
A Journal on Civil Society in Eurasia

Winter 2002
Vol. 4 / Issue 4

A Decade of

NGO Partnerships



4
NGO Newsflashes

6
Ten Years of Partnerships

US-FSU Partnerships: Rewards and Challenges

by Eliza K. Klose

A Relationship on Equal Footing

by Nino Saakashvili

9
Partnership: A View from Each Side

Editor in Chief
Eliza K. Klose

Editors
John Deever
Tamara Kowalski

Editorial Assistance
Alice Hengesbach
Michelle Kinman
Megan Lee
Kate Watters
Lucy Roberts

Mission Statement

ISAR’s mission is to strengthen the

ability of citizens and social change

organizations in Eurasia and their

colleagues in the US to influence

decision-making, advance social

justice and promote environmentally

sound stewardship of the earth and its

resources.

ISAR History

Established in 1983 by Harriett Crosby

and Nancy Graham as the Institute for

Soviet-American Relations, ISAR

originally served as a clearinghouse

on US-USSR citizen exchange and

published the journal Surviving

Together until the end of 1997.

Opinions expressed in articles
appearing in Give & Take do not
necessarily reflect ISAR’s views.

More information about ISAR’s
programs is available on our web site,
www.isar.org.

On the Cover: ISAR’s June 2001
Women’s Leadership Exchange
Program facilitated meetings across
Siberia. US nuclear safety activists
from Los Alamos, NM to Long Island,
NY joined with their counterparts in
Russia who are also struggling to
persuade industry and government
officials to address health and safety
concerns and stop dumping radioac-
tive and chemical poisons in disen-
franchised communities. This issue of
Give & Take explores mutually
beneficial partnerships in which both
US and FSU activists learn from and
assist each other.

ISSN: 1533-2462

Contents
Winter 2002 Vol. 4 / Issue 4

GEORGIA

NGO Lessons from Georgia: Failed
Expectations, New Cooperation

by David Usupashvili

Western Assistance Providers Must
Build Trust, Maintain Cultural Awareness

by Michael Clayton

KAZAKHSTAN

Kazakhstan NGO Chooses Goals and
Partners with an Eye on the Long Term

an interview with Sergey Kuratov

Economic Development Requires
Self-Sustaining Organizations

by John Deever

UKRAINE

Local Approach to Environmental Ed
Aided by Strong International Partnership

by Natalia Ulianets

Partners: A Source of Innovation

by Barbara Felitti

RUSSIA

Russian Environmental Activist Ponders
Partnership Sparked a Decade Ago

by Lydia Popova

Lasting Collaboration: Relationships
Both Professional and Personal

by Fran Macy

19
US Environmental Leaders: A Decade in Russia

Joining Forces to Protect Lake Baikal

by Gary Cook

Indigenous Exchange Unites Threatened Groups

by Bill Pfeiffer

International Cooperation Fosters Successful Wildlife Conservation

by Margaret Williams

Pacific Environment Partnerships Span Siberia and the Russian Far East

by David Gordon

26
NGO Innovations

27
Index of Organizations

Names of NGOs referred to by our authors are printed in bold in the text.
Contact information for these organizations can be found in the index.

mailto:john@isar.org
http://www.isar.org


This year marks a momentous anniversary—it has been ten years since the fall of the Soviet
Union. Although ten years is by no means long enough to judge the transition asuccess or
failure, the end of the cold war opened the doors to cooperative activities between non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) on both sides. Thus, 2001 is also a ten-year anniver-

sary for joint NGO efforts.  Give & Take felt it would be interesting to look back over the decade of NGO
partnerships and try to assess what they have achieved. Ten years is long enough to come to some gen-
eral conclusions on what has worked and where we should go from here.

Since 1991, and in some cases earlier, partnerships between NGOs in the former Soviet Union
(FSU) and in the West have been decisive in the establishment and maintenance of FSU-based NGOs.
They have proven beneficial to each side, both as a learning experience, and in achieving goals through
building international coalitions. Each group is able to publicize the work of the other, thereby provid-
ing a broader base of moral and financial support; they can provide training to each other in areas
where one partner is stronger than the other; and they can help each other when challenged by govern-
ment agencies engaged in activities that endanger people or the environment. Whether it’s in the FSU or
the US, a partner can intervene to publicize the other’s situation and show international support.

The articles in this issue of Give & Take show what working together has meant for long-term US-
FSU partners. Some of these partnerships have endured while others have evolved into different activi-
ties and relationships. In Section One, ISAR’s executive director, Eliza Klose, describes how partnerships
with environmental NGOs in Eurasia positively affect the NGO movement as a whole, and how the
personal relationships that develop from them, in turn, keep the movement strong. Nino Saakashvili, of
Horizonti, the Foundation for the Third Sector—one of ISAR’s long-term partners—follows with her
thoughts on how the ten-year partnership with ISAR has benefited her group.

Section Two looks at four partnerships from Georgia, Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Russia.  Each article
describes one side of a partnership and what each has gained from joint efforts.  The third section con-
tains articles from well-known US NGO representatives describing their experiences with long-term
partnerships in the FSU. Gary Cook, director of Earth Island Institute’s Baikal Watch project, shares his
early experiences of partnership, from being called “environmental spies” by the local press to being
asked by Russian NGOs to help them deal with international corporations. David Gordon of Pacific
Environment explains how his NGO works with groups on the ground in the Russian Far East and Sibe-
ria, noting the value of strong local leadership, Russian fluency among US staff, and tighter bonds
formed through much travel and regular communication.

All of these partnerships represent a movement that, despite its short history, is maturing and en-
joying success due to the determination of partners on both sides. These groups have been empowered
and energized by their partnerships, and would not have achieved nearly so much without the support
of their counterparts on the other side of the world.

Tamara Kowalski
Editor

1991–2001: Ten Years of NGO Partnerships
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Kremlin Convenes NGO Forum

Hundreds of NGO activists, officials, and even
the president of Russia, Vladimir Putin, gathered in
November in Moscow for a dialogue on how inde-
pendent civil initiatives can help address national
problems.

 Despite mixed reviews from attending NGO
activists, the “Civic Forum” was an historic assembly
of NGO leaders and top administration officials.
Putin addressed NGO leaders in person, went on
record as standing for an open, independent civil
society, and personally accepted petitions and written
grievances from activists.

Putin’s remarks, as translated by the BBC, in-
cluded many pro-civil society statements. “I can as-
sure you that [we] realize perfectly well that civil soci-
ety could not be organized at the initiative of the
representatives of the authorities, and especially not
according to their instructions. Moreover, I regard any
attempts to impose a civil society from above as abso-
lutely counterproductive, practically impossible and
even dangerous. It can never be created on someone’s
instructions. [The authorities must] create the most
favorable medium for [the] development of civil
society. . . . What we need is a dialogue of equals. We
realize that the efficiency of this dialogue to a large
extent depends on us, on the authorities’ representa-
tives and on the authorities as a whole. [W]e are ready
to undertake essential organizational measures and, if
necessary, legislative measures.”

Putin was introduced by Lyudmila Alexeyeva,
head of the Moscow Helsinki Group, who noted that
Forum attendees represented more than 350,000
Russian NGOs, groups that today employ one million
people and assist some 20 million Russians. As quoted
in the Moscow Times, Alexeyeva said, “These figures
are proof that civil society already exists in Russia.”

Many NGOs and observers questioned the
government’s intentions in organizing the event. By
no means everyone agreed that the Forum repre-
sented a step forward or even a sign of a thriving civil
society movement. Yabloko Party leader Grigory
Yavlinsky told the newspaper Obschaya Gazeta, “I
hope that sensible people will not take the Civil Fo-
rum very seriously. It is a one-time action that will
end, while the issues of cooperation between civil
organizations will remain.”

During the conference, participants formed
working groups of up to 300 people to discuss topics
such as the Chechen conflict, health, women’s issues
and foreign policy. These groups then divided again
into smaller groups to come up with concrete propos-
als, The Moscow Times reported. The Times also re-
ported that organizing the forum cost $1.5 million,
which was covered by some of Russia’s largest business
groups, such as Alfa-Bank, Interros, and Sberbank.

Yuri Shirokov, director of ISAR-Siberia, said, “In
the beginning, the Forum reminded me of the days
when everything was decided from the top. But NGOs
succeeded in substantially changing the character of
the meeting. In my opinion, this demonstrated the
authority and professionalism of the NGO movement
in Russia. I wasn’t sorry I attended.”

Maria Cherkasova, director of the Centre for
Independent Ecological Programs, said: “Among vet-
eran activists, we had many discussions on whether
participation in the Forum would be worth it. Most of
us wished to take advantage of the opportunity to
come to Moscow. Thanks to the efforts of Svet Zabelin
of the Socio-Ecological Union, more than 200 persons
from different and distant parts of Russia, including
Sakhalin, Kamchatka and Chukotka, attended the
Forum.”

In his closing remarks, Prime Minister Mikhail
Kasyanov echoed President Putin’s willingness to
listen to suggestions from independent NGOs. “With-
out the participation of public organizations, reform
of the government’s social policy is doomed to fail,” he
said.

Official statements embracing openness and
transparency are far simpler to produce than genuine,
lasting social change. Yet at the very least, the authori-
ties can now be reminded of their promises—perhaps
even held to them. The public has voiced its demands
for justice, environmentally sound policies, and re-
newed action on social issues.  It will take concrete
action to prove that these demands are taken seri-
ously.

As Shirokov said, “Only time will tell whether the
Forum will have been just a marker in Russian history
or whether it will be remembered as a genuinely
meaningful event.”
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US-FSU Partnerships:
Rewards and Challenges

by Eliza K. Klose

WHY PARTNERSHIP? THERE ARE
all the obvious reasons. Partnering with
an organization in the FSU extends the

possibilities and expands the resources of both sides.
Partnering gives the American organization access to
the information, experience and unique knowledge of
its FSU partner. Through the US organization, the FSU
partner gains access to international contacts, financial
and technical resources, opportunities to expand its
own expertise, and knowledge. Whatever capabilities
each side has on its own are multiplied enormously by
joining forces.

These are important and valuable benefits of
working in partnership, but over the course of the last
ten years of working with NGO colleagues in the FSU, I
have found there are much deeper ones. The first is
highly personal, but then most of the deepest reasons
for things are personal. Working with grassroots activ-
ists in Eurasia allowed me to develop my connections

with a part of the world that holds great fascination for
me. From 1977-81, my family and I lived in the Soviet
Union when my husband worked as Washington Post
correspondent there. At that time speaking out in op-
position to the government and socializing with for-
eigners was dangerous for Soviet citizens. Nonetheless,
many of the people we met befriended us and took us
and our three children into their lives. Returning to the
region ten years later with ISAR, when the situation had
radically changed, gave me an opportunity to play a
small part in the huge and challenging transition that
was occurring. And this time I had the chance to travel
much more widely and come to know a broader range
of people, from Azerbaijan to the Russian Far East,
from Kazakhstan to the Carpathian Mountains.

