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Introduction

This monograph was written as part of the project entitled Cooperation
of Universities Supporting the Development of Security and Crisis Manage-
ment of the Lublin and Lutsk Transborder Regions. It was financed under the
Cross-border Cooperation Programme PL-BY-UA 2014-2020. The project
was implemented in 2018-2020 in international cooperation between two
universities: the John Paul II Catholic University of Lublin in Poland and the
Lutsk National Technical University in Ukraine.

The monograph presents an analysis of selected issues that influence the
partnership and cross-border cooperation between Poland and Ukraine. The
main analysis focuses on exploring the empirical material collected in a survey
conducted on a group of 404 respondents on both sides of the border. The time
frame of this publication mostly covers the last months of 2019, meaning the
period when the survey was carried out. In the case of exceptionally impor-
tant events, the analysis extends into 2020. In principle, the book does not take
into account the consequences of COVID-19 since it is difficult to formulate
any specific suggestions or forecasts, and only in some cases attempts have been
made to touch upon selected problems related to the developments in this area.

The book also contains a review of selected literature, particularly in its
theoretical part. The literature review has been limited to selected, most im-
portant publications which, in the authors™ view, contribute the most to the
topics addressed in the monograph. The analysis, both in the theoretical and
empirical parts, is principally based on the authors’ analytical and research
perspective. The authors selected issues that characterise the key phenomena
in their spheres of interest.

The publication consists of an extensive methodological introduction with
a review of the literature, four chapters, and a final part in the form of con-
clusions and recommendations. This structure was designed to help readers
absorb the knowledge in the most accessible way possible. The data are pre-
sented in both graphic and descriptive formats.

1 Assoc. Prof. dr habil. Wojciech Gizicki, Faculty of Social Sciences, The John Paul II Catholic
University of Lublin, wojciech.gizicki@kul.pl

Dr Tomasz Peciakowski, Faculty of Social Sciences, The John Paul II Catholic University of
Lublin, tomasz.peciakowski@kul.pl
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The Introduction to the Research Methodology ofters a literature review and
discusses the special characteristics of the positions of Poland and Ukraine
and their mutual relations. This part also presents the characteristics of re-
spondents and the background of the authors’ research.

The first chapter outlines the geopolitical situation of Poland and Ukraine.
In this respect, several selected challenges and opportunities were indicated
as crucial. These concern relations at both bilateral and international levels.
Some of the identified factors are independent, and both countries must re-
spond to and deal with them as they occur, adequately to the intensity of the
activities undertaken by other actors. In several other cases, the need to un-
dertake specific actions is faced either by both countries jointly or by one
of the countries separately.

The second chapter characterises the Bug Euroregion and provides the
fullest picture of two regions selected for analysis: the Lublin Voivodship and
the Volyn Oblast. The chapter contains essential information needed to pres-
ent the specificity, similarities and diversity of the two cross-border regions.
The data provided cast light on the geographical and social context.

The third chapter analyses the specific aspects of border crossing between
Poland and Ukraine. The essential part is an assessment of the accessibili-
ty, functionality and time needed to carry out border checks and clearance.
In fact, the state border is not only a technical barrier: it also serves an impor-
tant social role. The aforementioned background conditions may create a spe-
cific situational and personal image in the minds of people who use the border
crossing point and members of services who handle the cross-border traffic.

The fourth chapter discusses issues related to the assessment of the validi-
ty and effectiveness of cross-border cooperation between Poland and Ukraine.
Cross-border cooperation can be a domain of formal activities at various levels.
However, it plays a key role when its effects are positively viewed and perceived
by the residents of the border regions. Such cooperation has a real impact
on many aspects of daily life in the region, its attractiveness and accessibility.

%

The authors of this monograph would like to extend their thanks for the
cooperation and support received from the Centre for European Projects,
Warsaw, Department for International Projects at the John Paul II Catholic
University of Lublin, partners from the Lutsk National Technical University,
the Nadbuzanski Border Guard Department in Chetm, and the National Rev-
enue Administration in Lublin. Our thanks also go to the reviewers of this
publication.



Introduction to the Research Methodology

Poland and Ukraine are often seen as strategic partners. Geographical
proximity, a shared history and, in some periods and parts, shared statehood,
including cultural affinity as the factors that induce such a perception. In the
20™ century, both countries were severely affected by tragic events, especial-
ly World War II and the division of Europe as a result of the Yalta confer-
ence. Another issue that plays an important role is that of the politics of his-
tory (also known as the ,,politics of memory”), related to the events in Volyn
in 1943-44. While these events played their role from 1945-1989, they also
have consequences in the present”.

The process of political and systemic transformation initiated in 1989
in Poland and in 1991 in Ukraine took a somewhat different course in each
case. On the one hand, this was due to the point of departure for each coun-
try. Poland, despite its systemic subordination to the USSR, formally had the
status of an independent country after World War II. In contrast, Ukraine was
part of the USSR as one of the 16 Soviet republics and did not gain independ-
ence until 1991 due to the slow yet systematic collapse of the USSR.

Despite the existing differences and problems, Poland and Ukraine are
close to each other. They need each other to reinforce their own national
and international interests. Cooperation at the regional and local levels pro-
vides important support for the bilateral policies. The cross-border nature
of such cooperation is a matter of course. This entails both challenges and
opportunities.

2 See. e.g.: J. Rysicz-Szafraniec, Ukrainian ‘Working through the Past’ in the Context of the Polish-
Ukrainian Dialogue on Volhynia-43. Asymmetry of Memory, European Rewiev, no. 5/2020, (online);
L. Strilchuk, The Volyn Tragedy in Modern Ukrainian-Polish Relations, Skhid, no. 2/2019, pp. 38-44;
O. Kalishchuk, The Volyn Tragedy in Ukraine and Poland’s Public Discourse, East Europe Historical
Bulletin, no. 12/2019, pp. 221-227; G. Motyka, Nieustajgcy polsko-ukrairiski spér o historig, Sprawy
Miedzynarodowe, no. 1/2018, pp. 31-40; P. Bajor, A strategic challenge: the influence of historical
policy on the current shape of the Polish-Ukrainian relations, Jagiellonski Przeglad Bezpieczenstwa,
no. 1/2016, pp. 64-74.
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In 1991, Poland was the first country in the world to officially acknowledge
the sovereignty of Ukraine. This is significant not only in the symbolic di-
mension but also in real and practical terms. The existence of an independent
Ukraine as a buffer separating Poland from Russia is a beneficial geopolitical
fact for Poland. Poland has endeavoured to support Ukraine at various levels.
Bilateral relations, although varying in effects and intensity over the last 30
years, are crucial for both countries. Support at the international level is also
being extended. Examples include the activity in the EU (Eastern Partnership
project) and NATO (the establishment of the Lithuanian-Polish-Ukrainian
Brigade, LITPOLUKRBRIG).

For Ukraine, Poland appears to be a country with a generally successful
record regarding the transformation of its political and economic system. Po-
land’s swift accession to NATO and the EU, as well as the country’s dynamic
economic development at steadily high growth rates, serve as an example for
Ukraine, showing that geopolitical goals are realistic and achievable. Poland’s
path and its efforts to strengthen its statehood and move towards European
and Atlantic structures has two meanings for Ukraine: learning from best
practices and avoiding mistakes.

This monograph aims to analyse the cross-border partnership and co-
operation between Poland and Ukraine. This study focuses on two regions:
the Lublin Voivodship in Poland and the Volyn Oblast in Ukraine. The main
objective of the empirical research was to explore how people who cross the
Polish-Ukrainian border perceive the cross-border cooperation between the
two countries, how they assess its forms, and what they identify as the oppor-
tunities and barriers for further development of the cooperation. One of the
central topics in the survey was the border crossing point, and the assessment
of its accessibility, infrastructure and services. The study also sought to con-
front different perspectives: that of the people crossing the border and that
of the members of border services.

The monograph attempts to answer several research questions. They arise
from the adopted assumptions, the theoretical context outlined and the analy-
sis of the authors’ own empirical research.

The research questions were developed to focus on the key issues which are
multidimensional: they concern the geopolitical context, the formal and prac-
tical foundations of regional cooperation as well as public awareness. In the
empirical research, key importance is attached to issues related to the re-
spondents’ awareness and perceptions regarding the ontological (what it looks
like, what it is like, how it proceeds), teleological (whether it is needed or



Poland and Ukraine. Partnership and Regional Cross-Border Cooperation 11

not, what purpose it serves, its significance and who should be responsible for
it) and pragmatic nature (the effects it brings, its benefits, and who benefits
most) of the Polish-Ukrainian cross-border cooperation. It is also important
to assess the operation of border crossing points, including the competences
of relevant services. Therefore, the following issues will be covered by the key
research questions:

1. What are the main geopolitical challenges and opportunities faced by Poland and
Ukraine?

2. What are the special characteristics of the regions under analysis: the Lublin
Voivodship and Volyn Oblast?

3. What are the awareness and the current knowledge of Poles and Ukrainians
crossing the border regarding the cross-border cooperation of the two countries?

4. What is the status of cross-border cooperation between Poland and Ukraine,
as seen by Poles and Ukrainians crossing the border?

5. What do the respondents see as the difficulties and obstacles in the cross-border
cooperation between Poland and Ukraine?

6. Do the border and border traffic represent an important barrier and, if so, how
important is it?

7. How are the border services of Poland and Ukraine assessed by people who cross
the border?

8. How divergent are the perceptions of the border crossing point and cross-border
cooperation reported by Poles and Ukrainians, especially as reported by civilians
who cross the border and officers who handle the cross-border traffic?

The study aimed to target people who cross the Polish-Ukrainian and
Ukrainian-Polish border and use the border crossing point at least once a year.
The goal was to obtain a survey sample consisting of respondents of both na-
tionalities (50% Poles and 50% Ukrainians). This was complemented by a par-
allel survey based on a nearly identical tool (questionnaire) among members
of border services of both countries (50% Polish and 50% Ukrainian officers).
Since there is no sampling frame and given that the survey was conducted
on an ad hoc population, the sampling was purposive, based on the afore-
mentioned criterion of citizenship and, additionally, for individuals cross-
ing the border, the criterion of age (10-20%: 18-25 y.0.; 30-40%: 26-40 y.0.;
30-40%: 41-60 y.0.; and 10-20%: 61+ y.0.) and the criterion of gender (60%
males and 40% females). This was intended to ensure that the survey capture
opinions of people representing different social categories in terms of gender
and age.
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The survey was conducted from December 16 to 20, 2019 at the Doro-
husk-Yahodyn border crossing point, mainly among people who were wait-
ing for border checks/clearance on both sides of the border. In the presence
of the interviewer, the respondents filled in the questionnaire consisting of 26
closed-end substantive questions and 6 demographic questions. The question-
naires were collected from a total of 305 civilians crossing the Polish-Ukrain-
ian and Ukrainian-Polish border (151 Poles and 154 Ukrainians). In the
second half of December 2019, questionnaires were also collected from 99 of-
ficers of the Polish (n=51) and Ukrainian border services (n=48).

In terms of socio-demographic characteristics (Table A), the sample struc-
ture of border crossers is similar for the subgroups surveyed on both sides
of the border. There is a slight prevalence of men (approx. 58% versus 42%),
with an average age of approx. 41-42, close to the median in both subgroups.
There is also a clear predominance of people with tertiary education, espe-
cially on the Ukrainian side (53%, versus 41.7% on the Polish side), and with
secondary education (slightly above 37% on both sides). As regards respond-
ents” place of residence, the proportions of rural vs. urban residents are slight-
ly different on each side of the border: there is a prevalence of rural residents
among Poles (58% versus 42%), whereas the reverse is true for Ukrainians,
with urban residents representing 56% (versus 44%). There are also differenc-
es in terms of economic status: among Poles, there is a prevalence of public
sector employees (37.2%) and people working in the private sector (24.3%),
whereas in the Ukrainian subsample, the largest group was unemployed peo-
ple (40.4%) and those working in the private sector (33.1%).

