. In Slovenia, CSOs have already assumed responsibility for the delivery of social services
in areas that were formerly served by the state, such as organizing and maintaining refugee shelters. At the
same time, public funding for CSOs has decreased and is estimated to shrink further. As a result, CSOs will
face higher pressure to generate new sources of income, reduce costs and adapt their foci to the agendas
of potential donors. Similarly, the experts in Croatia foresee that CSOs will need to provide more social and
personal services for vulnerable target groups.

Professionalization of Civil Society Organizations

Another major trend is the advancing professionalization of CSOs. Experts in both countries forecast that
organizations will increase their capacity to raise funds and to attract support from different sources. This
expectation is related to the aforementioned decrease in public funding, which requires CSOs to find new
sources of income. However, in the context of Croatia, experts point out that this development may also be
driven by new opportunities. Croatian CSOs have already developed an increasing capacity to access “weighty”
EU funds in the past years, which is likely to help them increase their scale and financial sustainability in the
future. The trend of professionalization is not limited to Croatia and Slovenia, but appears prominently across
all country groups and is the most frequently mentioned trend in our survey.

Institutional Environment

Against this background, it is evident that the European Union, foreign agencies and foundations are ex-
pected to become even more influential and positive players in the institutional frameworks of Croatia and
Slovenia. Domestic foundations, individual donors and universities are perceived as similarly positive, but
they are estimated to remain largely unchanged in regard to the magnitude of their influence. As in other
country groups, the role of public institutions is believed to remain largely unchanged and ambivalent. Media
and religious institutions receive rather ambiguous assessments and are expected to continue having a vary-
ing influence on civil society.
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2.5.3 Bulgaria and Romania

Diversification of Funding

A major trend in Bulgaria and Romania is the diversification of funding for civil society organizations. For-
eign donors have largely withdrawn from both countries, mainly due to their accession to the EU, and many
CSOs have tried to substitute that income with public funding. However, public funding comes with strings
attached, and CSOs with a watchdog function can be compromised when the agencies they monitor are also
the ones that fund their work. For these reasons, experts from both countries see a need for more indepen-
dent funding and expect it to come increasingly from private sources. In Romania, one of the potential con-
tributors could be the private business sector. Since the 2000s, multinational companies in particular have
shown willingness to provide at least small amounts of resources through CSR activities that involve CSOs. In
Bulgaria, this increase is expected to come from both private individuals and companies. The survey respon-
dents believe that the current trend of increasing donations from companies and individuals will intensify
further in the years to come (cf. Bulgarian Donors Forum BDF 2014).

Professionalization of Civil Society Organizations

Similar to other country groups, CSOs in Bulgaria and Romania are predicted to become more professional
in the next 10 to 15 years, again with a focus on their capacity for fundraising and absorbing resources from
different sources, as well as creating greater impact. In order to do so, CSOs in Romania and Bulgaria can
already access resource centers and several local training networks both locally and regionally. However,
this professionalization also has downsides. The understanding of civil society work as a profession and its
actors as professional organizations implicitly promotes the concept of market transactions over the concept
of a broader civil society which includes volunteer work, unpaid public service and activities driven by social
norms (Eikenberry and Kluver 2004).

Institutional Environment

In the institutional environment, the experts anticipate that the European Union and foreign aid agencies
will gain influence. Consistent with the trend of diversification, the respondents also predict the most positive
and most strongly increasing influence on the part of private actors such as individual donors and domestic
foundations. In addition, an increasingly positive influence is expected from universities and think tanks. As
in all other country groups, the role of the media is seen somewhat critically, reflecting (among other things)
the problematic concentration of power and hostility toward civil society in the Bulgarian media landscape.
Respondents estimate that the influence of the media will grow further, but express little hope that it will be
less ambiguous in the future.

2.5.4. Non-EU countries

Withdrawal of Foreign Donors

One forecast that is almost unanimously provided by the experts in this country group is the withdrawal of
foreign donors. With increased political and economic stability and European Union membership appear-
ing to become a realistic option, many countries will disappear from the priority lists of other international
aid agencies and foundations. In recent years, their funding schemes have not been renewed or have been
reduced significantly in size. In the coming years, this trend is likely to continue, with EU institutions and
pre-accession instruments providing most funding opportunities (Bérzel 2010). This shift is expected to pose
anumber of challenges to organizations. Changing funding priorities, requirements and protocols will force
organizations to build specific capacities to work with these new instruments and possibly to change their
activities. Furthermore, the development bears the risk of a “monoculture” of EU funding, which has been
associated with problems such as bureaucracy, challenging co-funding, liquidity requirements, and limited
access for small organizations (Sudbery 2010, Kutter and Trappmann 2010). Nevertheless, the influence of
European pre-accession instruments is perceived as a highly promising opportunity in the civil society of
non-EU countries.

The European Union as a Source of Hope

Many authors from all country groups have pointed out the partially adverse effects of European integration:
the import of the EU’s democracy deficit into national governance, weakening the role of civil society actors
in lobbying, policymaking, and strengthening executive power. Nevertheless, the EU is seen as a positive or
very positive force across all 16 countries under study. Especially in non-EU countries, there is particularly
high trust in the capacity of the EU to positively influence civil society and its institutional environment. This
reflects the paradox that the EU has its highest transformative potential in countries that have not joined it yet.

In addition to funding opportunities, the EU is expected to have a positive impact on state legislation,
international networking, and strengthening the public legitimacy of civil society. Furthermore, several au-
thors expressed hopes for improved relationships between CSOs and governments through the pre-acces-



sion process, as well as opportunities to be consulted in policymaking (Bérzel 2010, Gasior-Niemiec 2010, see
also Country Reports: Albania, Kosovo and Moldova). This hope is also categorized as the prospect of more
cross-sectoral collaboration, which is one of the most frequently cited trends in Albania, Bosnia and Herzego-
vina, Macedonia and Moldova. Given the troubled past and ongoing tensions in many countries, many experts
hope that the EU accession process will facilitate a more collaborative relationship between civil society and
public authorities.

Increased Government Control over Civil Society

This trend represents the antithesis of the aforementioned prospect of better relationships between the
government and CSOs. In Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia, several experts expressed the concern that
government will seek to exert control over civil society. As a consequence, they fear that CSOs will become
less critical of public authorities and limit their ability to perform advocacy functions. This development is
fuelled by the increased funding of civil society through public sources, by the destructive role of the media
and - ironically - the success of earlier measures that tried to facilitate cross-sectoral collaboration. As one
anonymous expert writes: “In the last 5 years, foreign donors, e.g. embassies, funds and foundations, have
started to push for better cooperation between government institutions and CSO. Although the idea was no-
ble, the policy resulted in major NGOs becoming too close to government to ensure funding and at the same
time softened the criticism toward government policies”. In addition, the state’s control over pre-accession
assistance can provide a powerful instrument to public authorities as it allows them to tie civil society organi-
zations 