The experience of making friends among dissi-
dents and human rights activists in the ’70s, of baking
potatoes over a campfire with our three children while
covering the latest story of artistic censorship or politi-

A Relationship on Equal Footing
Partnership between Horizonti, the

Foundation for the Third Sector, and

ISAR began on the basis of shared prin-

ciples, values and interests. ISAR-Georgia

opened in 1994 as a local office under the

aegis of ISAR-DC. This cooperation offered

the staff of ISAR’s Tbilisi office tremendous

experience, based on western democratic

principles. The office became acquainted

with the philosophy of NGOs and was able

to work for the creation of an NGO sector in

Georgia. The country benefited greatly from

this partnership, which helped to lay the

foundation for a more democratic society by

supporting citizen initiatives.

Areas of responsibility between ISAR-DC

and ISAR-Georgia were clearly defined from

the beginning. ISAR-DC provided Tbilisi with

the freedom to launch many new programs,

establish its own strategies (with the agree-

ment of ISAR-DC), study local needs in

detail and then respond to those needs. The

sustainability of ISAR-Georgia and its develop-

ment demonstrated the success of this

cooperation.

In 1997, ISAR-Georgia expressed the

desire to become an independent Georgian

organization. ISAR-DC supported the idea of

creating a Georgian foundation on the basis of

ISAR-Georgia and the two worked to create

the first independent Georgian foundation—the

Horizonti Foundation. The Horizonti Founda-

tion continued the activities started by ISAR-

Georgia and developed new programs and

new strategies for responding to the needs of

Georgian NGOs.

Thus the cooperation between the ISAR

office in Washington and an ISAR field office

developed into cooperation between two

independent organizations, one American and

one Georgian. The experience gained from the

four-year partnership with ISAR-DC proved to
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cal harrassment, has been mirrored ten years later in
my work with environmental NGOs throughout Eur-
asia. This time the occasion might be a long sociable
train ride from Khabarovsk to Blagoveshchensk during

which we swapped folk songs and stories along with
strategies for addressing industrial pollution or man-
agement problems in a local NGO or perhaps an early
morning walk with a new Kazakh friend at a staff meet-
ing in Harper’s Ferry, WV, during which we discovered
a shared belief in the capacity of the human spirit.

Working in partnership has not always been easy.
There have been moments when our partners have
publicly attacked our intentions. I remember one par-
ticular instance in 1993 when ISAR was first offered
support from USAID to begin a grantmaking program.
Our partners at the time were the Socio-Ecological
Union (SEU), a large umbrella organization consisting
of conservation NGOs from all over the FSU. The SEU
felt strongly that we should do our grantmaking from
one central office to reinforce the FSU-wide nature of
the environmental movement. We believed that we
could do a better, more equitable job operating from
separate offices in Russia, Ukraine and Central Asia.
Our decision to do so sparked a storm of passionate e-
mails accusing us and the US government of having
achieved in one stroke what the Soviets had been un-
able to do in 70 years: sundering the environmental
movement.

Fortunately our partnership weathered the crisis.
When we launched our grant programs and looked for
seasoned board members, we turned to some of our

be so valuable that immediately after its

independence the Horizonti leadership de-

cided to start a new stage of cooperation with

ISAR. Although by 1998 Horizonti was inde-

pendent, the principles of this cooperation

remained the same as in 1994-1997.

How do our offices work together now? At

present, cooperation between ISAR and

Horizonti is being implemented in the following

ways:

1. Cooperation with the ISAR-Azerbaijan

office in an Azerbaijan-Georgia cooperative

grants program on environmental and social

issues;

2. Cooperation among Georgian,

Azerbaijani and Central Asian NGOs in con-

nection with ISAR’s Caspian program; and

3. Cooperation between ISAR-Washing-

ton and Horizonti on financial issues.

ISAR also consults with Horizonti on its

financial reporting in connection with

Horizonti’s direct funding from USAID.

How have relations between the two

offices developed and what are the prospects

for further development? As I see it, coop-

eration requires common goals and tasks.

At present the Horizonti Foundation and

ISAR-DC are actively working together to

identify new common interests. Obviously

these interests originate from the needs of

those whom we support in Georgia, as well

as those served by ISAR-Azerbaijan and

Central Asia. Activities currently include NGO

efforts to develop corporate philanthropy in

Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Central Asia. Local

NGOs, with the help of American NGOs,

have begun to approach Western corpora-

tions working in these countries to urge

them to contribute to NGO activities. In

1994-1997 it was impossible to imagine

such cooperation, as neither the newly

established NGO sector nor the business

sector was ready. Now we recognize that the

situation has changed and the development

of corporate philanthropy is a necessary

step in building new democracies. It is

especially possible in Georgia due to the

Nino Saakashvili, director of Horizonti, the
Foundation for the Third Sector in Georgia,
and ISAR Executive Director Eliza Klose.
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loudest critics since they, like us, were eager to have the
grant program succeed. Their long experience in the
environmental movement helped us assure that the
grant process was fair and transparent and that grant
monies went to effective, trustworthy organizations. In
the end, we became stronger allies for having aired our
differences, stood up for what we believed in—and
forgiven each other. Now, eight years later, ISAR’s
Caspian program, which convenes environmental
NGOs from around the Caspian Sea, enables us to sup-
port interregional NGO activities as the SEU had
wanted us to originally. We can do so comfortably now
that we have built ties throughout the region, and the
national NGOs with which we work feel strong enough
in their own right to work in coalition with NGOs from
other former Soviet republics.

Our partners, whether our eight field offices or
other collaborating Eurasian NGOs, look to us for help
with fundraising. We have not always been successful,
in part because we cannot always convey the value of
offering small grants at the grassroots level. Many large
government donors, driven by the need to demonstrate
large and rapid results, feel compelled to support large
programs costing millions of dollars instead of con-
tinuing to support our smaller programs over a longer
period of time. Fortunately, we have found some
funders who understand the value of building civil
society by supporting small, local efforts that can grow

gradually into larger, more extensive ones. These
funders themselves have become partners in our
efforts. Furthermore, a number of them have be-
gun to fund our field offices directly, rendering our
local staff increasingly confident and autonomous.

The process of empowering people to put
their ideas to work and experiencing their joy in
the discovery that you believe in them is deeply
rewarding. It is all the more so because the people
we are working with come from all over the former
Soviet Union, where the process of reform is slow
and conditions difficult. But, there are also enor-
mous satisfactions in partnering with other Ameri-
cans who share our commitment to supporting
grassroots activism in Eurasia or members of
grassroots US groups who are dealing with chal-
lenges similar to those faced by FSU groups. And
even closer to home, I feel fortunate to work with
my wonderful American staff who care so much
about what they do, the people they work with, the
region where we operate, and the vision that we
share. These partnerships make the world a richer,
more stable place every day.

Together all of us face huge challenges, both in
the US and Eurasia. The intoxicating excitement of
1991 when the Soviet Union fell and everything
seemed possible has been replaced by concern that
reform has stalled and repression is becoming the
preferred method for dealing with change in coun-
tries like Belarus, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan.
Many are worried that powerful global corpora-
tions will take advantage of the uncertainty and
exploit the natural resources of the Caspian Sea or
the Russian Far East unless the citizens of these
regions can take a strong stand to protect their
societies and their natural heritage.

Can the many-faceted partnerships we are
lucky enough to participate in help address these
challenges? We cannot know. But we have felt their
power already, the strong links they create, their
ability to energize us and others, and to provide
support in a moment of crisis like September 11. It
is up to us to build on the foundation laid down
across a decade of working together. These part-
nerships seem the best and strongest hope we have
as individuals and as a world. ●

Eliza K. Klose is executive director of ISAR.

significant organizational development of Georgian NGOs.

Today the sustainability of the Third Sector in Georgia

requires cooperation with the business sector. The absence

of such experience should not discourage us. We can and

must learn from those who have such experience and skills.

American NGOs have been working with the business sector

for a long time, which helps to explain the well-established

culture of corporate philanthropy in the US.

We are happy that the Western, particularly American,

experience is being introduced in Georgia. Our old partner

and friend ISAR will help us learn more about it. Exploring

these issues together seems the most fruitful direction for our

future partnership with ISAR and we look forward to positive

results from our joint efforts. We have been working together

for a long time and we understand and appreciate each

other’s values. We believe that we can move to a new stage in

working together with the NGOs and citizens of both our

countries and we anticipate immense mutual benefit from this

cooperation.
—Nino Saakashvili, director of the Horizonti Foundation.
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NGO Lessons from Georgia:
Failed Expectations, New Cooperation

by David Usupashvili

GEORGIANS MET THE BEGINNING
of the new millennium with mixed
feelings. Many people were unsure whether

to expect new opportunities or new troubles. Are the
most difficult things behind us or still ahead? Are we
becoming a part of Europe or will we stay one of the
focal points for the clash of civilizations? Does global-
ization offer new hope for survival or another threat?
These questions arise from the extremely complex
situation that the Georgian people find themselves in
after ten years of continuous efforts to democratize and
liberalize our post-communist society.

Unfortunately, corruption and mismanagement in
Georgia have raised serious doubts about the function-
ing of state institutions. They have undermined public
trust in government and eroded the moral foundations
of civil society. The legacy of totalitarianism and colo-
nialism combined with a weak tradition of civil society
in the pre-communist period have led to inadequate
social controls over the institutions of government.
Since independence, and after several years of intensive
cooperation with western organizations, some ele-
ments of civil society, such as independent media and
NGOs, have developed. However, many people are
alienated from the political process and the influence of
civil society remains inadequate. These conditions can
easily foster the growth of left or right wing populist
attitudes and endanger Georgia’s fragile democratic
achievements.

Georgia’s international prestige is in great danger
as well. Political and economic globalization makes this
a critical issue because nowadays a country cannot
make progress without active engagement in the inter-
national system. A few years ago, Georgia had won the
reputation for being a country that, despite many im-
pediments, had the determination to successfully pur-
sue democratic and market reforms. This international
confidence remains to some degree; however, Georgia’s
failure to carry out practical and vigorous measures to
fight corruption and increase government efficiency
could lead to a drastic decline in political and eco-
nomic support from the international community.
Such a loss of support would undercut Georgia’s ability
to address its multitude of problems.

The only hope for addressing the current negative
trends and getting society back on track is greater and
more effective cooperation between local and foreign
partners. Consequently, this is the right time to analyze
Georgia’s experiences with cooperation between Geor-
gian and foreign organizations and to identify areas
where improvement is possible.

Obstacles to Achieving Positive Results

Many examples of cooperative efforts between
western and Georgian civil society counterparts exist,
but few have produced positive results. This is espe-
cially true when partners are not trying to achieve mu-
tually beneficial objectives. A number of organiza-
tions and individuals (including myself and my organi-
zation—the Georgian Young Lawyers Association)
have benefited enormously from cooperation with
Western partners, but even these gains have not been
adequately shared with society as a whole. In this re-
gard, development assistance to Georgia does not differ
significantly from assistance to other countries. How-
ever, I would argue that we could have had better re-
sults if both sides had taken full advantage of their
opportunities and made fewer mistakes.