Among the surveyed group of border guard officers of both countries,
there is a slight predominance of men (55-56%) versus women (44-45%),
with an average age of 41. Quite understandably, this group included no
respondents aged over 60 and very few young people up to 25 years of age
(1-2 persons). The Ukrainian subsample, with the median age of 39 years,
is structurally slightly younger (the median for the Polish subsample was 41
years), with a prevalence (63%) of people aged 26-40, whereas in the Polish
subsample the next age bracket, meaning 41-60 y.o., prevailed (51.2%). This
is also related to the positions in uniformed services held by the individuals
who took part in the study. The vast majority of the Ukrainian subsample
worked in lower-level jobs (87% of the Ukrainian border guards in the survey
directly handled the border traffic, versus only 30.6% in the Polish subsam-
ple). On the Polish side, 1/3 of the border guard officers declared higher-level
jobs, i.e. working as border traffic management staft (34.7%).
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The scholarly literature on the subject of the partnership and cross-border
cooperation between Poland and Ukraine is fairly extensive. Multiple stud-
ies on the subject undertake multidimensional and interdisciplinary analyses,
and it is not possible to mention all of them’. Thus, this monograph focus-
es only on selected issues, as clearly outlined in the title and content of each
chapter. The problems in focus relate to fundamental issues that are close
to both Poland and Ukraine. The authors of the analyses and studies draw at-
tention to difficult topics in the mutual relations between both countries. The
dominant issue is the politics of history, including the tragic events in Volyn.
Political and socio-economic relations are also an important issue, both at the
governmental and regional levels. Several studies are directly devoted to co-
operation at the level of the area covered by the Bug Euroregion, with a num-
ber of them providing statistical data.

This work draws on several research methods, with comparative analysis
and analysis of own empirical research playing the major role. The theoret-
ical part focuses on the similarities and differences of state-level institutions.
Several background conditions that are either identical or different between
Poland and Ukraine were identified. The empirical part provides an analy-
sis of responses obtained from individual respondents, meaning those who
in practice use and benefit from the effects of cross-border cooperation be-
tween Poland and Ukraine within the Lublin Voivodship and the Volyn
Oblast (both of which are part of the Bug Euroregion).

3 In the context of the issues contained in the monograph, a special role should be given to sever-
al studies devoted to Poland and Ukraine. They concern both geopolitical and cross-border issues,
including the specificity and cooperation of the analyzed regions of the Lublin Voivodship and the
Volyn Oblast. More information about them you can see in footnotes.






CHAPTER 1. GEOPOLITICAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF POLAND AND UKRAINE

The mutual contacts between Poland and Ukraine are determined by their
geographical location. While the geographic proximity enforces cooperation,
it is also a source of many problems. Both countries have experienced many
challenges in their history, including mutual ones. Poles and the Ukrainians
had separate states and were dependent on their big neighbours, especially
Russia and Germany. There was also a time when both nations lived within
the same state.

1.1. Geopolitical Changes after 1989

One cannot analyse the contemporary situation of Poland and Ukraine
without the context of geopolitical changes occurring towards the end of the
20th century. The collapse of the bipolar world, dominated by the rivalry be-
tween the USA and the USSR, triggered a geopolitical revolution in Europe.
Its consequences are also experienced by Poland and Ukraine.

The differences in the development trajectories of the two countries,
as well as their existing opportunities and challenges, are a result of the slight
differences in their respective backgrounds. One cannot agree with the state-
ment that the geopolitical situation of Poland and Ukraine after World War
IT was the same. Although there were some similarities, the situation of the
two countries was particularly determined by their actual dependence on the
USSR, total or partial.

After World War II, Poland was pushed into the Soviet sphere of influ-
ence. However, it remained an independent country under international law.
In contrast, Ukraine became one of the 16 republics of the USSR. Already
in 1989, Poland undertook reforms and embarked on the restoration of its
full sovereignty as a consequence of profound geopolitical changes that swept
across the whole of Central Europe. Ukraine declared its independence more
than two years later, on August 24, 1991, and this fact should be clearly



Map 1. Map of Europe, 1989.
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Map 2. Map of Europe, 2020.
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highlighted*. Therefore, the starting point for reforms and the pace of trans-
formations are closely linked with these circumstances.

Poland’s immediate neighbourhood is another consequence of geopoliti-
cal changes in Europe. From 1990-1993, Poland lost all three of its existing
neighbours and gained seven new ones. This kind of situation was unprece-
dented for any country in the modern world. Until 1990, Poland shared its
western border with the German Democratic Republic (GDR). After the GDR
was incorporated into the Federal Republic of Germany, this border is now
shared with reunited Germany. In 1991, Poland saw Czechoslovakia divide
at its southern border. As a result, two independent countries, the Czech
Republic and Slovakia, were created. In Eastern Europe, the collapse of the
USSR ended in 1991. As a result, instead of sharing a single border with the
USSR, Poland is now a neighbour of Russia, Lithuania, Belarus and Ukraine.

The group of Poland’s immediate neighbours is also very diverse. This is re-
lated to the type and nature of the political systems prevailing in the neigh-
bouring countries. Four countries, i.e. Germany, the Czech Republic, Slovakia
and Lithuania, are members of NATO and the EU. Relations with these coun-
tries are based on bilateral and multilateral contacts within the aforemen-
tioned international organisations. The borders are open and regulated by the
rules of the Schengen area. In the case of Russia and Belarus, their proximity
can be seen as highly challenging. Both countries show features of authoritar-
ian regimes. Ukraine is considered a neighbour of strategic importance.

Ukraine was a Soviet republic until 1991. After declaring independence
and being recognised as an independent state in the international arena,
Ukraine had to undertake political and diplomatic efforts related to its imme-
diate neighbourhood, involving seven countries: Poland, Belarus, Russia, Mol-
dova, Romania, Hungary and Slovakia. Four of Ukraine’s neighbours are EU
and NATO members. As in the case of Poland, being a neighbour of Belarus
and Russia represents a particular challenge. In the case of Belarus, it is clear
that the changes in the political and social situation there are progressing. The
recent presidential elections of August 2020 showed that Belarusian society
demands concrete changes. This will certainly have an impact on internal af-
fairs in Belarus, as well as on Europe as a whole. As the closest neighbour
of Belarus, Ukraine will be particularly involved in these processes. There

4 Poles born from 1945 to 1989 had Poland as their birthplace recorded in personal documents.
The situation with citizenship was similar: it was always described as Polish. As regards Ukrainians,
all those born before 1991 had the USSR as their birthplace and were regarded as citizens of that coun-
try. The significance of this fact seems to go beyond being purely symbolic.
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can be no doubt that Russia will remain interested in the developments, as it
is in Russia’s interest to maintain an influence on Belarus as well as increase
instability in the eastern part of Ukraine. There are also several important
challenges concerning Moldova. The most important ones are, of course, re-
lated to Transnistria and the role of Russia in the region.

Ukraine’s relations with its neighbouring countries represent a major chal-
lenge. Although the majority of its neighbours are NATO and EU members,
the border with non-members of these organisations is almost 3,000 km
longer.

Table 1. Borders of Poland and Ukraine

State Neighbouring States Lenght of Borders

Poland | I. NATO and EU countries: I. EU countries — 1930 km
Germany, Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Lihtuania

II. non NATO and EU countries: | II.non EU countries — 1185 km
Ukraine, Belarus, Russia

Ukraine | I. NATO and EU countries: I. EU countries — 1391 km
Poland, Slovakia, Hungary,
Romania II. non EU countries — 4260 km

II. non NATO and EU countries
Belarus, Russia, Moldova

Source: Own work.

1.2. The Contemporary Geopolitical Reality of Poland
and Ukraine

Poland and Ukraine must take account of the contemporary geopolitical
context in undertaking actions. This is not just a matter of accepting the ex-
ternal constructs as an absolute and finite fact. A modern state must be able
to participate in shaping the international order. An active policy in this area
is part of a country’s raison detat. At the same time, this allows countries
to attain their strategic objectives. Of course, not everything is fully achievable
given objective circumstances, existing independently of specific states. How-
ever, every country has to maximise actions that are possible to undertake.
A country that entrusts decisions and key undertakings to other entities puts



20 Wojciech Gizicki, Tomasz Peciakowski

itself in a situation of dependence, which deprives it of the ability to present
an effective response.

Within these contexts, what is of crucial importance for Poland and
Ukraine in the geopolitical sphere are mutual relations, effectively dealing
with challenges and maximizing opportunities®. Some of the existing determi-
nants seem particularly important in this regard. Nearly thirty years of mutual
relations, dating back to 1991 -when Ukraine regained independence - have
been highly dynamic and diverse. Periods of very good cooperation have al-
ternated with periods of stagnation. The catalogue of matters undertaken dur-
ing this period, with varying effects, is very extensive. For the sake of clarity,
one can subdivide it into the spheres of politics, economy and social affairs.

1.2.1. Relations between Poland and Ukraine after 1991

During the last 100 years, the geopolitics of Poland and Ukraine direct-
ly influenced the positions of both countries and their mutual relations. The
Treaty of Versailles in 1919, which ended World War I, brought independence
to both Poland and Ukraine. This did not mean, however, that the independ-
ent statehood of the two countries was a foregone conclusion. The Bolshevik
War of 1920, World War II (1939-1945) and the Yalta Conference (which,
in fact, determined the history of the years 1945-1991) set the direction for
the free development of Poland and Ukraine and, at the same time, their sub-
ordination to foreign countries. This was coupled with nationality problems,
particularly in the territories inhabited jointly by both ethnic communities.

The history of mutual rivalry, often very bloody, also has a clear impact
on contemporary relations between Poland and Ukraine. Many differences,
unresolved issues and deep grievances are deeply imprinted in people’s minds
and constitute an obstacle on the path to a real strategic partnership. The diffi-
cult historical experience represents a serious hurdle in this process. However,
they can be overcome. It seems that it will be crucial to admit responsibility

5 See e.g.: C. S. Christensen, (ed.), Analyzing Political Tensions Between Ukraine, Russia, and the
EU, Pensylwania 2020; A. Lanoszka, Poland in a time of geopolitical flux, Contemporary Politics, no.
4/2020, pp. 458-474; K. Martsikhiv, L. Shepelyak, Geopolitical Goals and Geostrategy of Ukraine, The
Journal of V.N. Karazin Kharkiv National University. Issues of Political Science, no. 37/2020, pp. 116-
124; A. Szeptycki, Poland versus Russia: Competition in Ukraine, East European Politics and Societies:
and Cultures, no. 9/2020, (online); W. Mozgin, Ukraine in a Geopolitical Game between the West and
the Russian Federation, Ukrainian Policymaker, no. 3/2018, pp. 36-42; T. Grosse, Poland’s geopoliti-
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for the wrongs of the past and to offer forgiveness. The memory of the past
as well as the politics of history based on the truth will provide an opportu-
nity for effective and lasting cooperation, beneficial for both countries. Today,
more things should unite Poland and Ukraine than those that set them apart.
After all, the strategic challenges and opportunities are numerous.

The issue of strategic partnership has found its place in the research con-
ducted for the purposes of this monograph. Respondents were asked: Do you
think that Poland and Ukraine are strategic partners in the area of politics
and economy? The dominant belief among the two national groups is that
there is indeed a strategic partnership between Poland and Ukraine. However,
a detailed analysis shows that this issue is more often perceived as important
by Ukrainians (91%) rather than by Poles (61.2%). Ukrainians also hold much
firmer views on the existence of this partnership and its importance. It seems
that the noticeable difference in the assessment of the situation in this regard
is due to the political situation of both countries. Poland has been a NATO
member for over 20 years and, since 2004, it has also been a part of the EU,
with an increasingly prominent voice as a member. Ukraine has been trying
to win recognition for its cause in both NATO and the EU. In this context,
Poland is viewed as a promoter and advocate of Ukrainian interests in both
organisations.

In the 20™ century, Poland recognised and acknowledged the independ-
ence of Ukraine twice. The first time was in the spring of 1920, under an alli-
ance in the fight against Bolshevik Russia. Jozef Pilsudski knew very well that
an independent Ukraine was essential for Poland to become a sovereign and
free country. The interwar reality proved to be very difficult for both coun-
tries. World War II determined the fate of Poland and Ukraine for 45 years.