In the early 1990s, Georgia had one of the most
advanced anti-communist social movements of the
FSU. Citizen activism was very high and Georgians
were ready for significant changes in behavior and
lifestyle. Unfortunately, the first opportunities for real
cooperation emerged very late—not until 1994. We lost
four important years for several interdependent rea-
sons. The first non-communist government’s extreme
nationalism scared the West, which then chose to wait
for a better opportunity to start large scale cooperation.
These circumstances led to the isolation and weakening
of Georgia’s emerging civil society, which soon became
involved in bloody civil and ethnic conflicts that
drained valuable resources and time from Georgia’s
development as an independent nation.

When our Western friends finally arrived in Geor-
gia with substantial, long-term programs, the momen-
tum had passed, and we had to overcome not only the
usual obstacles for successful implementation of joint
programs, but also a great deal of public cynicism exac-
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erbated by extreme economic hardship. We have often
discussed with the National Democratic Institute
(NDI), ISAR and other US organizations how much we
could have done if critically needed technical assistance
had come to Georgia immediately after independence.
So, the first and foremost problem with cooperation
was that it came too late.

Second, very few foreign consultants, advisors and
program officers had the courage and passion to work
effectively in Georgia. Georgian people, as proud repre-
sentatives of the South, tend to be more emotional than
rational. They are ready to spend their last cent to
please a person they like but would reject even the most
favorable business offer if they did not feel an emo-
tional attachment to the potential partner. Thus, Geor-
gians see the ideas and concepts offered by a project in
terms of and personalized by the person advocating
them. In other words, the moral standing of potential
partners and their professional ethics, demonstrated on
a daily basis, matter more to a Georgian than the
person’s education, experience, or professionalism.

Georgians not only better understand an interna-
tional expert with courage and passion, such a person
can “infect” them with enthusiasm and hope. An expert
who conveys that he is doing his job only because he
has been paid to do it is difficult for Georgians to con-
nect with and makes people feel cynical about the
project. Georgians would say “pay us the same money
and we will do a better job.” Now, after ten years of
independence, people more and more frequently ask,
“Are Americans coming to help us or to establish a
better environment in our country for their own busi-
nesses?” Unfortunately, very few foreigners are able to
demonstrate, by their words or actions, that their efforts
in Georgia are not directed more toward securing privi-
leges for themselves than to insuring fair competition,
the rule of law, and security for everyone.

The third problem with cooperation is the quality
of the assistance provided. One obvious explanation is
that the US, like the rest of the world, was not prepared
for the scale of assistance needed by post-communist
nations. They lacked human resources. Sovietologists,
like our local dissidents, were good at criticizing the
Soviet system, but had a limited idea of how to change
it. As a result, aid agencies had to recruit unqualified
people. The larger, more important former Soviet
countries absorbed the best people. Many of those sent
to Georgia had a very limited understanding of post-
communist societies and thought they would face the
same issues they had faced in, say, Africa.

I remember many meetings with foreigners in the
mid-90s who raised totally irrelevant issues. Most were

still under the influence of Cold War era propaganda
and thought that Georgians had been starving during
the Soviet era and had no idea what a TV set was. They
did not understand that Georgian workers and farmers
had achieved a high level of professionalism. Thus,
substantial assistance money was spent on worthless
activities. They also counted too much on the “invisible
hand” of the free market, forgetting that the Soviet
mentality of the vast majority of Georgians was no less
strong an “invisible force.”

Many international organizations also ignore
Georgian law: They do not bother to register their of-
fices properly or to register their staff in the
government’s taxpayer list. To avoid taxes, they use the
personal accounts of their expatriate employees to pay
salaries to their local employees.

The local civil society community has new prob-
lems as well. Recently, Georgian civil society has been
polluted by individuals who view civil society assistance
as an opportunity to get grants to support their own
businesses and political careers. Such behavior has a
much greater overall negative impact on society than
the achievement of narrow project objectives.

Key Ways to Cooperate More Effectively

Two of the first US pioneers to arrive in Georgia
were ISAR and NDI. The day after their representatives
arrived, Tbilisi had no electricity, gas or other source of
energy. We taught them how to use an old wood-burn-
ing heater and how to turn on an old Soviet military
generator in order to charge a laptop battery. This first
basic cooperation led to a lasting friendship and part-
nership between our organizations. Although ISAR and
NDI never provided any grant support to the Georgian
Young Lawyers Association, Michael Clayton of ISAR
[see next page] and Daniel Kunin and Ted Jonas of NDI,
through their honesty, courage, enthusiasm and work
ethic probably played the most important role among
foreigners in helping our leadership set the organiza-
tion on the right track.

Cooperation means asking fundamental questions:
Is our agenda for ourselves and our societies realistic?
Can we decrease the distance between the developed
and developing worlds by accelerating the process of
development? Will the developing societies survive such
a complex and speedy process? Cooperation itself can
answer such questions. And whoever wants to study
true cooperation should consult the people mentioned
above and draw lessons from their success. ●

David Usupashvili is a board member of the Georgian
Young Lawyers Association.
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Western Assistance Providers Must Build
Trust, Maintain Cultural Awareness

by Michael Clayton

DAVID USUPASHVILI WROTE MANY
of the laws passed in Georgia since 1994.
He started an NGO to advance the skills

and ethics of Georgian lawyers. He worked for a
USAID Rule-of-Law contractor, and he evaluated the
process of Georgia’s democratic development as a fel-
low at Duke’s Sanford School of Public Affairs. He
avoids the glare of the media spotlight and quietly
wields influence in moving Georgia toward a more
democratic and prosperous society. He provides an
insightful and fair perspective on the problems and
accomplishments of partnerships in Georgia.

As a small part of the movement to build a more
civil society in Georgia, I especially appreciate David’s
point that the measure of a successful partnership
should not be the benchmarks identified in a proposal.
Even during the most challenging periods (civil unrest,
months of unpredictable gas, electricity and telephone
lines), it was never too difficult to implement a well-
conceived partnership project. Both international and
Georgian organizations developed acumen to shape
proposals to ensure such success. Georgians benefited
from such projects. However, few foreign organizations
and few individuals succeeded in building trust, mutual
respect and combined visions for change. This level of
partnership takes a deep desire (on both sides) to be
part and to share the pains of a different culture—and
to work as equals in identifying solutions to problems
we do not fully understand. The beneficial influence of
such a partnership far exceeds the costs of getting there.

Georgia today is a society largely devoid of trust-
ing partnerships; the naive period of assuming that
foreigners only want to help Georgia is past. They have
heard about (and experienced) too many glaring ex-
amples of failed relations with foreigners. As such,
Georgians remain greatly impressed and impacted
when they see a relationship that works. In small but
perceptible ways, these relationships enable Georgians
to trust “strangers” working to better society. A battery
of such partnerships could transform Georgians’ trust
of both foreign visitors and their own civil servants.
Doing so would alter the landscape needed for a lasting
democracy. Unfortunately, as noted by David, these
partnerships are the exception rather than the expecta-

tion—and the goodwill built through successful part-
nerships is undermined by the frustration of less suc-
cessful ones.

I also found appropriate David’s comments about
the quality of assistance provided. Unfortunately, too
many foreigners came to Georgia with a template in
mind and an agenda in hand. While experience in
other developed or developing countries is certainly
valuable in an environment like Georgia, too often they
spent the first year of their assignment trying to apply
formulae from Pakistan, Bangladesh, Panama, Russia
or Somalia. They latched on to Georgian partners who
speak English, French or German (or, maybe, Russian)
and who nod their heads (rather than question and
challenge) as the project money flows. This strategy
works for hitting the benchmarks and writing the re-
port for the donor—but it leaves Georgians wondering
if the foreign partner has any desire to understand and
help Georgia.

What David did not mention in his article was the
tremendous value that the foreign side takes home
from working in a successful partnership. While we
often leave behind the project, we take away a new per-
spective on our own society—and we can utilize the
experience to explore new ways to solve problems here.
We also remain committed to helping our lifelong part-
ners—and feel energized and inspired by their suc-
cesses. The nights we spent working in parkas by
candlelight to draft NGO legislation still make any
“challenging” business situations I face here in the US
feel much less daunting.

Time and resources do not make a successful part-
nership; desire and commitment to be involved in the
other’s society make the difference. In the current pe-
riod when Georgia is truly suffering and when many of
its most promising young leaders see little hope for the
future, I feel fortunate to have developed a relationship
with David. This relationship developed informally,
outside of any funded project. Based on this relation-
ship, I remain optimistic for Georgia—because people
like David remain committed to working with foreign-
ers to identify solutions that work for Georgia. ●

Michael Clayton is former director of ISAR-Georgia.
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Kazakhstan NGO Chooses Goals and
Partners with an Eye on the Long Term

Give & Take interviewed Sergey Kuratov of the Kazakh-
stan environmental NGO Green Salvation on his expe-
riences in establishing successful partnerships.

Give & Take: What benefits has your NGO
gained from international partnerships?

Sergey Kuratov: One example of successful
cooperation would be the joint work that we conducted
with the US-based NGO ACDI/VOCA. Our partners at
ACDI/VOCA assisted our efforts to include
Kazakhstan’s Ilye-Alatausky National Park in the list of

World Heritage sites of the UN con-
vention for worldwide protection of
cultural and natural resources. ACDI/
VOCA provided the kind of adminis-
trative assistance that neither our own
organizations nor the government’s
Department of Nature Protection
could offer. In Kazakhstan, hardly
anyone had experience in managing a
national park of this new type, with
specially protected territory.

GT: When working in partner-
ships, what did your NGO initially set
out to do and what did your partner-
ship actually achieve?

SK: I can’t give a precise answer
to this question. For example, some of
our cooperative plans fell through
because our country lacks a normal
legal climate for cooperative action

between local and international NGOs. The most suc-
cessful projects were those that didn’t touch on serious
environmental problems, but focused on environmen-
tal education, scientific research, conferences and train-
ings. All of these are undoubtedly essential, but without
concrete action toward reducing pollution and the
destruction of nature, these projects alone won’t have
the desired results.

GT: What are the benefits and pitfalls of coopera-
tive activity in your experience?

SK: Without question, it’s advantageous to a part-
nership when western partners provide financial, tech-
nical, and informational support. Work goes less well
with “consultational” support and the organizing of
cooperative action. Western foundations and NGOs

don’t always have a clear understanding of the situation
in our country, so their activities often fall prey to two
extremes: either they offer no advice whatsoever, or
they attach too much importance to their own notions
and models of how to solve the problem. An organiza-
tion that attempts to analyze the situation and master
its specific characteristics is a rare exception. One such
organization is ACDI/VOCA. Another is [the Dutch
NGO] HIVOS (Humanist Institute for Development
Cooperation).

GT: What is the status of your partnerships today?
Do they still continue? If so, in what form?

SK: We continue to work in partnership with a
range of outside organizations. With some of them,
we’ve concluded cooperative agreements that allow
both us and our partners to more accurately define the
forms that our collaborative work will take. Just the
same, we believe that a partnership takes time to de-
velop. It’s essential to make the transition toward the
kind of cooperative action that is useful to both sides.
Perhaps a new model of this kind of teamwork would
be participation in the International Right to Know
Campaign, a global movement to demand greater cor-
porate accountability through information disclosure.

GT: What impact have partnerships had on you
and on what you are doing today?

SK: I’d say the main accomplishment of our past
cooperation has been that we have made many new
friends and found like-minded persons with whom we
share many values and beliefs. We’ve begun to hope
that our combined efforts can make a genuine contri-
bution to protecting nature and human rights. We in-
tend to continue to strengthen our ties with our over-
seas colleagues.

GT: What advice would you give others engaged
in US/FSU cooperative activities? What would you tell
them that you wish you’d known before you started?

SK: Firmly define your goals before you start.
Choose your partner carefully. Build relationships not
on the basis of projects but on the basis of where your
own plan of action lines up with the activities of your
partners. Don’t be afraid to criticize or to propose your
own ideas, but also be open to criticism. And use the
best experiences of your partner organizations. ●

Sergey Kuratov is founder of Green Salvation. Translated
by John Deever.
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Economic Development Requires
Self-Sustaining Organizations

by John Deever

FOR TEN YEARS, THE US-BASED
development NGO ACDI/VOCA has been
well-known in the FSU for its economic de-

velopment projects. First focused primarily on the
agricultural sector, ACDI/VOCA today goes beyond
organizing agricultural trade associations and farmer-
to-farmer exchanges. In its drive to promote economic
growth of all kinds, ACDI/VOCA looks for opportuni-
ties to improve the efficiency of small and medium
enterprises, to assist business associations, and to create
lending institutions where credit needed for business
start-ups is sorely lacking. ACDI/VOCA—the result of
a merger of Agricultural Cooperative Development
International and Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative
Assistance, each of which had over 30 years of experi-
ence in agricultural and cooperative development—
works in communities from Eastern Europe to the
Russian Far East, and in South America, Africa, and
Southeast Asia as well.

With an approach to development that empha-
sizes long-term impact and local participation, ACDI/
VOCA works with what it calls “local strategic part-
ners”: local organizations that spring from a particular
project but then go on to become independent and
self-sustaining. These partner organizations continue
to work with ACDI/VOCA, but also fund and support
a variety of development initiatives on their own.

Local Strategic Partners

Dennis DeSantis, senior vice president for Europe
and Asia, said that ACDI/VOCA’s partners assist other
organizations. “We look to use our partners in ‘East-to-
East’ trainings,” DeSantis said. “For example, our part-
ner in Poland, Firma 2000, holds trainings in Ukraine.
Also, we’ve taken NGOs in Belarus to Poland. Another
example is our Hungarian partner, House of Hungar-
ian Tastes, which acts as an agricultural consultant
organization throughout the Balkans.”

ACDI/VOCA’s long-term objectives are to expand
broad economic and social opportunity. When small
and medium-scale enterprises in FSU countries partici-
pate more fully in market economies, they can compete
regionally and internationally. More efficient commer-
cial ventures and a positive business climate bring ben-

efits to citizens who have been excluded from the inter-
national economic network of markets and trade asso-
ciations. Potentially, economic empowerment can lead
to fairer social and political relations and structures.

“We employ our partners where we can, but
they’re not dependent solely on us for their business,”
DeSantis said. “Our local strategic partners develop
their own business plans and strategies and operate
independently.”

DeSantis explained that the local strategic partner
model has been particularly successful because both
ACDI/VOCA and the local partner gain from the part-
nership. “Partnerships need some built-in value,” he
said. “What is the intrinsic, inherent value in the rela-
tionship? If it has value, you’ll continue the relation-
ship, but if it doesn’t, it’s not going to happen. You see a
lot of projects out there where people say ‘we’re going
to create these partnerships, linkages, public-private
relationships, or NGO coalitions.’ But there’s got to be
some reason for them to continue to be associated with
each other. That’s not rocket science, but ACDI/VOCA
has found that we have to stay focused on meeting the
needs of the partners so that the relationship benefits
both parties.”

Civil Society Structures and Microlending

ACDI/VOCA incorporates civil society develop-
ment into all of its projects and not always through
traditional means such as NGOs. “We’ve had some
tremendous success working with industry associa-
tions—like meat packer associations, bakers associa-
tions, fruit and vegetable distributor associations,”
DeSantis said. “Not all civil society practitioners recog-
nize that groups like these are part of what makes up
civil society. Bowling leagues, church groups, profes-
sional associations, the PTA—that’s all civil society.” In
some countries, especially in Eastern Europe, he said,
several of the trade associations ACDI/VOCA works
with have reached a point where they are influential
enough to shape the national legislative process.

Other ACDI/VOCA partners include nonprofit
microfinance organizations such as the Kazakhstan
Community Loan Fund (KCLF) [see Summer 2000
Give & Take], the Bai-Tushum Financial Institution in
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Kyrgyzstan, and the Ukraine Agricultural Finance De-
velopment Foundation in Ukraine. These partners
provide access to credit for microenterprises and me-
dium-sized agricultural firms. “The credit goes through
a local, nonbanking financial institution,” DeSantis said.
“They don’t accept deposits, but they make loans. And
they’re able to get additional lines of credit from other
financial institutions or from other donors like the
Eurasia Foundation or EBRD.”

KCLF has to date made $4.5 million in loans to
over 6000 borrowers from three branches. ACDI/
VOCA has similar partners on Sakhalin Island in Russia
and in Azerbaijan and Georgia.

Exchanges

Hundreds of US farmers, businesspeople, and
leaders of farm cooperatives have learned about life in
the FSU by volunteering their time and expertise
abroad. Volunteer assignments typically focus on agri-
cultural and business development, and last two to four
weeks. Many volunteers go on repeat assignments. Wis-
consin dairy farmer Damon Szymanski was recently
honored for his 50th visit as an ACDI/VOCA agricul-

tural development volunteer. Szymanski had worked in
12 countries in the FSU and Eastern Europe. “Private
farmers lack the information they require to succeed as
farmers in a market economy,” Szymanski said. “ACDI/
VOCA represents the best kind of foreign aid: don’t
just send money, send information. And get it to the
right people.” Through ACDI/VOCA, Szymanski has
also hosted dairy farmers at his Wisconsin dairy plant,
where they toured and studied US agricultural produc-
tion techniques such as cottage cheese production.

DeSantis said, “Often the technical assistance ex-
perts in the US end up staying in touch personally with
their counterparts, via the Internet or otherwise. Those
partnerships also can take on a life of their own outside
ACDI/VOCA.”

Through years of time and energy invested in
exchanges and partnerships, ACDI/VOCA and its local
strategic partners see their cooperative work as involv-
ing an exciting synergy—the kind of foreign assistance
that can pay off exponentially. ●

John Deever is a publications program officer at ISAR.

Local Approach to Environmental Ed
Aided by Strong International Partnership

by Natalia Ulianets

I ’VE BEEN IN THE UKRAINIAN ENVIR-
onmental movement for over 10 years. For
eight of those years I led the women’s environ-

mental education NGO, Ditina i Dovkillya (Child and
Environment). During this time I’ve learned much
from others as well as taught myself a great deal. I’ve
made many interesting contacts with like-minded ac-
tivists and friends.

When I began working at Child and Environment,
my first teachers were books—specifically, materials
about environmental education that had been kindly
donated by environmental groups in the United King-
dom, the Netherlands, Norway, and the US (particu-
larly by the US Environmental Protection Agency).
These groups put the wind in our sails as we set up our
own environmental education projects. We found in
these written materials something completely new to
us, a very interesting approach toward making environ-
mental education effective and creative. Later we had
the good fortune to further study environmental edu-

cation in England and the Netherlands, and to draw
upon the experiences of these countries. We also had
the chance to share what we knew and what we had
already learned ourselves.

In 1997, the Institute for Sustainable Communi-
ties (ISC) in Vermont began working in Ukraine on a
project called “Community-Based Environmental and
Civic Education in Ukraine.” Child and Environment
was invited to be ISC’s Ukrainian coordinating partner
for the project. For two months our organizations con-
ducted demonstration projects in the provincial capi-
tals of Khmelnitsky and Ivano-Frankivsk in western
Ukraine, places where no such projects previously ex-
isted. The fundamental goals of the projects were to
develop community-based environmental education
programs and to demonstrate interactive environmen-
tal education teaching methods.

The idea of community-based environmental
education was new and unusual to all of us. Ukraine
can now boast a fairly large number of environmental
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education NGOs, all of which employ different ap-
proaches, although we are probably the only group
using our particular strategy. A key objective of our
strategy is to engage young people in identifying and
addressing community problems. Local curricula re-
flect specific environmental problems in each commu-
nity (such as water quality and air pollution) and draw
on community resources. The NGOs in Khmelnitsky
and Ivano-Frankivsk with whom we worked took to
these ideas with enthusiasm.

Our cooperative work encouraged us to more
actively raise the level of local environmental awareness
by further coordinating with other members of society.
We included local NGOs, teachers, methodology spe-
cialists at teacher training and recertification colleges,
and government colleagues at the environmental pro-
tection departments. They too understood that work-
ing meaningfully and effectively meant using local
resources and mutual assistance.

We discovered wonderful opportunities for these
groups to bring their ideas and plans to life. Residents
played active roles in developing programs, starting
with choosing actual local environmental problems to
work on. By the end of the project we had developed a

course of study and an active group of student teach-
ers. Everyone who participated in the process is now
able to instruct others using the same environmental
education methods. It is worth pointing out that the
use of interactive teaching methods was something
new for the majority of teachers who participated.

One of the most valuable accomplishments of the
project was the presentation of our work at a national
convention on practical approaches to environmental
education. Participants studied these new methods and
adapted them to local situations in order to develop
models that could be distributed around the country.
Another important result of the project was the cre-
ation of two versatile environmental education lesson
plans: “Water—The Basis of Life” for eighth graders,
and “Clean Air, Clean City” for sixth graders.

For our organization, cooperation with a US part-
ner gave us the opportunity to refine our approaches to
this kind of work, as well as to master a whole range of
new material connected with environmental educa-
tion. Our partnerships extended not only to ISC, but to
Polish and Hungarian NGOs. During the course of the
project, we saw the community-based environmental

Partners: A Source of Innovation
ISC has always viewed partnership as

essential to successful collaboration. To

that end, we work closely with host-country

partners like Child and Environment to

design and implement programs, over-

come obstacles, and accomplish project

goals—often within the context of major

economic, political, and legal transitions

distinct to each country.

As Natalia notes, partnership is not

always easy! It takes commitment, open-

ness and a willingness to learn on both

sides.  Over the years, ISC has been

fortunate to work with many committed

partners, jointly learning and sharing new

approaches, technologies, information and

perspectives.  Our partners are also an

important source of innovation to us in

developing effective strategies to do our

work.  In May 2000, ISC’s education part-

ners from the past seven years, including

Child and Environment, gathered in Plock,

Poland to offer advice and guidance on re-

orienting environmental education methods

toward “education for sustainability”—inte-

grating economic, social and environmental

aspects into education.

At the meeting, our partners recom-

mended combining ISC’s education work

and community action in the same commu-

nity, to create greater synergy and impact.

We are hopeful that this will become a reality,

and are working to secure funding for a new

partnership project—working with Child and

Environment as education partners, and

ISAR-Ednannia, ISC’s partners for the Local

Environmental Action Program (LEAP) in two

communities in Ukraine.