The second time when Poland recognised the independence of Ukraine
was on December 2, 1991. Poland was the firsts country in the world to do
so®. This fact is remembered by Ukrainians and often invoked when build-
ing a vision of strategic partnership. Ukraine’s independence, which ensued
after the collapse of the USSR, is of key importance for Poland. Therefore,
strengthening their regional and global cooperation is in the interest of both
countries. Many politicians, experts and analysts believe that Ukraine is also
a crucial country for maintaining security in Europe. The opinion reiterated

6 The resolution adopted by the Polish Parliament on December 6, 1991 reads, among others: The
Parliament of the Republic of Poland is glad to welcome Ukraine in the family of independent countries.
The establishment of the Ukrainian state is an important event not only for Ukraine, but also for Europe
and the world as a whole.
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by Zbigniew Brzezinski on various occasions’ represents a symbolic expres-
sion of this thinking. Ukraine is directly called a geopolitical pivot point. An
independent Ukraine clearly undermines Russia as a superpower, thus help-
ing to stabilise security in Central Europe. As a result, Poland has a much
more favourable geopolitical position. It can pursue its strategic vision, and
also strengthen and stabilise the situation across the entire region. As a secu-
rity buffer, Ukraine plays an important role in global politics.

Ukraine recognises the importance of Poland for its Euro-Atlantic plans.
Poland firmly supported the democratic transformations in Ukraine in 2004
(the Orange Revolution), as well as in 2013 (the Euromaidan). At the initi-
ative of Poland and Sweden, the Eastern Partnership project was established
within the EU (2009).

The political importance of relations between Poland and Ukraine has al-
ready been highlighted. This is linked to the role of both countries for each
other as well as in the external context. For Ukraine, Poland is an example
of a successful political transformation after 1989. Moreover, what plays an
important role in Ukraine is Poland’s experience during the period when
it joined NATO and the EU. The determination of all political forces in Po-
land in this regard and the unanimity of purpose in pursuit of these politi-
cal goals are particularly important here. Poland defined membership in both
organisations as its strategic goal even before making the required political
changes in 1989. As for Ukraine, it considerably lagged behind and failed
to take specific steps. In fact, clearer signals in Ukrainian politics regarding its
Euro-Atlantic objectives can only be found after 2002. The concept of multi-
ple vectors in Ukraine’s foreign policy, based on a balance between the West
and the East (Russia), was put to a tragic test in 2014 after the start of the war
with separatists in Donbas.

The economic importance of mutual relations is undisputed, covering the
inter-governmental, regional and individual contexts. At present (2020), Po-
land is the largest import partner for Ukraine, with trade exchange developing
dynamically in terms of both the quantity and types of goods and services.
Economic operators from Poland are increasingly willing to engage in a va-
riety of businesses in Ukraine. Cross-border trade also plays an important
role. A large number of Ukrainians are taking up employment in Poland, and
at present, their number exceeds 1.3 million people.

7 Z. Brzezinski, The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geostrategic Imperatives, New
York 1997.
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The societies of Poland and Ukraine are getting closer as well. Their diffi-
cult history plays an important role at each level of mutual interactions, and
this is certainly a major challenge for both countries. However, the trend to-
wards growth and acceptance can be observed year after year. Many Ukrain-
ians enrol in educational institutions in Poland, especially at the tertiary lev-
el. Cooperation between universities is also thriving. The Ukrainian minority
can receive an education and take their final secondary school exams in their
language. Many Ukrainian cultural entities and institutions operate in Poland.
Polish tourists represent a large group among visitors who travel to and ex-
plore attractive destinations in Ukraine.

Considering the relations and experience of Poland and Ukraine to date,
one can identify several common challenges and opportunities. They are cru-
cial for the stabilisation of mutual contacts between the two countries them-
selves and also for their other neighbours. Some of these considerations are
directly associated with the activities undertaken by both countries while oth-
ers are independent. This, however, does not mean that the two countries are
powerless in their efforts to influence these contexts. With joint determina-
tion and successful diplomatic activities, there seems to be a chance to exert
a positive influence on these spheres.

1.2.2. Geopolitical Challenges Faced by Poland and Ukraine

The political challenges faced by Poland and Ukraine are mostly related
to security. The security environment in the region is dynamic, and Russia’s
policy as a superpower poses a particular challenge for both countries in this
sphere. This policy is expressed in Russia’s adherence to the concept of “near
abroad” It is a comeback to the times of the USSR, when the Soviet republics
were under Moscow’s full control. This included Ukraine and the so-called
»satellite countries” that included Poland. This has become particularly evi-
dent under Vladimir Putin. Russia’s apparent democracy in fact legitimises
the authoritarian rule whose objective is to revive the pre-1993 empire. In this
respect, Ukraine is the key to Russian success. Putin aims to significant-
ly weaken the countries in Central and Eastern Europe while subordinating
them to Russian domination. These measures are multidimensional, spanning
across areas of security, politics, economy and society.

In the area of security, Poland faces several challenges. Even though they
are not associated with any imminent threat or territorial interference by Rus-
sia, its activity in the countries bordering Poland is a clear signal for Poland
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to take decisive steps to strengthen its security. Also, multiple incidents and
attempts at asymmetric measures have been noted. The surveillance carried
out by intelligence services, violations of airspace, information war and cy-
ber attacks are all examples of Russia’s activity targeted at Poland. Attempts
to break up the sense of unity and community of Central European coun-
tries pose a significant threat (for example, within the Visegrad Group, the
Three Seas Initiative or the Bucharest Nine). Russia has been constantly try-
ing to divide the countries which undertake various initiatives, both those
launched at the regional level and those pursued within their NATO and EU
membership.

Successive provocations and interference in the affairs of sovereign states
provide further examples of this kind of activity by Russia. Ukraine has expe-
rienced this several times, especially during the Orange Revolution and Eu-
romaidan®. The aggression peaked during the war in eastern Ukraine, ongo-
ing since 2014. The destabilisation of this region clearly undermines Ukraine’s
ability to successfully integrate with NATO and the EU. It is difficult to im-
agine a country de facto in a state of war, with Russian troops stationed in its
territory (Crimea), to be considered as a potential candidate for membership.

The question of Ukraine’s potential membership in the Euro-Atlantic
structures has been a subject in the research that provided an empirical ba-
sis for his monograph. The respondents were asked about the issue of poten-
tial Ukrainian membership and their opinion as to the time period within
which such membership may be possible. The answers reflect clear differences
in how Poles and Ukrainians assess the situation.

The respondents were asked: Do you believe that Ukraine will become
a member of the trans-Atlantic organisations listed below? The replies given
by Polish respondents clearly indicate their lack of faith in this possibility
(Figure 1). ,Yes” was chosen by 41.3% (EU) and 40.7% (NATO), with 58.7%

8 Other countries are also exposed to such activities, with Georgia in 2008 being among the
most prominent examples. At the time, Russia carried out armed aggression, effectively subjugating
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, tearing both those territories away from Georgia. Poland’s President
at that time, Lech Kaczynski, together with the presidents of Ukraine, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia,
supported the Georgians in Tbilisi. On August 12, 2008, he uttered important words that highlighted
the consequences of a lack of reaction to Russia’s actions, leaving them without visible international
objection. Among others, Lech Kaczynski stressed: ,Russia believes that the old days of the empire
that collapsed less than 20 years ago are coming back, and that domination will again be a feature
of the region. No, it won't! (...). Let me say this not only to you. Let me say this also to those of our
common European Union that Central Europe, Georgia, that our entire region will be important, that
we are an entity. And we also know very well that it may be Georgia today, Ukraine tomorrow, the
Baltic States the day after, and then perhaps time will come also for my country, Poland.”
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and 59.3% choosing ,No” to this question’. This seems to stem from the
respondents’ assessment of the situation in Ukraine rather than their reluc-
tance about this prospect. As regards the surveyed Ukrainians, most of them
expressed their faith in Euro-Atlantic membership, with 78.2% (EU) and
66.1% (NATO) answering ,Yes” and correspondingly 21.8% and 33.9% opt-
ing for ,No°

Figure 1. Do you believe that Ukraine will become a member of the trans-
Atlantic organisations listed below? [among civilian respondents
and members of border services total (%)]
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The respondents were also asked about the possible timing of Ukraine’s
membership in Euro-Atlantic structures: When do you think Ukraine will
become a member of these transatlantic institutions? Also, in this case,
Polish respondents answered differently from their Ukrainian counterparts.
The vast majority of Poles, 64.1%, said that this would become possible in ten
years (or more) at the earliest. The respondents from Ukraine were more like-
ly to believe that this could happen even within up to five years (nearly 30%
of the answers).

9 Even more diverse results can be observed among the surveyed border guard officers from
Poland. ,,Yes” was chosen by only 21.6% of them, with 78.4% choosing ,,No” as a reply.

10 At the same time, there are no differences in responses between Ukrainian civilians and border
guards.



26 Wojciech Gizicki, Tomasz Peciakowski

Figure 2. When do you believe Ukraine will become a member of the
trans-Atlantic organisations listed below? [among civilian
respondents and members of border services total (%)]
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When talking about economic challenges, several problems need to be
highlighted. In 1991, Poland and Ukraine were at a similar level of economic
development. GDP per capita was almost equal for both. However, their polit-
ical transformations and economic reforms followed completely different tra-
jectories, and at a different pace. After 30 years of economic transformations,
it is clear that the differences between the two countries are very significant
and the gap is widening further. Of course, this is not beneficial for equita-
ble cooperation, which is supposed to play a strategic role. In 2019, Poland’s
GDP growth was 4.0%, with its GDP per capita standing at USD 14,902. The
respective figures for Ukraine are 3.2% and USD 10,310. Macroeconomic data
and studies performed by many analysts indicate that with the current level
and dynamics of economic growth, Ukraine will reach Poland’s current level
in 50 years. Quite obviously, Poland will not stand still during this period but
will record optimal growth.

For a few years now, Poland has been recording good economic growth.
However, there are noticeable problems in the economic sector. They are
partly due to economic backwardness, or complications arising during the
privatisation or liquidation of major industrial enterprises. This led to high
unemployment rates, including structural unemployment. Another common
problem was the excessive concentration of capital in the hands of foreign,
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external economic operators. The reforms carried out in Poland over many
years destabilised the economy and marginalised large groups of people. The
concentration of many enterprises, especially those of key importance to the
economy, in the hands of external capital resulted in unfavourable develop-
ment trends, hampered the growth of domestic industries or created signif-
icant competitive disadvantages for domestic capital. Sectors such as energy,
banking and media, with high concentrations of corporate ownership in for-
eign hands, led to numerous developmental barriers. The process of “reclaim-
ing the economy” through re-Polonisation or capital support for companies
in Poland was long and complicated.

Shortly after Poland joined the EU and the labour markets opened up,
the migration processes in Poland intensified. The loss of nearly two million
young, economically active, well-educated workers affected many industries
and the economy as a whole. This loss became particularly evident during the
period of economic growth when many industries needed more workforce.

Ukraine has been struggling with unstable levels of economic develop-
ment. This can be clearly seen when we analyse its economic indicators over
the last few years. Periods of growth alternate with significant slumps and
recession. Currency fluctuations also cause serious problems. A significantly
disadvantageous situation is evident in industrial production and agriculture.
Internal demand also shows great fluctuations. It is unlikely that the long-
term economic policy can benefit from the plans for almost completely priva-
tising key sectors of the economy and for selling agricultural land on a mass
scale. In many cases, a consequence of this process would be the domina-
tion of foreign capital or accumulation of capital in the hands of powerful
oligarchs. Incidentally, the activity of the latter is among the major problems
that hinder the harmonious development and improvement of living stand-
ards among large social groups.

The mass migration of workers to other countries represents a significant
challenge for Ukraine’s economy. Migrants to a significant extent support
their families and the country’s economy through financial transfers. On the
other hand, however, workforce migration clearly depletes the resources that
could be used to develop various economic sectors within Ukraine. This pro-
cess is constantly getting more intense. Migrants are mostly young, well-edu-
cated and highly skilled people. It is also difficult to predict whether they will
be willing to return to Ukraine in the future.