ISC values the ability to create connec-

tions among our various partners into a

broader network of contacts. We all derive

comfort and support as we learn that our

colleagues from around the world are

seeking to overcome the same challenges

and benefit from each other’s successes.
—Barbara Felitti, senior vice president at

Institute for Sustainable Communities.
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Russian Environmental Activist Ponders
Partnership Sparked a Decade Ago

by Lydia Popova

I N THE EARLY 1960S WHILE STANDING
in a long line in front of Moscow’s Sokolniki
Exhibition Park trying to get into the “American

Exhibition,” as we all called it, I could not even imagine
that one of the exhibitors would become my future US
partner in environmental projects, Francis Macy.

I did get in, but certainly as a teenager I was not
very interested in transport technologies—Fran’s topic
at that show. It was the time of “The Thaw,” and my
country’s interest in the United States—the overseas
political, economic and military rival of the Soviet
Union—was enormous. In every city the exhibition
visited, lines formed before dawn. Behind the Iron Cur-
tain, few people ever met foreigners, and for us, Ameri-
cans had a special aura. We loved American literature,
American movies, and American jazz.

After high school and university, I spent more than
20 years of my career in a secret institute of the Minis-
try of Atomic Energy. Very soon I felt frustrated by my
work, as the environment was never a priority for So-
viet industry, much less nuclear facilities. I loved nature,
so the environmental damage caused by reprocessing
plants in Siberia and research institutes in Moscow that
I knew about professionally raised my consciousness
and made me seek out allies. Only after the devastating
Chernobyl accident, which gave an impetus to political
reforms in Russia, did my fate lead me to a meeting
with the founders of the Socio-Ecological Union (SEU).
We made friends, and I happily decided to dedicate my
knowledge and expertise to working with them.

The Gorbachev era was marked by dramatic
changes in political attitudes toward the environment.

education process take off. We gained experience, as
well as new partners and friends.

Our US colleagues offered us the chance to widen
our professional circles, so much so that we now are
working even with Japanese NGOs (such as the Learn-
ing and Ecological Activities Foundation for Chil-
dren—LEAF). Thanks to them, our web page now
appears on the Internet in both English and Japanese.

As a result of this cooperative work, our group
and our activities have become well-known not only
among Ukrainian environmental NGOs, but interna-
tionally as well. Even beyond the NGO community our

name has become familiar to a variety of governmental
departments.

International partnerships are undoubtedly useful
because they enable NGOs to: acquire new knowledge,
skills, and experience; study the different styles and
methods their partners may have developed; bolster
their professional reputation; and of course, improve
their foreign language skills.

Our two years of work on the ISC project was very
fruitful, and our results speak for themselves. But to say
that everything went smoothly and without a hitch
would not be accurate. Sometimes difficulties of a
purely organizational nature arose, as when two work-
ing styles clashed. Likewise, we experienced challenges
connected with the idiosyncrasies of Ukrainian finan-
cial regulations. But, step by step we overcame these
hurdles through cooperative coexistence.

Today I am proud of our experiences. Our inter-
esting and useful demonstrations of innovative teach-
ing methods have conveyed expertise to our colleagues.

We continually support our connection with US
partners, through which we exchange professional
ideas and accomplishments. In the process, we seek
funding to continue such projects together. Our coop-
eration may yet have transforming effects even beyond
what we can predict. ●

Natalia Ulianets is director of Child and Environment.

Seventh graders in Khmelnitsky School No. 12 perform a skit
on pollution as part of an ISC/Child and Environment project.
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For environmental NGOs it was really a Golden Age.
The SEU received its first grant from a private Ameri-
can foundation, and I was invited to work full-time for
an environmental NGO. I decided to leave my govern-
ment job and to dedicate my life to the protection of
the environment.

In 1991 a large group of US environmental NGOs,
headed by Eliza Klose, arrived in Moscow. The SEU
helped organize the first US-USSR conference of envi-
ronmental NGOs. I believe it was the start of my coop-
eration with American environmentalists, especially
those who were concerned about the consequences of
Chernobyl. In 1991 we marked the fifth anniversary of
the Chernobyl catastrophe and I finally met my dear
friend Fran Macy and his remarkable wife Joanna
Macy. Both of them were very concerned about radio-
active waste management and waste transportation.

That meeting did much to spur and strengthen my
cooperation with US environmental NGOs. I worked
closely with Fran, and we even applied for a USAID/
ISAR grant for the Joint Russian-American Coopera-
tion for the Environment, which was extremely pro-
ductive for both sides. We were really from different
worlds, but we were attracted to each other because as
citizens we felt no antagonism. We wanted to work
together, and we did. Our efforts were directed to
building a network of Russian antinuclear watchdog
citizen groups, and to strengthening their capacity. We

also wanted to give an
impetus to coopera-
tion of antinuclear
movements in the US
and FSU.

Working together
was productive for
both sides. What did I
learn? How to im-
prove communica-
tion, how to conduct a
dialogue, how not to
interrupt, how to be
tolerant, how to be
grateful, and how to
express my gratitude.
Some of these lessons
I incorporated into
my life. This greatly

helped me to build both my family and my profes-
sional relationships.

What did the Americans learn? As I see it, they
learned how to understand a different culture and how

to teach people who are not ready to accept teaching.
They had to learn tolerance, too.

Young American activists helped environmental-
ists in the FSU use new information technologies. In
the early 1990s our environmental movement was
technologically ahead of most of society. We were the
first to use e-mail and the Internet, which greatly
helped us understand the value of fast communication.

Cross-cultural ex-
changes were very im-
portant to the move-
ment. Visits of Russian
environmentalists to the
US and of American
environmentalists to
Russia helped us to see
many shared features in
the operation of nuclear
military-industrial com-
plexes and the damage
these facilities cause to
the environment and
people. We learned how
to press our governments
jointly to make politi-
cians begin disarmament
and undertake environ-
mental remediation. Participation in the joint projects
of Russian and American environmentalists and peace
groups helped me learn more about project planning.
Fran Macy was (and still is) especially strong in this,
and I enjoyed planning with him. Sometimes we
worked together in my kitchen, when Fran traveled to
Moscow, and we had breakfast or lunch at my home.
Our joint work was always a mixture of “business” and
culture.

Russian and American movements are similar, yet
different. Americans have more experience looking for
alternatives and conveying them to the government.
Russian activists have fewer resources and therefore
sometimes find practical solutions in seemingly dead-
end situations. We still have a lot to learn from each
other, and it is crucially important to continue our
cooperation. Global environmental problems like cli-
mate change or radioactive pollution make us realize
how small our beautiful world really is—so vulnerable
that we cannot entrust its fortune to politicians. As
citizens, we are destined to work together. ●

Lydia Popova is director of the Center for Nuclear Ecol-
ogy and Energy Policy of the SEU.

c
o
u
rt
e
s
y
 o

f 
F
ra

n
 M

a
c
y

Enid Schreibman and Fran Macy, co-
directors of the US NGO Center for Safe
Energy with Popova (l to r) at a conference
in Leningrad Oblast organized by the
Russian NGO Green World.
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Lasting Collaboration: Relationships
Both Professional and Personal

by Fran Macy

LYDIA POPOVA AND I LAST MET IN
August at the International Sustainable En-
ergy Conference and Action Camp: “Con-

fronting Nuclear Power with People Power” organized
by the Nuclear Information and Resource Service
(NIRS) and the midwest Nuclear Energy Information
Service. Lydia and I offered a workshop on Russian-
American collaboration on environmental campaigns.
So many people came to participate, we had to expand
into a second room. Half of those present had partici-
pated in US-Russian environmental exchanges and still
had fresh memories of the cold war, so we felt inspired
by the current possibilities for joint work among activ-
ists. We explored practical ways to overcome the inevi-
table communication problems and build mutual trust.

I first met Lydia in spring
1991 at a conference of Soviet and
US environmental activists orga-
nized by ISAR. The gathering
sparked a number of lasting rela-
tionships for me, the most reward-
ing and productive of which has
been the one with Lydia. We
started working together almost
immediately when I returned to
the USSR with a delegation of ten
Americans, including my wife
Joanna, for a conference in Kiev on
the fifth anniversary of the
Chernobyl disaster. We  discovered
that we shared a joyous love for life
and a deep concern for the dangers
of radiation released from military
and commercial nuclear facilities.

At this time, Lydia was estab-
lishing her Center for Nuclear Ecology and Energy
Policy. We decided to try to help new environmental
groups organize into a movement. With partnership
grants from ISAR we held workshops for nuclear activ-
ists from all over the FSU and made small grants to
local organizations. Since these activists often felt iso-
lated from the international movement, Lydia and I,
with help from the Trust for Mutual Understanding,
organized a series of US-FSU activist exchanges that

continue to this day. In 1992, with help from Lydia and
me, Natalia Mironova of the Movement for Nuclear
Safety invited US activists to a Chelyabinsk conference
on radioactive contamination at nuclear weapons sites.
And in Krasnoyarsk, activist Vladimir Mikeev, head of
the Citizen’s Center on Non-Proliferation, organized
three international conferences, the last one (in 2000)
focusing on plutonium issues. Also in 2000, network
groups in cities near nuclear reactors have recently
organized well-publicized public hearings on the use
and management of plutonium.

Today the Russian activist network, expanded in
size and scope, is called the Network for Sustainable
Energy. Together with the Center for Safe Energy in
Berkeley, CA, run by Enid Schreibman and me, Lydia’s
Center has coordinated our joint activity over the last
three years. Many other Russian and American activists
have also developed cooperative efforts since the early
1990s. All of us have been aided enormously by the e-
mail equipment and training offered by the Sacred
Earth Network.

I am deeply grateful for my friendship and part-
nership with Lydia Popova and her colleagues in the
energy network. For over a decade, they have signifi-
cantly enriched my sense of purpose and direction.
These Russian NGO leaders, many of them women,
have been courageous and persistent despite many
hardships and frustrations. We have stayed in each
other’s homes and come to know and care about each
other’s families. We have maintained our partnerships
through e-mail, but repeated personal contacts are the
most nourishing. We now relish each other’s cultures,
dance to each other’s music, and sing each other’s
songs. Our project planning is genuinely collaborative.
Joint projects feel important to all of us since we share
this small living planet, and both Russians and Ameri-
cans carry a heavy load of responsibility for the nuclear
activities of their governments. Perhaps the most pow-
erful lesson from this decade of experience is that pro-
ductive international collaboration requires personal as
well as professional relationships. ●

Fran Macy is director of the Center for Safe Energy of
Earth Island Institute.

Fran Macy at the 1991 Moscow
environmental conference where
he met Lydia Popova.
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Joining Forces to Protect Lake Baikal

by Gary Cook

B AIKAL WATCH HAS BEEN WORKING
in partnership with Russian environmental
groups since the early 1990s. Over the years,

it has been fun and rewarding for us to help the Baikal
Fund in Chita, for instance, as they created a national
park in a wilderness area threatened by a gold mine. Or
the Baikal Environmental Wave, as they educated the
public about the importance of protecting the Baikal
seal. Or the Tahoe-Baikal Institute, as they have
brought hundreds of Russian and US activists together
through their summer exchange program.