Political and social problems pose a significant challenge to the develop-
ment of both Poland and Ukraine. They can be seen as the inevitable cost
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of profound reforms connected with the systemic transformation after 1989.
While some of these problems are objective costs, others, however, are the
result of a kind of political game, speculation and cold calculations made by
some individuals and political groups.

Poland commenced its transformation from the so-called Round Table ne-
gotiations in 1989. As a consequence, they brought a peculiar political deal
between part of the democratic opposition and the communist authorities.
It was symbolised by the so-called ,thick line” proposed by Tadeusz Ma-
zowiecki, prime minister in the government formed after the June 4, 1989
elections. The ,,thick line policy” meant giving up the idea of thorough settle-
ments with the previous regime and not holding communists accountable. As
a result, a significant proportion of the people who had made up that system
were able to maintain influence over many areas of public life, including the
government, the economy, the media, etc. The consequences of the Round Ta-
ble arrangements are felt until today. Many prominent politicians of the pre-
1989 governments either held or still hold important public functions, also
at the EU level. They are active in the economic and social sphere. For many
years, parliament and government instability has been a significant problem.
Frequently organised elections and changes in the executive branch of power
were not conducive to dynamic growth in many spheres. Another problem
in this regard concerns the lack of political authority figures, as well as low
quality, relativism and unchanging political views among some politicians.

During the political transformation, members of the general public were
left to their own devices in many cases. Large numbers of people who used
to work for state-owned enterprises lost their jobs and the possibility of decent
living for many years. Phenomena such as permanent unemployment, poverty
and social exclusion emerged. In several cases, deep social divides emerged
and became reinforced. People involved in the special services of communist
Poland and foreign-owned media played an important role in this process.
Two events were of particular significance in this respect. The first were the
parliamentary elections of 2005, which resulted in a split within the former
democratic opposition. The second event was the tragic crash of a govern-
ment plane near Smolensk in Russia, with President Lech Kaczynski and 95
other people on board'. The death of the President and significant figures

11 The investigation into the Smolensk plane crash by the Russians was very significant in terms
of how Poland was treated. Steps such as destroying the aircraft wreck (the evidence in the case) just
after the disaster, immediately putting the blame on the pilots, and issuing a verdict after just a few
days of superficial investigation raise many doubts.
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for the country’s politics, economy and social life brought the nation clos-
er together for a while. This process, however, was effectively undermined
by groups that seek to achieve social fragmentation and social divides. Some
of them have their origins abroad.

Depopulation is also a serious social problem, with Poland having one
of the lowest birth rates in Europe, around 1.45. The consequences of this
unfavourable phenomenon entail the rapid ageing of the population, the de-
clining real economic potential, the collapse of the pension system and the
defence potential.

Ukraine has been undergoing political transformation since 1991. The po-
litical and social challenges it faces that are a consequence of the country’s ef-
forts to build its sovereign statehood after a long period of being a part of the
USSR. Ukraine’s main political problem, evident for many years, was its at-
tempt to drift between Russia and the West. For a long time, Ukraine did not
explicitly express its strategic goal to become a full member of the Euro-At-
lantic system. Some of the most prominent politicians changed their minds
about strategic issues even when serving in the executive branch of power.
There were also numerous cases of unclear links between politics and busi-
ness. A numerous and influential caste of oligarchs has emerged. Almost all
of them clearly influenced those in power, both at the national and regional
levels. Some important politicians amassed huge fortunes, got involved in cor-
ruption and entered into shady deals, also at the international level. In the
vast majority of cases, a kind of family clan system developed.

Ukrainian society is highly diverse, with significant unpredictability
and occasional bouts of quick-temper as its characteristic traits. This was
demonstrated during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan. Ukraini-
ans are capable of engaging in an important fight to defend important val-
ues. It seems, however, that their zeal easily turns into discouragement. What
is missing is the will to be consistent and lead matters to completion. There
may be several underlying reasons for this. It is difficult to find a clear, uni-
form Ukrainian national identity. This is certainly not facilitated by the lack
of unambiguous figures of authority, whether from recent history or from the
present. Presumably, political subordination during Soviet times is responsi-
ble for considerable damage in this respect. The lack of its statehood mod-
el and models imposed by Soviet ideologies and attitudes clearly influenced
Ukrainian society. One can hardly identify any figures of authority that would
be universally accepted. A significant proportion of the population use Rus-
sian as their main language (even over 40%, according to some estimates).
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The social groups in the east and west of Ukraine have taken on different
shapes. The presence of oligarchs, as mentioned earlier, certainly does not
help to build a community. Ukrainians do not show much interest in sus-
tainable civic movements. The social capital, especially those represented by
young people, is leveraged mostly abroad'.

Ukraine is also grappling with major demographic challenges”. The fer-
tility rate is almost the same as in Poland (1.45). This should be mentioned
in the context of the rising emigration. Moreover, a large part of the popu-
lation inhabits the territories that are currently under the occupation of ei-
ther separatists or Russians. Adding to this the fact that Ukraine is inhabited
by numerous minorities, one should seriously look at the estimates presented
by some analysts, whereby the actual current physical population of Ukraine
is around 38 million people (official figures published by national and global
institutions mention approx. 45 million).

Both Poland and Ukraine are certainly faced with the challenge of the
moral changes taking place around the world. The groups promoting the so-
called ,minority rights” have been trying to challenge the ways of life that
had been established in the society for a long time. In many cases, this can
lead to anarchy, alien behaviours being imposed on the majority and even
to profound changes that go against the national identity. Europe has become
a source of inspiration and a political and social model for the world thanks
to the achievements of its civilisation, rooted in the Greco-Roman and Chris-
tian traditions. Attempts to change this order will inevitably lead to disaster.

The list of challenges faced by Poland and Ukraine that have been de-
scribed in this chapter is certainly not exhaustive. They only serve as exam-
ples of the important issues that both countries need to grapple with regularly.

1.2.3. Geopolitical Opportunities for Poland and Ukraine

Geopolitical opportunities are an element of the raison detat of each coun-
try. However, they have their dynamics and usually open up for a relatively
short time. When a reaction is too late and opportunities are not grasped im-
mediately, this may mean that they are irretrievably lost. Pursuing them will

12 Students from Ukraine can be taken as an example here. In the academic year 2019/2020, over
40,000 Ukrainians were studying in Poland. Less than 10% of them declare they will return to their
homeland after graduation.

13V, L. Knodel, Ukraine: past, present, future, Kyiv 2019; E. Gugnin, Political, socio-demographic
and economic aspects of state instability as a factor of external influence in Ukraine: a sociological per-
spective, Grani, no. 6-7/2020, pp. 26-38.
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be less effective or their potential impact on the country’s position will be
diminished. In the case of Poland and Ukraine, this is particularly important
given their geographical locations.

When we look at opportunities in the sphere of security, the issues of sov-
ereignty, independence and territorial security come to the fore. It is the fun-
damental duty of every government to take steps to strengthen their country’s
position.

Today, Poland enjoys the best security position since the time of the first
partition (1772), the main reason for this being that the key political forces
in Poland have maintained a uniform stance in this respect since 1989. Dur-
ing this period, there have been hardly any major disputes as to which di-
rection to choose in order to build the country’s security. Of course, some
divergent detailed proposals were voiced, largely stemming from the current
agendas pursued by individual political parties. However, the overall direc-
tion was maintained. For Poland, there is no alternative to NATO member-
ship. This does not mean, however, that Poland is disregarding its obligations
in strengthening its defence capabilities.

For several years now, the situation of the armed forces has been steadi-
ly improving. The personnel capabilities and equipment are being reinforced.
More volunteers want to join the army. Regular, professional training is avail-
able for soldiers. They receive high-quality equipment. The government al-
locates over 2.0% of GDP for defence (aiming to reach 2.5% by 2025). As
a result, Poland is one of a few NATO member states to fulfil its financial
obligations as an ally. The Polish army regularly takes part in allied missions.
Important manoeuvres by NATO troops take place on Poland’s territory.

The United States is the key partner for Poland. This defence partnership
is based on an alliance. The presence of U.S. troops is among the most impor-
tant elements that build Poland’s defence position. Poland is the main partner
of the United States in the region. This has been mutually confirmed at the
level of Presidents Andrzej Duda and Donald Trump. The tangible effects
of these actions include Poland’s investments and purchasing of equipment
(including F-35 aircraft), and the 5,500 U.S. troops stationing on Poland’s
territory.

Poland’s activities within the EU have grown in importance. One example
is Poland’s position on illegal migration into Europe. In 2015, after the change
of government, Poland objected to the so-called forced relocation of migrants.
Despite strong criticism from some EU countries, Poland consistently defend-
ed its position. Several years later, the actions of the EU confirmed Poland’s
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view about the failure of the solutions which had been adopted. Uncontrolled
migration is not conducive to European security. As a country with a signifi-
cantly lengthy EU external border, Poland has been fulfilling its commitments.

It should be stressed at this point that Poland’s actions are not confronta-
tional towards any country. These actions are largely aimed at strengthening
Poland’s own and allied defence potential.

Despite the ongoing war in Donbas, Ukraine has a chance of strengthen-
ing its security. Since 1994, it has cooperated with NATO under the Partner-
ship for Peace programme. The process of allied cooperation has had its ups
and downs. There have been objective problems related to the war in Don-
bas and the annexation of Crimea. Moreover, the Ukrainian authorities were
not always favourably predisposed towards NATO (especially during Viktor
Yanukovych’s term as the country’s president). However, cooperation contin-
ues. In June 2020, it was raised to a new height when Ukraine was included
in the Enhanced Opportunities Programme (EOP). The benefits are related
to Ukraine’s increased participation in terms of access to information as well
as participation in NATO missions and exercises. The stability in the region
must maintain and deepen cooperation between the two entities. This will
help Ukraine be much better prepared for effective and multidimensional co-
operation with NATO. Although the Programme does not guarantee mem-
bership, it will certainly have a decisive impact on Ukraine’s defence potential.

The Lithuanian-Polish-Ukrainian Brigade, LITPOLUKRBRIG, is an im-
portant example of Ukraine’s cooperation with NATO countries. The bri-
gade, stationed in Lublin (Poland), is formed by the armed forces of Lithu-
ania, Poland and Ukraine. It draws on the shared historical heritage, based
on the good experience of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth established
in 1569. The importance of this formation is based on peacekeeping efforts
under the objectives of the UN, NATO and the EU, support for stabilising
the security in the region and the possibility to establish combat groups. The
brigade numbers approx. 4,500 soldiers from the three countries. For Ukrain-
ian servicemen, especially commanders, this provides the opportunity to par-
ticipate in joint military activities with two NATO member states on a day-
to-day basis. The result is valuable experience accumulated while building
a strong foundation for Ukraine’s security, defence and armed forces.

Economic opportunities for Poland and Ukraine arise both from the activ-
ities of the two countries and the external economic circumstances. It is very
important to maintain the direction of reforms and to systematically leverage
and strengthen the economic potential.
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For several years now, Poland has maintained high economic growth
(4% in 2019). Nearly all of its macroeconomic indicators are satisfactory and
remain stable. The economic downturns in recent years, although noticed,
have not affected Poland negatively. Economic growth remains steady, reach-
ing one of the highest rates in Europe. This translates into an increased stand-
ard of living, the attractiveness of Poland as an investment destination and its
credibility as a country. Internal demand is strong. Structurally speaking, ex-
ports exceed imports. The resulting trade surplus is skilfully leveraged in the
economy. The labour market is stable and satisfactory and the unemployment
rate is low (approx. 5.2% in 2019). The strong, positive performance of do-
mestic companies, particularly in the construction and energy sectors, plays
an important role.

Key public investments, both planned and ongoing, are of crucial impor-
tance, as they are likely to build the strength of the Polish economy for many
years to come. Some of them seem particularly important, among them the
Central Transport Hub (CPK), planned to be built near Warsaw in an effort
to raise Poland’s profile in Europe’s transport network. A huge airport, togeth-
er with a rapid railway network and access roads, is likely to boost Poland’s
attractiveness as a transport hub for passenger and freight transport alike.
Another strategically important investment, which will also improve the at-
tractiveness of the eastern parts of the EU, is the construction of the Via Car-
pathia. This road, connecting the North (Baltic States) with the South of Eu-
rope (Greece), will attract more investments and tourist traffic. Investments
in the fuel sector are being undertaken to diversify energy sources and gain
independence from Russia. The gradual extension of the Swinoujscie LNG
Terminal and the completion of the Baltic Pipe will help Poland to expand its
energy capabilities thanks to fuel supplies, notably from the USA and Norway.