These Baikal NGOs and others like them have
become more effective over the last decade, gradually
closing the gaps and strengthening the links between
international partners and local groups. This is as it
should be, because Baikal is, after all, a World Heritage
Site, whose distinctive beauty and biological wealth
deserves to be valued throughout the world.

The situation has changed a great deal since the
early ’90s. In those years, a front-page newspaper article
accused a few foreigners of being “environmental
spies.” For our part, we the accused were not exactly
clear on the concept; we did not understand what an
environmental spy was supposed to be doing. We
therefore dismissed the allegations as an attempted
“smear campaign,” and left it at that.

Some time later, the relevance of these accusations
is more easily appreciated. Such news articles could
only demonstrate that our international partnerships
must have been having some effect. Perhaps our col-
laboration had caused some self-interested parties to
rethink their ways. Maybe these parties feared that our
efforts would prevent them from “earning” some easy
profits at the expense of the environment.

Even today, local critics assert that most Western-
ers have been posing as environmental naysayers only
to prevent Russian entrepreneurs from developing their
own natural resources; that our overarching goal was to
pave the way for international corporations to swoop
in and develop Russia’s riches. In point of fact, and
somewhat ironically, Earth Island Institute and Pacific
Environment (i.e., the groups that were accused of
sending over these “spies”) had come to monitor the
activities of these very international corporations. Sibe-
rian environmentalists had invited us to Russia pre-
cisely because we had been keeping track of corpora-

tions around the world and had been publicizing the
damage that they were doing.

One is tempted to call such collaboration some-
thing like: “international intervention by invitation.”
Such interventions can take many forms. Most recently,
they have focused on the burgeoning oil and gas indus-
try in Russia. The objective here has been to ensure that
if oil and gas in Russia are extracted and transported at
all, it must be done in the most environmentally sound
way possible. One early result: thanks largely to joint
US/Russia efforts, Exxon has been prohibited from
dumping wastes directly into the ocean off Sakhalin
Island. In this way, international corporations have
been made aware—one might say painfully so—of the
effectiveness of NGO coalitions.

Similarly, the government and corporate leaders
who have proposed building lengthy oil and gas pipe-
lines from Baikal to China are beginning to think twice.
They realize that if they build their pipelines through
the Tunka National Park, as originally planned, they
will raise a storm of protest from the local environmen-
tal groups and their international partners.

Of course, effective Siberian NGOs, such as the
Baikal Environmental Wave or the Baikal Center for
Environmental Expertise, have been publicly criticized
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David Brower and Grigorii Galazii meeting on the
day Baikal Watch was formed. Both were eminent
champions of Baikal and the environment and in
some ways “fathers” of their countries’ environmen-
tal movements. Although both passed away in
2000, “their legacy at Baikal remains,” Cook said.
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for accepting what is seen as foreign funding. Our ex-
planation in reply is that such funding is international,
not simply Western; but this generally falls on deaf ears.
Most Russians do not accept the argument that Western
funding for Russian environmental initiatives repre-
sents a kind of balancing of accounts—after all, many
of the foundations were established by groups who, at
one point, made their money from environmentally
damaging industries in other parts of the world. Of
course, partnerships between Western activists and
Russian NGOs generate a good deal of doubt and sus-
picion; but so far these doubts have not really vitiated
any of our cooperative US/Russian efforts.

“NIMBY” Syndrome Goes International

A major reason why Russian NGOs want to work
in tandem with international partners is a global exten-
sion of the “not-in-my-backyard” (NIMBY) syndrome.
In other words, if an unscrupulous corporation can set
up shop in Russia and escape the environmental regula-
tions that “limit” its activities in the US or Europe, then
it is time for international NGOs to step in. They can
help their Russian colleagues block these multinational
corporations in Russia, or at least hold them to the
same standards they would face in the West. Without
such joint NGO watchdog efforts, profit-oriented cor-
porations will naturally choose to operate in countries
where environmental safeguards are weakest.

The Russian government’s recent decision to pro-
mote the importation and storage of foreign nuclear
wastes is an example of an issue that calls for interna-
tional coalition-building. To begin with, this decision
means that the countries that produce radioactive waste
will not have to worry about contaminating their own
“backyards.” Moreover, the dumping of nuclear waste
in Russia will be done at minimal or reduced cost, and
will make the entire atomic industry more competi-
tive—artificially so, in that it will decrease the real costs
of atomic power, and make it less expensive than other,
more sustainable sources of energy.

In addition to monitoring these international in-
dustries, these NGO partnerships also play a key role in
educating the public about environmental issues. They
can address the false premise that protecting the envi-
ronment inevitably impedes economic progress. The
partners can publicize the true costs of environmentally
damaging policies, such as the ones that promote
nuclear energy. And since government and industry are
generally interested in maintaining the status quo, it is
up to NGOs in both countries to encourage people to
look at the many subsidies and tax breaks that protect
polluting industries, and skew the balance between
economic interests and environmental protection.

International NGOs, for instance, can describe for
their Russian colleagues how US workers in the rust
belt around the Great Lakes deserted the region, no
doubt largely due to the increasing pollution and deg-
radation in their hometowns. And they can make the
analogy with the heavily contaminated industrial cities
of Siberia, where economic depression is much worse
than in other parts of Russia. Such stories can help
educate the Russian public and persuade politicians
that long-term economic progress is possible only in a
green environment.

Successful environmental partnerships, therefore,
depend on effective public education, not only in Rus-
sia, but throughout the world. When local citizens un-
derstand what is happening to their environment, and
recognize how pollution hurts their local economies,
they are energized to stop the irresponsible people who
want to move from one “backyard” to another. In
strengthening environmental awareness at the local
level in Russia, NGOs will be able to encourage envi-
ronmental activism throughout the country. Everyone
cares about their health and that of their family and
friends.

So, the more people there are who become envi-
ronmentally enlightened, the faster the Russian move-
ment will grow and the more successful our local NGO
partners will become. Many international groups are
thus eager to help their Russian partners educate and
recruit the public, and, in turn, sponsor new grassroots
groups and initiate new projects. If these efforts are
successful, international NGOs now working in Russia
will be able to recede somewhat, and leave the public
education, grassroots activism, and environmental
watch-dogging to Russian groups. It is encouraging to
note that this trend is very much underway. Today hun-
dreds of thousands of people are currently employed in
NGO activities in Russia, many of them involved in
environmental activities of one kind or another.

Ten years from now, then, the question might arise:
Will international representatives still be writing this
kind of article, explaining and celebrating our role as
partners to Russian NGOs? If the answer is yes, it will
be a pleasure for this author at least, to hark back again
to those early days of collaboration, when all of us “en-
vironmental spies” were lucky enough to begin working
around Lake Baikal with so many exceptional Russian
partners. ●

Gary Cook is director of Earth Island Institute’s Baikal
Watch project.
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Indigenous Exchange Unites
Threatened Groups

by Bill Pfeiffer

FIVE VERY TALENTED AND COMM-
itted indigenous leaders from Siberia visited
their native American counterparts in New

England and the Four Corners area of the Southwest
US from October 26 to November 11. This was an ex-
traordinary trip for all concerned. During the numer-
ous meetings between these two groups I felt the same
magic present 10
years ago when the
first US-Soviet envi-
ronmental exchanges
began. What was
different about this
historic meeting of
native peoples of the
North—whose dis-
cussions ranged
from art and spiritu-
ality to native rights
and land claims—
was the depth and
breadth of the sub-
ject matter. The Sa-
cred Earth Network
(SEN) organizers felt privileged to witness the “voices
of the ancestors” speaking through both the Siberians
and the Native Americans.

We at SEN helped create a forum for two very
proud, but subjugated cultures at varying stages of a
huge revitalization process, to share what has been, and
what will be, most important to their complete re-
emergence. Both sides were adamant that this kind of
exchange made them part of a relatively new global
indigenous movement for self-determination . . . and
they want more.

Why is this movement so critical? Why will SEN
continue to work on behalf of Siberia’s native peoples

and link them with their counterparts in North
America? The immediate answer is that it is the right
thing to do. Siberian languages, culture, and sacred sites
are fast disappearing. Tribes face starvation, joblessness,
alcoholism and despair. Their lands are being de-
stroyed.

The deeper, long-term answer is well articulated by
Jerry Mander, in
his book, The
Absence of the
Sacred: “Since the
beginnings of the
technological
juggernaut, the
only consistent
opposition has
come from the
land-based native
peoples. Rooted in
an alternative view
of the planet, Indi-
ans, islanders, and
peoples of the
North remain our

most clear-minded critics. They are also its most direct
victims. That technological society should ignore and
suppress native voices is understandable, since to heed
them would suggest we must fundamentally change our
way of life. Instead, we say they must change. They de-
cline to do so.”

Insofar as US organizations and institutions are
seeking ways of assisting the positive development of
Russia, we at SEN are hopeful that collaborating with
the indigenous peoples of that vast part of Russia
known as Siberia will become a priority. ●

The Sacred Earth Network (SEN), one of the
earliest US grassroots organizations to develop partner-
ships with environmental NGOs in the former Soviet
Union, is known for its strong affinity for deep ecology
and the spiritual side of the environmental movement.
Based in Amherst, Massachusetts, SEN has continued
to emphasize cooperative efforts—whether in cyberspace

or in person—in its work with groups of northern Eur-
asian activists. The following brief report, sent to us by
SEN’s founder and executive director, describes SEN’s
most recent partnership exchange and the philosophical
underpinnings that drive ongoing collaboration.

—Editors
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Native Americans participating in the SEU exchange.
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International Cooperation Fosters
Successful Wildlife Conservation

by Margaret Williams

I N THE CONSERVATION FIELD, ONE
cannot achieve results without partnerships.
Within a wide range of geographical locations

and types of programs, conservationists rely on part-
nerships with a variety of players, from community
members to local leaders, park rangers to heads of min-
istries and other conservationists. For those working in
the international conservation arena in northern Eur-
asia, for example, partnerships must begin with local,
in-country experts. Whether it’s an effort to save the
Siberian tiger, the establishment of a “sister park” rela-
tionship, or a campaign in marine conservation, part-
nerships are important at all stages of work.

In nearly a decade of working in Russia, I can think
of a few factors that significantly contributed to the
outcome of a partnership. Above all, communication is
the most decisive factor. From the very beginning of a
partnership, in defining a project, to the very end, in
wrapping up a project, regular and clear communica-
tion has proven essential. Although it sounds obvious,
this communication does not always happen.

Partnerships work when two sides enter into coop-
eration they see as mutually beneficial. Each side has an

interest in the outcome, and an understanding of these
interests. Thus, communication is critical as each party
must clearly define their expectations and make these
known to its partners. Several years ago I was involved
in facilitating partnerships between US national parks
and Russian nature reserves. In the one case, two
“paired” protected areas seemed perfectly matched: the
Russian reserve, protecting boreal forests of Karelia, was
nearly identical to the northern Minnesota national
park in landscape type. The two even shared many
management problems such as conflicts with local
communities over recreation inside their protected
territories. After months of discussions about potential
avenues for cooperation in the field of park manage-
ment, the directors of each area had their first meeting
on American soil. They spent an exciting two days tour-
ing the forests of this remote park, flying in a small
plane above hundreds of silvery lakes, and talking about
all that they shared in common. As they parted, each
side vowed to take a number of steps to develop this
new relationship in what they viewed as a potentially
powerful partnership.