Poland has successfully resolved the issue of negotiations for the new long-
term EU budget in 2021-2027. The amount obtained in July 2020 under var-
ious financial facilities totals EUR 160 billion. Regardless of doubts and criti-
cal opinions from some analysts, it should be clearly stressed that this is one
of the highest amounts that can be obtained by a member state. Full success
will depend on the rational utilisation of these funds, especially for innova-
tion, investment, development-oriented research, agriculture and energy.

Ukraine’s economy has been improving slowly yet steadily. The econom-
ic growth rate in 2019 was approx. 3.5%. The labour market has improved
slightly, becoming ever more attractive (in 2019, the unemployment rate was
approx. 7.3%). The income earned by the average citizen has also increased
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(by approx. 16% in 2019). Ukraine still has great potential, particularly in ag-
riculture and the investment sector. For years, large areas of arable land
have been the country’s great treasure. It is not without reason that Ukraine
is called the ,granary of Europe.” Agricultural production can boost econom-
ic growth. Moreover, Ukraine is a large and attractive market for goods. How-
ever, the existing economic opportunities should be leveraged in connection
with the dynamic, fast and effective reforms of the government system, meas-
ures to facilitate business activity and fight corruption. The utilisation of aid
funds must be based on transparent and clear rules. Financial transfers made
by Ukrainian economic migrants can certainly help to stimulate domestic de-
mand. A large part of Ukraine’s economic sector needs reasonable privatisa-
tion, which is likely to drive more growth. In this context, an important op-
portunity has also emerged for companies from Poland.

Ukraine is in the process of making major investments, including those
in construction and road infrastructure, with more investments to come. The
infrastructural acceleration will benefit major players with international cap-
ital and their investment plans. The importance of such activities was proven
during the period before the 2012 UEFA European Football Championship,
a sporting event organised jointly by Poland and Ukraine.

Political and social opportunities should be considered in the context
of citizens  attitudes. The systemic transformation has empowered citizens,
boosting awareness of their rights and duties. This is particularly evident
at breakthrough moments, when most members of the society can unite
around important issues. However, there is a need to build a sustainable com-
munity that will resist apparent divisions and differences. This is particularly
significant in the context of major global processes and transitions.

Politics in Poland firmly relies on democratic principles. The authorities
are elected in free elections. Members of the public are increasingly aware that
every single vote counts. Some politicians understand that the raison detat
is to build a country that is empowered, equal and independent of the will
of other countries or organisations. Naturally, this does not preclude bilateral
cooperation or collaboration within international organisations. Poland’s so-
ciety shows the strongest support for the Euro-Atlantic structures among all
other countries in Europe'. The idea of a civil society has been successtully

14 EU membership is supported by 89% of the population, with NATO enjoying the support of 83%.
This should be kept in mind in the context of false opinions that are being spread about alleged at-
tempts at Polexit or about Poland allegedly challenging the principles of European integration.
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implanted and is thriving'”. Non-governmental organisations are being estab-
lished, people get involved in volunteer work, showing a sense of social soli-
darity, especially with those most deprived, disadvantaged or wronged.

Poland is a nation-state, with Poles representing almost 90% of its popu-
lation. National unity, together with the commonly declared Roman Catholic
faith, is instrumental in building and maintaining its identity. This is essen-
tial for the country to survive and develop. For the most part, Polish society
demonstrates patriotic attitudes. This is evident in commemorating impor-
tant anniversaries, celebrating national holidays and remembering impor-
tant events in Poland’s history'. National minorities in Poland, including the
Ukrainian minority, enjoy full rights that enable them to develop, run schools
and cultivate their traditions. Moreover, Polish society demonstrates a great
deal of empathy, especially in emergencies, whenever aid is needed for affected
individuals or groups. Examples include financial and personal support pro-
vided to victims of disasters, floods and other emergencies that occur in var-
ious parts of Poland or elsewhere in the world. Poles demonstrate their belief
in inviolable values and are particularly attached to the family, understood
as a union between a woman and a man. They want to raise children in the
spirit of those values. Therefore, the processes involving a change of mores
are neither widely nor rapidly embraced in Poland. In most cases, members
of the Polish society identify with the motto God, Honour, the Homeland" .

Ukraine is a country that has embarked on difficult political reforms.
Ukrainians are gradually developing their identity as citizens. The last decade
or so has shown that Ukrainians are aware of the need for lasting changes
and systematic work to build modern statehood. The potential of the Orange
Revolution and Euromaidan, not fully leveraged, gives hope for the future.
Ukrainians from the young generation are open to the world and undertake
education outside the country. This helps them explore new communities and
appreciate the quality of political and social life in well-established democ-
racies. It seems important that the awareness of the need to undertake dif-
ficult reforms is firmly embedded in people’s minds. Ukrainians have grown
tired of seeing that the quality of the government in their country has not

15 Poles became famous in 1980, when the Solidarity movement was formed during the difficult
period of struggle for workers’ rights. At its peak, Solidarity had up to 10 million members.

16 Patriotism is an attitude based on the love of one’s own homeland while respecting other nation-
alities. Thus, patriotism should not be confused with nationalism, which challenges the rights of other
nations.

17 During World War II, these ideals were permanently placed on the flags used by the armed forces
fighting for Poland’s freedom on the western front.
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improved in any visible way. This disillusionment inspires them to search for
a new opening in politics, with new people who are not yet ,,contaminated” by
being part of the power structures. This is reflected in Volodymyr Zelensky’s
success in the presidential elections. However, more civic activity is needed,
supported by effort and involvement, for instance through non-governmen-
tal organisations. This will boost the chances for the middle class to evolve
in a stable way, since this class builds the prosperity of any country. As a re-
sult, the empowered society will be able to develop without being dependent
on the group of oligarchs.



CHAPTER II. CHARACTERISTICS OF POLAND
AND UKRAINE’S CROSS-BORDER REGION

Any country active in foreign policy supports cross-border cooperation.
This brings real benefits to both the country and its society, especially for peo-
ple living in border areas. These benefits are linked to the promotion of a pos-
itive image of the country. They help the local communities get to know each
other better and overcome prejudices or difficulties, including historical ones.
This also holds true for Poland and Ukraine. The length of the border, histor-
ical and cultural similarities, trade, tourism, educational exchange and even
family encounters are conducive to frequent mutual contacts.

Obviously, cross-border cooperation within the EU develops more dynam-
ically between member states which share open borders under the Schengen
rules'®. Basically, societies on both sides of the border have unrestricted op-
portunities for everyday contact and cooperation. The EU also supports co-
operation at its external borders, also with Ukraine. In Poland, there are 16
Euroregions within its territory, and two of them involve cooperation with
Ukraine (the Carpathian Euroregion, 1993, and the Bug Euroregion, 1995).

2.1. The Bug Euroregion

The establishment of the Bug Euroregion in 1995 reflected the great de-
termination among Poland, Ukraine and Belarus to develop regional cooper-
ation'. At that time, the authorities realised that it was necessary to under-
take stronger cooperation between Poland and the sovereign states of Ukraine
and Belarus, both of which were reborn after the collapse of the Soviet Union.

18 A. Miszczuk, R. Szul, (eds.), The EU’s New Borderland. Cross-border relations and regional deve-
lopment, New York 2019.

19 N. Kotsan, H. Kopachynska, The functioning of the polish-ukrainian border within conditions of eu-
ropean integration process intensification (on the example of euroregion ,bug”), Journal of Geography,
Politics and Society, no 7/2017, pp. 43-47.
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Therefore, it was necessary to revive contacts, especially in the context of the
Good Neighbourhood Treaties that had been signed with each country neigh-
bouring Poland®. The main objective behind the Euroregion is to enable coop-
eration in the areas of economy, science and culture. This is facilitated by the
specific profile of the region, both in geographical and socio-economic terms.

The Bug Euroregion is one of the largest transnational structures of this
kind in Europe. It is located at the border of Central Europe and Eastern Eu-
rope. It covers an area of nearly 81,000 sq. km and is inhabited by approx. 5
million people. The Euroregion covers the Lublin Voivodship and the Lutsk
Oblast?!. The terrain essentially consists of lowlands. Agricultural land covers
half of the area, nearly one third being forests. As a result, the area is an im-
portant centre of agriculture and forestry. Beautiful lands, with many lakes,
protected as natural parks established within the Euroregion, offer favourable
conditions for tourism and recreation. The area is rich in mineral water de-
posits and clean air*’. Natural resources, including hard coal, natural gas and
oil, are important for the economy.

The Bug Euroregion is important for the East-West and North-South
transport network. An important transport route, both by road and rail, runs
across this area. However, it requires significant investment to improve infra-
structure and throughput.

Within the Bug Euroregion, many initiatives are pursued that aim to im-
prove the quality of life and the economy, financed from the budgets of Po-
land, Ukraine and, especially, the EU. Funds that were crucial for many in-
itiatives came from PHARE, Interreg IIIA and CCP PL-BY-UA 2014-2020.
Benefits derived from this have been shared by many public institutions, local
governments and non-governmental organisations. The support was directed
to all initiatives pursuing the objective that was formulated for the Bug Eu-
roregion upon its establishment.

20 This process took place in 1991-1994, when relevant treaties were signed with each of Poland’s
seven neighbours, countries established as a result of geopolitical changes after 1990. The Treaty
between the Republic of Poland and Ukraine on Good Neighbourhood, Friendly Relations and
Cooperation was drawn up in Warsaw on May 18, 1992.

21 In the case of Belarus, the Bug Euroregion includes the Brest Oblast. The Belarusian part has the
largest in area, occupying more than 40% of the Euroregion, with Brest as the largest city in this part.

22 The Bug Euroregion comprises four natural parks: the Polesie National Park, the Roztocze
National Park, the Bialowieza National Park and the Szacki National Park.
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Map 3. Map of Lubelskie and Volyn, 2020.
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2.1.1. Lublin Voivodship

The Lublin Voivodship is Poland’s easternmost voivodship (province).
It covers an area of over 25,100 sq. km between two large rivers: the Vistu-
la to the west and the Bug to the east. The area is geographically defined by
five regions: the Lublin Uplands, Polesie Lublin, the South Podlasie Lowlands,
Roztocze and the Sandomierz Basin. The voivodship is inhabited by over 2.1
million people, with the majority of them living in rural areas (over 1.1 mil-
lion). The key urban centres are Lublin, Zamo$¢, Chelm and Biata Podlas-
ka. The Lublin Voivodship borders two countries in the east: Belarus (170
km) and Ukraine (296 km), and it also borders four other Polish voivod-
ships®. Due to the long external border with two non-EU countries, the Lu-
blin Voivodship has 12 border crossing points*. Border traffic at these points
is very intense. In 2019, a total of 13,136,898 people and 4,322,442 vehicles
crossed the border at all border crossing points under the jurisdiction of the
Nadbuzanski Border Guard Department in Chelm (NOSG). The value of the
smuggled goods detected by customs and border services of the Polish Na-
tional Revenue Administration (KAS) exceeded PLN 72.25 million. A total
of 535 people were detained upon attempted or actual illegal border cross-
ing®”. The selected details on the border with Ukraine are presented in the
table below.

The presented data indicate that the Lublin Voivodship is a place with in-
tense international traffic. The Lublin region is both a destination and a tran-
sit area. For this reason, the effectiveness of both the NOSG and KAS officers
is crucial for cross-border security. The NOSG employs approx. 1,500 peo-
ple, including nearly 1,200 officers. The KAS employs approx. 1,700 border
officers in the Lublin Voivodship.

The Lublin Voivodship is very much an agricultural area with a small
number of major industrial plants. Good loess soils, mainly brown and black
earth, offer favourable conditions for farming. Several crops that are main-
ly cultivated in the region include sugar beet, cereals, tobacco, hops and soft
fruit. The Lublin region is the main producer of these crops in the country.

23 With Mazowieckie to the north-west, Podlaskie to the north-east, Podkarpackie to the south and
Swietokrzyskie to the west.

24 Four with Belarus: road BCPs (Kukuryki, Terespol, Stawatycze), railway BCP (Terespol); sev-
en with Ukraine: road BCPs (Dorohusk, Zosin, Dothobyczéw, Hrebenne), railway BCPs (Dorohusk,
Hrubieszéw, Hrebenne) and one air BCP (Swidnik).

25 It is worth noting that the activities of customs and border services are also carried out outside
the border, in the border area and inside the country.
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In order to boost agricultural efficiency; it is essential to prevent the fragmen-
tation of acreage and make additional investments in infrastructure. It is also
necessary to stop the depopulation of agricultural areas and improve water
conditions.

The industry in the region is mainly based on agriculture-related sectors,
with the dominance of food production, confectionery and animal husbandry.
Because of the hard coal deposits, the coal mine in Bogdanka is of significant
importance in the region. The coal extracted in Bogdanka is an important
source of energy for industrial and individual customers throughout Poland.

In addition to the aforementioned sectors, services and commerce are
a source of income for the local population. The unemployment rate in the
region is approx. 8%. The average pay is just over PLN 4,000. The Lublin
Voivodship is constantly developing, with a lot of capabilities still waiting
to be utilised. However, it continues to be the poorest region in Poland and
one of the poorest regions in the whole EU.

The city of Lublin, the capital of the voivodship, is also the most impor-
tant centre of the region and the largest city on the right bank of the Vistula
river. With a population of approx. 340,000, Lublin is a major academic cen-
tre with five public and several private universities. Moreover, given its loca-
tion and historical heritage, Lublin is also an important cultural centre. It also
has symbolic significance for Poland’s statehood traditions. In 1569, a treaty
between the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, known
as the Union of Lublin, was signed here. This event, initiating the Polish-Lith-
uanian Commonwealth, became the foundation of a political power that re-
mained a major player in Central Europe for over 200 years.

Thanks to its location on the transport route heading to Ukraine, Lublin
is a natural place to initiate and develop multifaceted cross-border cooper-
ation. Such cooperation is effectively and efficiently implemented at various
levels, including universities, schools, cultural institutions and local govern-
ments. The city of Lutsk in Ukraine is one of Lublin’s partner cities. Coopera-
tion between the two regions is carried out based on formal arrangements, set
out in agreements and long-term strategies.

26 The agreement of June 16, 2004 between the Lublin Voivodship and the Volyn Oblast
on Economic, Commercial, Scientific, Technical and Cultural Cooperation as well as the Attachment
to the Resolution of the Local Parliament of the Lublin Voivodship of April 30, 2014 entitled ,,Cross-
Border Cooperation Strategy for the Lublin Voivodship, Lviv Oblast, Volyn Oblast and Brest Oblast.”
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2.1.2. Volyn Oblast

The Volyn Oblast is the fourth of the westernmost oblasts (provinces)
in Ukraine. It covers an area of over 20,100 sq. km, delineated by the Bug,
Lug and Pripyat rivers. This area comprises the historical lands of Volyn
and Volhynian Polesia and is inhabited by approximately one million peo-
ple. The most important urban centres are Lutsk, Kovel, Novovolynsk and
Volodymyr-Volynskyi.

The Volyn Oblast borders the Lviv Oblast in the south, the Rivne Oblast
in the east, with Poland in the west and Belarus in the north. For this reason,
much like the Lublin Voivodship and its surroundings, the whole region is an
important cross-border area with intense border traffic, which is handled by
16 border crossing points®. The operations of the State Border Guard Service
of Ukraine, the North Region, and the Lutsk Border Guard Detachment and
State Customs Service, Volyn Oblast are of crucial importance for cross-bor-
der security, including the cooperation with Poland. The main flow of border
traffic to and from Poland is handled by the border crossing points (BCPs)
in Yahodyn and Ustyluh.

Due to its geographical proximity to the Lublin region, the Volyn Oblast
also relies largely on agriculture. The soils are diverse, from weak marshy
lands to fertile chernozem. The dominant crops include cereals, sugar beets
and vegetables (especially potatoes).

As regards the industrial sector, light industry linked to agricultural pro-
duction plays the greatest role. Cattle farming is focused on dairy production
and meat processing. The geographical location within the Lviv-Volyn Basin
means that the extraction of hard coal, copper and phosphates play an im-
portant role. The Volyn Oblast can also boast significant deposits of sapropel,
a raw material used in agriculture and the medical industry.

The Volyn Oblast has good conditions for tourism and recreation, includ-
ing health and wellness tourism. Many spas and sanatoriums have been es-
tablished in the region, relying on abundant local water resources, lakes and
forests. Mineral waters have properties supporting the treatment of various
diseases.

Entrepreneurship remains a major challenge in the Volyn Oblast. This
is important from the viewpoint of developing local trade and services, both
of which could become a significant part of the region’s economy. While the

27 Of these, 12 are road BCPs, three are rail BCPs and one is an air BCP.
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number of economic operators is constantly rising, the growth should be
much more dynamic.

Unemployment in the region is comparable to that in Poland and the Lub-
lin region and stands at approx. 8.2% (2019). The low average pay, amounting
to approx. 1000 UAH remains a serious issue.

Lutsk is the largest city in the Volyn Oblast and an important urban centre
of north-eastern Ukraine, with approx. 217,000 inhabitants. The city, with its
historical significance and playing the role of the capital of Volyn, has nu-
merous historical monuments and is a thriving tourist destination and edu-
cational centre, with two important universities. Lutsk is also an important
transport hub. The city has established smooth cooperation in partnership
with several cities in Poland, including Lublin. The settlement of historical is-
sues certainly poses a great challenge in the context of cooperation with Po-
land. During the times of World War II, Volyn was inhabited by a large Polish
minority. Due to a conflict between the two nationalities, which at that time
erupted in brutal killings of Poles (the Volyn Massacre), more work on the
politics of memory is needed in the Polish-Ukrainian relations.






CHAPTER III. SPECIFICS OF BORDER CROSSING
BETWEEN POLAND AND UKRAINE

The analysis of regional cross-border cooperation will now focus on border
crossing points (BCPs). Contrary to the typical definitions found in diction-
aries, a BCP is not just a point where the border is crossed. It is also a place
of intensified communication between the two sides, an intersection of social
and economic relations, and a node of transit and tourist flows. At the same
time, a BCP is a valuable resource for the neighbouring territories and local
communities, especially when they create a space for mobility between coun-
tries that differ in terms of their economies (e.g. concerning product prices,
labour costs, the (un)availability of certain goods and services), generating
additional activity in this area, which also has its social and cultural conse-
quences®. All these activities build a dense network of relations and are life-
blood for cross-border cooperation that flows through border crossing points.
The efficient operation of BCPs, properly performing their tasks, is crucial for
the entire system of neighbourly relations and contacts.

The assessment of the accessibility of BCPs at the Polish-Ukrainian
border, the infrastructure, estimated crossing time as well as the work and
competence of border services, made by those crossing the border to and
from Poland, will enable us to reconstruct the social image of border crossing
points between the two countries and identify their importance for cross-bor-
der cooperation. This perception will be confronted with the opinions ex-
pressed by the employees of border services, who - in contrast to the rela-
tively ephemeral experiences of individuals crossing the border — monitor the
situation at BCPs on a constant basis.

28 Cf. W. Gizicki, P. Sheremeta, O. Kovalchuk, (eds.), Polish-Ukrainian Cross-Border Cooperation.
Opportunities and Challenges, Torun 2019; D. Studzinska, S. Domaniewski, The Border as a Resource
for the Development of Borderland: A Comparative Analysis of Two Polish Urban Centres at the External
Border of the European Union, Quaestiones Geographicae, no 4/2016, p. 145-155; Sohn C, Modelling
Cross-Border Integration: The Role of Borders as a Resource, Geopolitics, vol. 19, no. 3/2014, pp. 587-
608; E. Matejko, Przejscie graniczne jako zasob spolecznosci lokalnej,Pogranicze. Studia Spofeczne,
T. XIV, 2008, p. 61-77.
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3.1. Four Perspectives: Respondents at the Border Crossing Point

The essential differentiating feature in the two groups of respondents men-
tioned above (i.e. among the individuals crossing the Polish-Ukrainian bor-
der and among the representatives of border services of the two countries)
is the country of origin. This variable differentiates both groups and, under
the intended sample structure, divides them almost equally into halves (49.5%
of Poles to 50.5% of Ukrainians among border crossers and, respectively,
51.5% to 48.5% among the respondents from border services). The respond-
ents on both sides of the border provided very similar answers to many ques-
tions. However, each country has its singularities, and there are also differ-
ences between the border flows on each side (e.g. the prevalence of economic
agendas on the Ukrainian side and tourist trips on the Polish side) that in-
fluence the socio-cultural characteristics of border crossers and the frequen-
cy of crossing, and probably also their perceptions of BCPs and cross-border
cooperation as such.

When presenting the results of empirical research discussed here, we will
make sure to draw attention to the effect of the country of origin on the dis-
tribution of responses. Distribution of responses with a breakdown according
to citizenship (Polish vs. Ukrainian) will often reveal differences between the
two nationalities, which will be clearly shown in the tables and figures pro-
vided further in this book, to put the research findings in a broader context
and provide the framework for interpretation, also to the readers. This means
that when describing the reality investigated in the survey, we will constantly
note and communicate the existence of four perspectives: Polish border-cross-
ers (1), Ukrainian border-crossers (2), as well as personnel of border services
of Poland (3) and Ukraine (4).
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Table 2. Frequency of crossing the border [among civilian respondents
crossing the border (%)]

People crossing | Poles crossing | Ukrainians crossing

the border - total the border the border (n=151)
(PL+UKR n=294) (n=143)

Every day 3.7 2.8 4.6

A few times per 19.7 6.3 325

week

A few times per 269 16.1 37.1

month

Once per month 3.7 14 6.0

A few times per year 19.4 21.7 17.2

Once per year 26.5 51.7 2.6

Source: Own work.

The core group in the sample was composed of the citizens of both coun-
tries who cross the border at least once a year. According to their declara-
tions, more than half of them (54%) cross the border at least once a month,
with one in four respondents crossing it several times a week (Table 1). Such
regular border crossing is declared mainly by Ukrainian respondents (80%
of them, with 37% crossing the border a few times a week or every day). On
the Polish side, 27% of respondents travel to Ukraine once a month or more
often, and over half declare that they do it only once a year. When confront-
ing these data with the purpose of travel to Poland and/or Ukraine (Figure
1), it is worth noting that over 66% of the surveyed Ukrainians declare that
they go to Poland mainly for economic or work-related reasons, i.e. their trips
are related to private gainful employment (38.0%), work-related purposes
(18.7%) or shopping (9.4%). The respective percentage of Polish respondents
who declare an economic or work-related purpose of travel is much lower
and stoods at approx. 37%. For Polish respondents, the most prevalent reason
for travelling to Ukraine was tourism (38.6%) — while this answer was chosen
least frequently by Ukrainian citizens interviewed in the survey (11.7%). This
means that the surveyed Ukrainians most often cross the border for econom-
ic and work-related purposes, while Poles are more likely to go to Ukraine
for non-economic purposes and reasons not related to work. In total, 53.8%
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of Polish respondents declared that the purpose of their trip was either tour-
ism or personal reasons (i.e. travelling to see family and friends).