However, within six months of this inspirational
meeting, the budding partnership was withering on the
vine. A year later, only sporadic e-mails were trickling
through the wires. What had happened to this new
partnership? It seemed clear that the two managers and
their staff members shared many common programs,
responsibilities and challenges and had developed a
genuine respect for each other. However, despite these
factors, the individuals on which the partnership would
depend were not equally interested in the outcome.
Had they more clearly communicated this at the outset,
each side would have been spared the investment of
time and the disappointment of unmet expectations.

It’s important to recognize that “partnership” does
not imply “equality.” The contributions of each partner
may be asymmetrical. One partner may have more
financial resources; another more expertise. Under-
standing these contributions and the expectations of
each partner is another important element of a part-
nership. In the case of the two parks mentioned above,
had the partnership further developed, it would have
been important for each park manager to define what
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Nikolai Maleshin, former director of the Tsentralno-
Chernozemny Zapovednik, Margaret Williams, and Paul
Haertel, former director of Acadia National Park (l to r).
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he could offer: funding, time, expertise, or other contri-
butions. But if expectations and input are made clear
from the beginning, a partnership has a greater chance
for survival.

When partners do not speak the same language, it
becomes more difficult (but not impossible) to share
these expectations. And it also becomes easy to at-
tribute miscommunications to “cultural differences.”
Indeed, awareness of different cultures is important,
but often, poor communication or inconsiderate be-
havior is chalked up to disparate values. Over the past
several years, I’ve learned that although my Russian
colleagues and I have had entirely different cultural
backgrounds, the basic standards of any relationship

always work when applied to an international partner-
ship: communication, honesty, and fairness. While not
easy to achieve, these are the most basic ingredients of
the many successful partnerships that have blossomed
across miles of our great continents and years of hard
work, resulting in species recovery programs, new pro-
tected areas, information exchange, awareness cam-
paigns, and many other programs that have strength-
ened the global environmental movement. ●

Margaret Williams is director of the World Wildlife
Fund’s Bering Sea ecoregion program and editor of
Russian Conservation News.

Pacific Environment Partnerships
Span Siberia and the Russian Far East

by David Gordon

P ACIFIC ENVIRONMENT HAS
worked in cooperation with environmental
groups in Siberia and the Russian Far East

for over ten years. We support over 60 different NGOs
throughout the region. We provide them with small
grants, equipment, information, training, advice and
other capacity-building tools. We organize meetings
and conferences to get them together to discuss re-
gional issues and work on regional strategies. And we
bring them to the North American continent and other
places on the Pacific Rim for educational exchanges.

What we don’t do is tell them what to do or how
to do it. We have found that the best way to build a
lasting movement is to let it grow on its own terms,
with local leadership. After all, that is what participa-
tory democracy is all about, and from our experience,
it’s what works.

Many of the citizens in this vast region have a long
tradition of care and stewardship for this wilderness, or
as they call it, taiga. Some are young people who have
joined citizen environmental monitoring brigades.
Others are biologists and scientists who have found
that working on environmental issues is a way to put
their training to work on the ground to make a differ-
ence. And there are indigenous peoples whose roots to
the taiga go back countless generations.

Over the years, we have found the keys to success-
ful partnerships to be communication, information,
direct support, and joint campaigns.

Communication

At Pacific Environment, it has been key to have
staff fluent in Russian. By speaking with a variety of
stakeholders and people in Siberia and the Russian Far
East, Pacific Environment’s staff can get a good under-
standing of local politics and natural resource issues.
We also don’t have to limit our cooperation in Russia to
those people who speak English—which in Siberia and
the Russian Far East would limit us to a precious few
partners.
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Pacific Environment’s joint campaigns allow Russian and US
activists to join forces and combat environmentally destructive
policies and practices. Here, Russian activists study economic
development alternatives such as ecotourism.
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We also have made sure that our partners are well
connected by e-mail. Our staff tries to stay in close
contact—daily or weekly—with our primary partners.
And we are working to link them with each other in
regional coalitions to share expertise.

Despite the benefits of the Internet age for working
internationally, nothing can possibly replace face-to-
face meetings. As a result, Pacific Environment staff
travel several times a year to remote regions of Siberia
and the Russian Far East. These direct meetings give us
the opportunity to work directly with our partners as
well as with journalists and government officials in each
region. In person, we can best understand our partners’
needs and work to meet them. These in-person meet-
ings are also vital for developing and implementing
joint environmental protection strategies.

Information

We believe that information is power. That is why
we provide a constant flow of up-to-date information
to our partners, why we bring them together at regional
seminars and conferences, and why we bring them on
cross-Pacific exchanges to meet their North American
counterparts. We believe that knowledgeable and em-
powered citizens can change the world for the better by
making informed decisions about the environment.

Years of international advocacy experience have
taught us that no matter how much we research our
issues or correspond with our partners overseas, there is
no substitute for being there. That is why Pacific Envi-
ronment conducts cross-Pacific exchanges between our
partners and their North American counterparts.

Pacific Environment has organized exchanges on
specific natural resource issues, such as forestry, mining,
fisheries, and oil and gas development, for the past 10
years. US-based exchanges bring key international lead-

ers to the western US for in-depth study tours, while
international exchanges take US experts overseas to
participate in conferences, lead seminars, and offer
individual consultations.

Pacific Environment has partnered with
Vladivostok-based Zov Taigi to publish and disseminate
environmental information throughout Siberia and the
Russian Far East. Starting with an idea and a small
amount of funds in 1992, Pacific Environment and Zov
Taigi first published a small, black-and-white environ-
mental newspaper. Now Zov Taigi regularly publishes
an full-color environmental magazine with detailed
analysis of Russian environmental issues, including
Siberian tiger conservation, forest use, and marine pro-
tection. Zov Taigi is also now producing award-winning
documentary films.

Direct Support

Pacific Environment provides direct support, in
the form of grants, to its partner organizations. Pacific
Environment’s underlying philosophy is that our part-
ners, working on the ground to protect the environ-
ment, can achieve greater results than an NGO working
outside the borders of a country like Russia. In addi-
tion, local NGOs tend to have a far greater understand-
ing of the issues than any foreign organization could.
However, philanthropy in Russia and many other Pa-
cific Rim countries is relatively insignificant. Conse-
quently, a lot of very innovative local NGOs and envi-
ronmental leaders struggle to support their work finan-
cially. This is why Pacific Environment’s role of securing
financial support is so important. Because the eco-
nomic rate of exchange is so vastly different than in the
US—a $5,000 grant can support one or two activists for
a year—a few US dollars go an exceptionally long way.
Thus, Pacific Environment’s partner groups can achieve
great results with relatively small amounts of support,
at least by US standards.

Pacific Environment’s direct support has achieved
impressive results, including:
• Helping to create several protected territories, in-

cluding the Tigerekskii Nature Preserve (Altai),
Vostochny Wildlife Refuge (Sakhalin), and the
Borisovskoye Plateau Wildlife Refuge (Primorye);

• Halting logging in the Urkansky Wildlife Refuge in
Amur Region;

• Supporting the development of a network for
public environmental monitoring in Sakha-
Yakutia;

• Forcing Sakhalin Energy and Exxon to re-inject
some or all of their drilling wastes;

• Producing the first environmental journal in the
Russian Far East.

David Gordon (third from left) facilitates US/Russian discus-
sion on environmental activism.
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Pacific Environment has always seen itself as a
“bridge” between effective grassroots groups in Pacific
Rim countries and potential funders. Our partner
groups often do not have access to funders in the US.
Our partner groups are often not experienced at raising
funds internationally and language barriers prevent
them from expressing ideas in a convincing manner.
Pacific Environment, through its Direct Support Pro-
gram, bridges that gap and links Western donors with
the groups doing on-the-ground work.

Joint Campaigns

Pacific Environment’s strongest partnerships in
Siberia and the Russian Far East involve joint cam-
paigns. We translate our partners’ local work against
environmentally destructive projects into efforts to
reform international policies. And we use international
policies to assist grassroots organizations in their local
efforts.

For example, Pacific Environment is currently
campaigning with Sakhalin Environment Watch to
protect endangered gray whales in northeastern
Sakhalin and improve the environmental behavior of
multinational oil companies including Exxon and
Shell. Pacific Environment is working with Sakhalin
Environment Watch to review proposed oil develop-
ment projects, provide comments about their environ-
mental risks, and propose specific solutions to improv-
ing corporate responsibility.

Pacific Environment is also working with Baikal
Ecological Wave to monitor and improve development
of BP Amoco’s and Russia Petroleum’s Kovykta gas
deposit in Irkutsk Region. With the Wave, Buryat Re-
gional Union for Baikal, and other groups, Pacific Envi-
ronment will also monitor proposed pipeline construc-
tion from Russia to China.

Pacific Environment is also working with organi-
zations throughout Siberia and the Russian Far East to
impact illegal logging and the illegal timber trade. Over
the last few years, exports of Russian wood have sky-
rocketed, especially due to growing demand from
China. The impacts of illegal logging are now being felt
throughout Siberia and the Russian Far East. Pacific
Environment is campaigning to support local monitor-
ing—largely through the druzhina [see Fall 2000 Give &
Take], or student nature guard movement—to identify
illegal logging operations. And Pacific Environment is
working with groups like the Vladivostok-based Bu-
reau for Regional Outreach Campaigns to monitor
trade between Russia and China. Pacific Environment
is also linking this campaign to Pacific Rim and inter-
national policy efforts to halt illegal logging and trade.

In addition, Pacific Environment is working with
the Living Seas Coalition to protect the Russian Far
East’s rich marine biodiversity. Living Seas is a coalition
of environmental groups from the coastal regions of
the Russian Far East, including Chukotka, Kamchatka,
Magadan, Khabarovsk, Primorye, and Sakhalin. Living
Seas is coordinated by ISAR’s Russian Far East office
and has focused public attention on dangers to marine
biodiversity from oil drilling and pollution as well as
from overfishing. Most importantly, Living Seas has
launched a public awareness campaign to raise the
visibility of marine conservation issues.

In conclusion, Pacific Environment has found its
partnerships with environmental groups in Siberia and
the Russian Far East to be extremely productive in pro-
tecting the environment. Successful partnerships re-
quire significant investments of time and energy from
both sides—and the results are worth it! ●

David Gordon is associate director of Pacific Environ-
ment.
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Siberian foresters are awed by ancient forests in the
Pacific Northwest and Canada.
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Ukraine Joins Global
Clean Up Campaign

Environmental projects that have taken flight
in countries around the world are more and more
often finding eager partners in once-isolated Eur-
asian countries like Ukraine. A good example is
Clean Up the World—an international community-
based environmental awareness campaign, initiated
in Australia in 1989. Currently under the auspices of
the United Nations Environment Program, Clean
Up the World events are now held in 120 countries
every September. Community activists partner with
local governments and businesses to organize clean
ups, plant trees, or otherwise take care of their im-
mediate environment.