Figure 3. The most frequent objective for crossing the Polish-Ukrainian
border [among civilian respondents crossing the border (%)]

45%
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Currently, Ukraine is the most important source of foreign economic mi-
gration to Poland. The scale of the phenomenon is so massive that, according
to International Migration Outlook 2018 (OECD)¥, Poland has turned into
a global leader in terms of the inflow of a short-term foreign workforce. The
official data (which, of course, do not include the informal ,grey economy”)
show an extraordinary surge in such mobility flows in recent years. Accord-
ing to the data based on employers’ declarations, over 90% of all workers
from third countries legally employed in Poland in 2011-2018 were Ukrain-
ians (with a record figure of 98% reached in 2015). Considering the number
of work permits issued in Poland in the last decade, the share of Ukrainian
citizens rose from 46% in 2011 to over 80% in 2016-2017°. The political situ-
ation in Ukraine, the outbreak of war and the economic slump of 2014-2015,
coupled with the liberal system enabling the employment of foreign nationals

29 OECD, International Migration Outlook 2018, OECD Publishing, Paris 2018.
30 A. Barwinska-Matajowicz, Imigracja obywateli Ukrainy do Polski — przyczyny oraz aspekty popy-
towe i strukturalne, Handel Wewnetrzny, nr 6/2018, p. 43.
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in Poland, differences in wages/salaries and the proximity of both countries
in terms of geography (low travel costs) and culture (similar languages and
cultures), boosted the expansion of specific migration networks. According
to M. Jaroszewicz, this migration wave of Ukrainians to Poland is sometimes
described in the literature as “local mobility,; which refers to frequent and
short trips to Poland to earn money. This enables border crossers to earn
money for their work and, at the same time, reduce the living expenses
in Poland and concentrate their life activities on the Ukrainian side (in the
past, migration always involved a change of the centre of personal interests;
the characteristics of modern-day mobility are different)*’. This high num-
ber of border crossings is possible thanks to the Local Border Traffic Agree-
ment, which permits the inhabitants of border zones to move between both
countries frequently and quickly (up to 30 km from the border). This is why
Ukrainian respondents commonly declared that they cross the western border
of their country very frequently.

Border traffic surveys conducted under the supervision of the Rzeszow
Statistical Office®* have shown that shopping is the main purpose for Ukrain-
ian citizens travelling to Poland (approx. 80%). However, shopping is part
of the whole system of cross-border trade, where individuals do their shop-
ping in the neighbouring country and transport the goods across the border
without having to undergo customs clearance (within the limits set by law).
They use those purchases for their consumption, but also petty trade, includ-
ing informal sector activities. According to the data collected by the Rzeszéw
Statistical Office, over 70% of foreign nationals (most of them Ukrainians: ap-
prox. 97%) cross the Polish-Ukrainian border at least several times a week,
while 66% of these people live within a radius of 50 km of the border (51%:
up to 30 km). The question is how many of them shop for their own needs,
and how many do so for ,private gainful purposes.

Going back to our empirical research, it is worth mentioning that earn-
ing money or work-related purposes were declared almost twice as often by
men than by women (on both sides of the border). More than half of the Pol-
ish women (50.8%) declared tourism as the most common reason for going
to Ukraine, while the same answer was chosen by only one in ten Ukrain-
ian women (11.5%). Travel for private gainful employment was a response
chosen by Ukrainian respondents most frequently, regardless of their level

31 M. Jaroszewicz, Migracje z Ukrainy do Polski. Stabilizacja trendu, OSW, Warszawa 2018.
32 Ruch graniczny oraz wydatki cudzoziemcéw w Polsce i Polakoéw za granicq w 2018 r., GUS / US w
Rzeszowie, Warszawa/Rzeszéw 2019.
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of education: it was declared by one in every two respondents with second-
ary education (54.5%), one in three among those with basic vocational educa-
tion (35.7%) and more than one in four among people with tertiary education
(28.6%). In the case of Polish respondents, the proportion of responses indi-
cating money-earning purposes decreases with increasing level of education
(basic vocational: 25.9%, secondary: 14.5%, tertiary: 10%), while tourism-re-
lated motivations increase (18.5%, 38.2% and 50% respectively).

The purpose of travel is also determined by respondents’ economic status
(p=0.000). Among the surveyed Poles, tourism is declared as the most com-
mon purpose by those employed in the public sector (60.8%, n=51) as well
as students (38.5%, n=26). Gainful employment is indicated mainly by those
who identify themselves as unemployed (66.7%, six out of n=9) and public
sector employees (15.7%, eight out of n=51). Among the surveyed Ukrain-
ians, earning money is the most frequent answer for three occupational
groups: public sector employees (n=11), unemployed (n=61), and old age/
health pensioners (n=20). In each of these groups, the percentage is close
to 50% (respectively: 45.5%, 50% and 52.6%). While the survey sample is not
representative of Poles or Ukrainians crossing the border, the mere presence
of so many unemployed Ukrainians (40% of all individuals on the Ukraini-
an side who completed the questionnaire versus only 6% of the unemployed
among Polish respondents) offers another reason to claim that economic and
work-related motivations for border crossing visibly prevail among Ukrain-
ian citizens. Interestingly, as the respondents’ age increases, the percentage
of those travelling for tourism decreases, while the share of those travelling
for private gainful employment goes up (p = 0.001). This pattern is clearly
visible on both sides of the border.

Meanwhile, although members of border services spend many hours
at the border between Poland and Ukraine, they cross it relatively rarely.
Only 5% of the Polish border officers indicated doing so fairly regularly, i.e.
once a month. The vast majority (86.5%) declared they do it “once a year”
Nearly half of those respondents cross the border for reasons related to of-
ficial duties in border services (48.9%) while tourism was indicated by 40%
of the respondents in this group. The Ukrainian border officers interviewed
in the survey are slightly more likely to cross the border, with one in two
crossing the border several times a year (57.4%), and almost one in five doing
so at least once a month (19.2%). It is important to note, however, that less
than 16% of them mention official duties as the reason for going to the oth-
er side of the border while the vast majority (65.9%) declare trips for tourist
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purposes. Differences between the responses of Polish and Ukrainian bor-
der officers may be connected with the higher proportion of managerial staff
in the Polish subsample: managers cross the border (although not very often)

as part of their official duties.

Table 3. Frequency of crossing the border [among members of border

services (%)]

Polish border officers Ukrainian border officers
(n=51) (n=48)
Every day 0 43
A few times per week 0 2.1
A few times per month 0 6.4
Once per month 5.4 6.4
A few times per year 8.1 57.4
Once per year 86.5 234

Before moving on to further analyses, it is a good idea to reiterate the
most important findings so far: four out of five Ukrainian ,.civilian” respond-
ents cross the border relatively frequently (at least once a month), with one
in three do so almost every day. The majority of them declare work or earn-
ing money as the principal reason for travelling across the border. Most peo-
ple in the Polish subsample cross the border less frequently than their eastern
neighbours: one in two respondents goes to Ukraine once a year, and one
in four does so several times a year (the remaining 1/4 of the respondents
cross the border once a month or more frequently). Only one in three re-
spondents cross the border for economic and work-related reasons, while the
majority declared that they undertake trips to Ukraine for family reasons or
for socialising.

3.2. Main Problems at the Polish-Ukrainian Border
as Perceived by Respondents

Cross-border cooperation shapes the environment for good neighbour-
ly relations. It also provides a way to overcome various negative aspects
of the peripheral location of border areas (since this is how the eastern parts
of the Lublin region and the western territories of the Volyn Oblast can be
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perceived) and an opportunity for growth resulting from the proximity of the
neighbouring areas. Therefore, the operation of a BCP - including accessibil-
ity, handling of border traffic, sanitation facilities and infrastructure - is cru-
cial to the success of regional cross-border cooperation.

The respondents were asked about the main problems occurring at the bor-
der between Poland and Ukraine, including issues such as cross-border traf-
fic, the time needed to cross the border, the infrastructure at the BCP, crime
and the handling of border traffic. The responses were intended to serve as an
input to prioritise the crucial issues at the Polish-Ukrainian border.

Figure 4. The main issues affecting the Polish-Ukrainian border
[the possibility of marking 2 answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]

Excessive time spent
waiting to cross the border

Excessive border traffic

Lack of sufficient
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The distribution of answers to this question should be considered in the
breakdown into the four groups of respondents, as described above: Polish
and Ukrainian citizens who cross the border, and Polish and Ukrainian bor-
der officers. The purpose of this is to identify the similarities of hierarchies
emerging for the four groups, despite the inevitable differences (Figure 4).
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In all four groups, the option ,excessively long waiting time to cross the bor-
der” was by far the most frequent response: chosen by 85% of the Ukrain-
ians and 90% of Poles travelling across the border, and by 64-65% of the
members of border personnel. This was certainly the most critical problem
identified by individuals travelling between Poland and Ukraine, while none
of the remaining options received more than 23% of responses (respondents
were able to select two answers in this question). Another issue they identi-
fied as a problem at the border, namely ,excessive border traffic,” is strong-
ly linked to the first one, and indicates a problem with accessibility at the
BCPs. The third most pressing issue mentioned by the respondents was the
»unavailability of adequate sanitary facilities” for civilian border crossers
and ,unavailability of sufficient infrastructure” for border personnel, both
of which can be seen as two facets of the same problem. Let us consider
these issues one by one.

Table 3. Estimated average time of crossing the border (needed by
a person to cross the border) - arithmetic mean for 4 groups
of respondents (in minutes)

From Poland to Ukraine From Ukraine to Poland

Poles crossing the 320.04 337 32

border

Ukrainians crossing

the border 77.02 142.02

Polish border officers 503.47 462.76
Ukrainian border 173.36 121.17

officers

When assessing the operation and accessibility of BCPs, the main indica-
tors include the waiting time for border checks/clearance and the time taken
to perform checks/clearances (i.e. how much time a traveller needs to enter
the neighbouring country). In the survey discussed in this publication, the
respondents were asked to estimate the average crossing time (in minutes)
needed for a person to cross the border between Poland and Ukraine (in both
directions). The responses suggest that it takes less time to leave one’s own
country than to return to it (Table 3, Figure 5 and Figure 6). According to the
declarations made by Polish respondents, going to Ukraine takes, on aver-
age, about half an hour less than crossing the border in the other direction
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(according to Polish border guards, the waiting time is over one hour short-
er). The same conclusions can be reached by analysing the estimations pro-
vided by the Ukrainian respondents: according to them, there is, on average,
an estimated difference of about 40 minutes between the time needed to leave
Ukraine and the time needed to return there from Poland (in favour of the
out-of-Ukraine direction).

Figure 5. Estimated average time of crossing the border (needed by
a person to cross the border) - categories in hours
[From Poland to Ukraine] (%)
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Estimates provided by respondents lead to two other important con-
clusions. The first one is that the estimates provided by border personnel
are much more optimistic than those provided by civilian border cross-
ers. While the employees of border services assume that it takes about two
hours on average to cross the border (both ways, with differences in a few
minutes at the group average), the average estimate provided by civilian re-
spondents is almost seven hours. These differences in estimates are strik-
ing, and - interestingly - they are highly pronounced in both the Polish
and Ukrainian subsample. However, there is one essential difference, which
is also the second important finding, namely that Poles declare, on average,
a much shorter crossing time in both directions in comparison to the sur-
veyed Ukrainians. While the average waiting time reported by the Polish
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respondents is four to five hours, the average time for the Ukrainian sub-
sample is six to seven hours.

Figure 6. Estimated average time of crossing the border (needed by
a person to cross the border) - categories in hours
[From Ukraine to Poland] (%)
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To outline these differences in more detail, we can look at the categori-
sation of estimates and check the shares of particular groups of respondents
who declared that the time needed to cross the border (in either direction)
is up to two hours on average (“120 minutes” is the mode reaching more
than ten percent for the respondents’ assessment of the crossing time in both
directions; it is also the median time for crossing the border from Poland
to Ukraine; the median in the opposite direction is 180 minutes).

Nearly 93% of Polish border service personnel interviewed in the sur-
vey believe that on average it takes up to two hours to cross from Poland
to Ukraine. This opinion was also expressed by almost 60% of Polish civilian
respondents, 55% of Ukrainian border guards and by only 34% of Ukraini-
an civilian border crossers who took part in the survey (almost 55% of them
think it takes more than four hours). When it comes to crossing the border
in the opposite direction (i.e. from Ukraine to Poland), the border service per-
sonnel (on both sides of the border) was the only group in which the majori-
ty estimated that it takes ,,up to two hours” to cross the border, and this view
was held by 70% of the surveyed Ukrainian and 69% of the Polish guards.
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Estimations of the time needed for crossing from Ukraine to Poland provided
by civilian respondents were different, with 43% of Poles and 39% of Ukrain-
ians estimating the time as “up to two hours” and a large proportion of them
thinking that it takes more than four hours (27% and 38%, respectively).