This September, Ukraine joined in. During its
first Clean Up the World campaign—called “Clean
Ukraine—Clean Earth” (Chysta Ukraina—Chysta
Zemla)—over 145 local clean ups were held all over
the country. More than 70,000 volunteers cleaned
up 1500 sites. Participants collected 70 tons of
wastepaper, 6 tons of glass for recycling, and 5.5
tons of plastic packaging. Not only did volunteers
enjoy the positive experience of making a difference,
they gained pride in the ability to influence local
environmental problems and improve the health,
safety, and attractiveness of their local communities.

The Clean Up Ukraine campaign, organized by
the Lviv branch of the Association of Ukrainian
Cities, was supported by the Ukrainian Ministry of
Environment. Financial support also came from the
Region in Transition (RITA) grants program, the
East-East Program of Batory Foundation and the
International Renaissance Foundation.

More information and photographs of the
event are available at www.cleanukr.org.ua.

Armenian Third Sector
Wins Recognition

The Armenian Assembly of America NGO
Center (NGOC) has begun a new partnership with
the Voice of America (VOA) radio network to high-
light Armenian NGO activities.

VOA will hold weekly interviews with represen-
tatives of Armenian NGOs, who are eager to inform
the public about their good deeds and the support

they  offer, said NGOC Program Officer Tania
Chichmanian. “We hope the VOA  will help every-
one understand the critical role NGOs have in Ar-
menia as the country  builds its democracy and
economic status.”

One of the first NGOs to participate in the
series was the  “Meghvik” Youth Educational Center
based in Gyumri. Vehanoush Hovhannisyan, Presi-
dent of the  “Meghvik” Youth Educational Center,
said the group has implemented many youth
projects already and that “there will soon come a day
when Gyumri will be flourishing and [its residents]
will be cheerful and happy.”

Many NGO projects are winning media atten-
tion in Armenia today, thanks in part to the NGOC.
For example, the NGOC announced, among many
other projects, a training center for the disabled
which has been implemented by the Stepanavan-
based NGO Liarzek Kyank (Perfect Life) with the
assistance of the US-based NGO World Learning.
The information center, part of the NGO’s “Mirror”
project, has collected data about the disabled in
Stepanavan and neighboring communities, allowing
services to be more effective.

Perfect Life offers free legal, medical, and psy-
chological counseling for the disabled and provides
them Internet access and training courses. To raise
awareness about the rights of the disabled, seminars
will be held for Stepanavan and neighboring Kurtan
village beneficiaries. Such successes were highlighted
on local television programs in Stepanavan, further
calling attention both to issues related to the dis-
abled and to the power of nongovernmental projects
to assist citizens whose needs and rights are ne-
glected by the authorities.

“The not-for-profit nongovernmental sector of
Armenia is rich with diverse civic initiatives and
activities,” Chichmanian said. “The NGOC will con-
tinue to raise awareness—both inside and outside
Armenia—about what Armenian not-for-profit
nongovernmental organizations are doing.”

For more information about Perfect Life, con-
tact: Suren Maghakyan in Stepanavan at
flhu@netsys.am.  To learn more about the NGOC,
write to ngoc@aaainc.org or visit www.aaainc.org.
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Thank You!

We would like to extend our
gratitude to the following funders
for their financial support of our
programs during 2000-2001.

Compton Foundation

DevTech Systems, Inc.

William and Flora Hewlett

Foundation

Roy A. Hunt Foundation

W. Alton Jones Foundation

Lippincott Foundation

The John Merck Fund

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

Stewart R. Mott Charitable Trust

Ploughshares Fund

Rockefeller Brothers Fund

Trust for Mutual Understanding

US Agency for International

Development

State Dept. Bureau of Educational

and Cultural Affairs

Central Eurasia Project of the

Open Society Institute

Winslow Foundation

And heartfelt thanks to those who
have invested in our work and are
committed to our mission:

Judith Adams

Alliance to Save Energy

Betty Bostrom

Sarah Carey

Caroline and Tom Crawford

Harriett Crosby

Marcia and George deGarmo

Georgia and William Delano

Jane and Bill Eastham

Jonathan H. Elkind

Jamie and Andrew Gagarin

Elizabeth Gardiner

Anne Garrels and Vint Lawrence

Nancy A. Graham

Margaret and William Greer

Donna Hartman

John R. Hunting

Celina Kellogg

W. Thomas Kelly

Kevin Klose

Joan Kuriansky

DJ Peterson

Vicky and George Ranney

Stanley Resor

Marie Ridder

Raisa Scriabine Wallace

Marie Louise and David Scudder

Alan Slifka

Mary Louise Vitelli

Kate Watters and Jim Boissonnault

Beatrice W. Wilkes

Anonymous patrons

We invite you to join these gener-
ous individuals who have made an
annual donation to ISAR of $250 or
more. Donations are tax deductible.

ACDI/VOCA: 50 F St. NW, Suite 1075, Washington, DC 20001;
tel: 202-879-0247, fax: 202-783-7204; tmikhailova@acdivoca.org; http://www.acdivoca.org .................. 13

Baikal Watch: 300 Broadway, Suite 28, San Francisco, CA 94133-3312;
tel: 415-788-3666; fax: 415-788-7324; baikalwatch@earthisland.org; http://www.earthisland.org ......... 19

Center for Nuclear Ecology and Energy Policy
of the Socio-Ecological Union: tel/fax: +7 (095)131-70-12; seulydia@online.ru ....... 17

Center for Safe Energy: 2828 Cherry St., Berkeley, CA 94705; tel: 510-883-1177;
cse@earthisland.org; http://www.earthisland.org ....................................................................................... 18

Child and Environment: natalia@dutuna.kiev.ua; http://www.iscvt.org/edeeukr1.htm ..... 14

Georgian Young Lawyers Association: Khevi st. 2/3 Tbilisi, Georgia 380055;
tel: (32) 93-61-01; davidusu@iris.ge ................................................................................................................9

Green Salvation: 58 Shagabutdinova St., Apt. 28, Almaty, Kazakhstan 480091;
tel/fax: (3272) 68-33-74, 40-32-04; ecoalmati@nursat.kz .......................................................................... 12

Horizonti, the Foundation for the Third Sector in Georgia:
P.O. Box 94, 380079 Tbilisi–8, Georgia; tel/fax: 995-32-29-29-55, 995-32-29-29-55;
ngo@horizonti.org; http://www.horizonti.org ................................................................................................6

Institute for Sustainable Communities: 56 College Street, Montpelier, VT 05602;
tel: 802-229-2900; fax: 802-229-2919; isc@iscvt.org; http://www.iscvt.org ............................................... 14

Pacific Environment: 1440 Broadway Suite 306, Oakland CA; tel: 510-251-8800;
fax: 510-251-8838; dkgordon@pacificenvironment.org; http://www.pacificenvironment.org ................ 23

Sacred Earth Network: 592 Main Street, Amherst MA 01002;
tel: 413-253-6998 fax: 413-253-1657; www.sacredearthnetwork.org ........................................................ 21

World Wildlife Fund: 1250 24th St. NW, Washington, DC 20037;
tel: 202-778-9573; margaret.williams@wwfus.org; http://www.wwfus.org ............................................... 23

ISAR Offices
ISAR-Almaty (Kazakhstan): 480012 Almaty,
a/ya 24; tel/fax: 7-3272-92-86-20; root@isar.almaty.kz;
www.isar.org/isar/Central_Asia.html

ISAR-Atyrau (Kazakhstan): 465050 Atyrau,
13 ul. Satpaeva, No. 10; tel/fax: 7-31222-3-10-29;
isaratyrau@astel.kz; www.isar.org/isar/atyrau.html

ISAR-Baku (Azerbaijan): 370010 Baku, 24
Jafar Jabbarly St., Apt. 1 and 2; tel: 994-12-95-30-37; fax:
994-12-94-30-84; ngo@isar-az.org; www.isar-az.org

ISAR-Kyiv (Ukraine): 252150 Kyiv-150, a/ya 44;
tel/fax: 380-44-269-8542; isar@isar.kiev.ua;
www.ednannia.isar.kiev.ua

ISAR-Minsk (Belarus): 220088 Minsk, a/ya 89;
tel: 7375-172-23-84-98; laevskaya@fmst.unibel.by;
www.isar.org/isar/belarus.html

ISAR-Moscow (Russia): 121019 Moscow, G-
19, a/ya 210; tel/fax: 7-095-251-76-17; clearh@online.ru;
www.isarmos.ru; www.caspinfo.ru

ISAR-Novosibirsk (Russia): 630004
Novosibirsk-4, a/ya 130; tel/fax: 7-3832-21-89-24;
isarsib@mail.cis.ru; www.isar.org/isar/siberia/index.htm

ISAR-Vladivostok (Russia): 690091
Vladivostok, a/ya 91246; tel/fax: 7-4232-21-10-96;
isarrfe@online.marine.su; www.isarrfe.ru

ISAR-DC (USA): 1601 Connecticut Ave., NW, Ste. 301, Washington, DC 20009;
tel: 202-387-3034; fax: 202-667-3291; postmaster@isar.org; www.isar.org



Become a member of ISAR and join a dynamic network of
activists, practitioners and scholars strengthening citizen
participation in the former Soviet Union. Your tax-deductible
ISAR membership includes a one-year subscription to Give &
Take and our quarterly newsletter ISAR in Focus.
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For international memberships, please add $10.

Don’t Miss Out on the Give & Take!

Please visit us at www .isar.org

Give & Take Back Issues
Vol. 1, #1 • Summer 1998
Seven Years of Building Civil Society: What Has It Meant?

Vol. 1, #2 • Fall 1999
NGO Advocacy: Making Change Through Law and Politics

Vol. 2, #1 • Winter 1999
Grassroots Activism East and West

Vol. 2, #2 • Spring 1999
NGO Image in the FSU: What’s the Public View?

Vol. 2, #3 • Summer 1999
Local Fundraising: Benefits and Limits of Domestic Support

Vol. 2, #4 • Fall/Winter 1999-2000
Eurasian NGOs and the Communications Revolution

Vol. 3, #1 • Spring 2000
Amidst Conflict, NGOs Nurture Peace

Vol. 3, #2 • Summer 2000
Women and the Third Sector (SOLD OUT)

Vol. 3, #3 • Fall 2000
NGOs and Government: Looking for Ways to Work Together

Vol. 3, #4 • Winter 2001
Reaching Out to Protect the Caspian

Vol. 4, #1&2 • Spring/Summer 2001
NGOs and Nuclear Safety

Vol. 4, #3 • Fall 2001
NGOs and Youth: Building Communities

To join ISAR, receive multiple copies of this issue, or order
back issues of Give & Take, send your check payable to ISAR to
the address below. For more information, contact us at
membership@isar.org. Back issues cost $5.00 each, with reduced
prices for multiple copies. Give & Take is also available online
and in .pdf format at www.isar.org. Our website includes infor-
mation on ISAR programs and an archive of stories from Give &
Take and ISAR’s previous journal, Surviving Together.