The purpose of travel is, of course, relevant for the estimated time
(p=0.000). The longest estimated time is declared by individuals crossing the
border ,.for private gainful purposes” (half of them believe that the crossing
time in either direction exceeds four hours, while 28% think it falls within
two hours). Individuals declaring themselves tourists give different estimates
of time needed for crossing the border: 17% say it takes more than four hours
on average while the majority believe it takes at most two hours (this is the
opinion of 65% of those crossing from Poland to Ukraine and 54% travel-
ling in the opposite direction). Likewise, there is a connection between the
aforementioned estimates and the frequency of border crossing from Poland
to Ukraine (p=0.000) and from Ukraine to Poland (p=0.004), which means
that usually, the more often a respondent crossed the border, the longer the
time declared for crossing.

Table 4. Rating of accessibility of Polish-Ukrainian border crossings (%)

People Poles Ukrainians Polish Ukrainian
crossing the | crossing crossing border border
border - to- | the border | the border officers officers
tal (n=300) | (n=148) (n=152) (n=51) (n=48)

There are too 3.6 3.4 3.9 3.9 42
many of them

There are

enough 52.1 58.8 47.4 47.1 43.8
of them

There are

decidedly too 42.6 37.8 48.7 49.0 52.1
few of them

Despite the reported dissatisfaction with the time needed to cross the bor-
der and the declarations that border traffic is a significant problem at the bor-
der, more than half (52.1%) of those crossing the external border of the EU
between Poland and Ukraine believe that the number of BCPs is sufficient
and 42.6% think there are far too few BCPs. Only a handful of respondents
complain that there are too many BCPs (3.6%). The distribution of answers
depends largely on the perspective. The number of BCPs is assessed more
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positively by Poles: almost 59% of them accept the current situation versus
47.4% of the Ukrainians. The latter were more likely to opt for ,there are
definitely too few BCPs” (48.7%). The lowest satisfaction with the accessibil-
ity of BCPs was reported by respondents who cross the border frequently (at
least once a month). The answer ,too few BCPs” was chosen by approx. 47%
of Poles, with Ukrainians giving a more negative assessment — 54% of them
selected this response. Of course, the perception of this issue is also related
to the purpose of travel. The highest percentage of critical voices comes from
people who cross the border in connection with work, gainful employment or
shopping (as we know from previous analysis, most of them need to cross the
border more frequently than others). In the Ukrainian subsample, the highest
percentage of dissatisfied respondents is found among tourists, but it should
be remembered that tourism was relatively rarely declared by the respondents
from Ukraine.

Border guards assess the availability of BCPs less favourably than civilian
respondents, and the differences between national groups are, again, quite sig-
nificant. Polish border staft rate the number of BCPs more positively but the
most critical answer option, i.e. ,there are definitely too few of them” is the
one chosen most frequently, even though it is still less than half (49%). In the
Ukrainian subsample, there is quite a clear prevalence of opinions criticising
the current number of BCPs between Poland and Ukraine (52.1%).

Figure 7. Rating of the infrastructure of Polish-Ukrainian border
crossings [among all respondents, n=400] (%)

Very poor Very good
6,3% 3,8%
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Quite good
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@
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If we look at the second most severe border issue, i.e. infrastructure at the
Polish-Ukrainian border (Figure 7), we see that 39.2% of all respondents as-
sess it as good (most respondents chose the moderate option: ,,quite good”),
27.7% see the infrastructure as bad (again, mainly in a moderate way: ,quite
poor”), and almost exactly one third (33.2%) expressed a neutral view (“nei-
ther good nor poor”). Differences between Poles and Ukrainians or between
civilians and members of uniformed services are only slight, reaching a few
percentage points. Nationality becomes a differentiating factor only within
the subgroup of border personnel and, although to a slightly lesser extent,
in the case of civilian border-crossers (opinions among Poles are somewhat
more favourable). The group that stands out are the representatives of Po-
land’s border services, who are most critical about the infrastructure of the
BCPs. Compared with the total sample, the percentage of people who assess
the infrastructure positively was lower (34.7%) as was the percentage of those
who expressed a neutral view (20.4%), while a much larger proportion chose
negative answers (44.9%). Among their Ukrainian counterparts, a positive as-
sessment was given by 43.7% of respondents, with 23% giving a negative as-
sessment (Table 5).

Table 5. Rating of the infrastructure of Polish-Ukrainian border
crossings [among 4 groups of respondents] (%)

Poles crossing | Ukrainians | Polish border Ukrainian

the border crossing officers border offi-

(n=148) the border (n=51) cers (n=48)

(n=152)
Very good 2.7 1.3 10.2 8.3
Quite good 39.9 34.6 24.5 35.4
Neither good 338 36.6 20.4 333
nor poor

Quite poor 18.9 19.6 36.7 18.8
Very poor 4.7 7.8 8.2 4.2

Interestingly, neither the purpose of cross-border travel nor the frequency
of travelling to the neighbouring country differentiate the opinions about the
border infrastructure. It can be said that the infrastructure is assessed slightly
better by women than men, and more critically by people living in urban are-
as versus those coming from the countryside, but these differences only reach
a few percentage points.
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Summarizing the answers to the first question cited in this chapter, i.e. the
question about the main problems at the border, the issue of border service
personnel was among the least frequently selected responses. This does not
mean, however, that the assessment of border guards’ activities and compe-
tencies does not deserve any attention. The operation of a border crossing
point largely depends on the efficient and effective work of border services.
This, in turn, depends on the decision-making and executive processes, per-
sonnel management, the available technologies, modern and eflicient equip-
ment but also, to a considerable extent, on the human factor, i.e. the compe-
tencies of border officers. These issues will be addressed in the next section
of this book.

3.3. Evaluation of Border Services in Terms of their Operation
and Competencies

Professionalism is the main requirement expected of border service per-
sonnel. They have to perform their duties competently to ensure high quality
of work. The survey carried out among people crossing the Polish-Ukrainian
border enabled us to check how the border protection services are assessed
on both sides, what kind of characteristics of members of uniformed features
are noticed and appreciated by civilians, and what kind of competencies are
thought to be lacking.

Table 6. Rating of the work of border services [among civilian
respondents crossing the border (%)]

Polish Polish Ukrainian Ukrainian
Border Guard customs Border Guard customs
services services
Very good 18.9 13.9 15.7 11.6
Quite good 42.2 40.5 37.5 36.3
Neitherisood 23.6 28.0 25.9 29.8
nor poor
Quite poor 8.8 11.5 15.4 14.4
Very poor 6.4 6.1 5.5 7.9

If we look at the ratings of border services provided by individuals cross-
ing the border (Table 6), the Polish Border Guard was rated highest — 61%
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of positive ratings (total of “fairly good” and ,very good”), versus 15% of neg-
ative ratings, (total of “fairly bad” and ,very bad”). It was followed by the Pol-
ish Customs Service (54% and 18% respectively), the Ukrainian Border Guard
(53% and 21% respectively) and the Ukrainian Customs Service (48% and
22% respectively). However, these ratings were quite strongly influenced by
the country of origin: the respondents tended to be more lenient when assess-
ing the work of their countrymen at the border, as shown in Figure 8. While
the difference in the ratings given by the Ukrainian respondents to Ukraini-
an and Polish border services amounts to a few percentage points in favour
of the former, Poles rate the Ukrainian Border Guard much more negative-
ly (a difference of over 20 percentage points between the positive ratings for
both services: 67% versus 44%). A similar pattern can be observed between
the ratings given to the customs services of both countries.

Figure 8. Rating the work of particular border services [among Poles and
Ukrainian crossing the border] (%)
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The questions about border personnel who expect to receive an offer of il-
licit payments or gifts from those crossing the border provide interesting data
(Table 7). Polish respondents said that kickbacks or gifts were only occasion-
ally expected by members of the Polish border services, but one-third said
they had encountered an expectation to hand in money or in-kind benefits
from the employees of Ukrainian border services. The impressions of the Pol-
ish subsample are confirmed by the surveyed Ukrainian border crossers: one
in ten had faced such a situation in an encounter with Polish border services
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while one in five faced such an expectation in contact with the Ukrainian Bor-
der Guard, and one in four experienced it when interacting with the Ukrain-
ian Customs Service.

Table 7. Have you met with an expectation of offering pecuniary or
other benefits from border service employees? [among Poles and
Ukrainians crossing the border] (%)

Polish Polish Ukrainian Ukrainian
Border customs Border customs
Guard services Guard services
Yes 5.0 5.1 324 33.3
Poles
No 95.0 94.9 67.6 66.7
Yes 11.3 10.7 22.0 24.5
Ukrainians
No 88.7 89.3 78.0 75.5

When a similar question was asked to the surveyed border guard officers
(Table 8), Poles indicated that they had not received any such corruptive of-
fers from Polish border crossers. Yet, 30% of Polish border guards said they
had encountered such a situation in contact with Ukrainian citizens, and 7%
- with citizens of other countries. The answers obtained from the surveyed
members of the Ukrainian border services indicate that they had not en-
countered any offers of financial or in-kind benefits when performing checks/
clearance procedures at the border. However, in the context of the other find-
ings, the credibility of these responses gives rise to considerable doubts.

Table 8. Have you met with an expectation of offering pecuniary or other
benefits from border crossers? [among Polish and Ukrainian
border services] (%)

From Poles From Ukrainians From citizens
of other countries
Polish Yes 0 29.2 6.8
b. s. No 100 - o
Ukrainian Yes 0 0 0
b. s. No 100 100 100
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The respondents were asked to identify the strengths and weaknesses
of the uniformed services (Figure 9 and Figure 10). Interestingly, there is quite
a lot of consensus when it comes to identifying the weakest points. The weak-
ness that was mentioned most often was ,,lack of good personal manners (in-
cluding lack of empathy, lack of understanding, discrimination),” identified by
33-42% of respondents (members of Polish uniformed services are an excep-
tion: they chose this option less frequently, at the level of 20%). The second
most-often identified weakness was ,,[poor] command of foreign languag-
es” identified by 26-38% of respondents. Insufficient legal and psychological
knowledge was also chosen by considerable percentages of the respondents.
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Figure 9. The most important strengths of border service employees
in the opinion of 4 groups of respondents [possibility to mark 2
answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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On the other hand, the set of strengths seems to be more diversified, with
answers depending on ther respondent group, i.e. the perspective. While the
identified strengths vary across the subgroups, they nevertheless create a fair-
ly consistent picture. In the opinion of Polish border crossers, the greatest
strengths of border personnel include ,,decisiveness in action” and ,,resistance
to stress” while the Ukrainian respondents mentioned ,,psychological knowl-
edge,” ,legal knowledge” and ,resistance to stress.” Polish border officers point
out mainly to “legal knowledge,” ,decisiveness in action” and ,effective opera-
tion” while members of the Ukrainian border personnel most often identified
»decisiveness in action” and ,resistance to stress.”



64 Wojciech Gizicki, Tomasz Peciakowski

Figure 10. The most important weaknesses of border service employees
in the opinion of 4 groups of respondents [possibility to mark
2 answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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The assessment of the functioning of border services should be considered
quite good, especially when compared to other assessed aspects of the bor-
der and the places where it can be crossed. The research shows, however, the
image of the crossing as an underinvested, slightly overcrowded place, which
is especially noticed by those who often cross the border, waiting in long
lines, going through time-consuming check-ins over and over. Time seems
to be the key assessment criterion for people crossing the border, while bor-
der service workers see the main problem as being the low-quality crossing
infrastructure.



CHAPTER 1V: THE SPECIFIC NATURE
OF CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION BETWEEN
POLAND AND UKRAINE

Cross-border cooperation on the Polish-Ukrainian border is of strategic
importance today for both Poland and the entire European Union. The re-
gions of both countries that border each other also constitute part of the ex-
ternal eastern border of the UE. On the one hand, this sets additional barri-
ers to cross-border movement and deepens the asymmetry of economic and
political systems. On the other, however, this provides both sides an oppor-
tunity to obtain resources, utilise their potential, and accelerate development
based on, among others, inter-regional cooperation. Support for cross-border
regions in European states today is not just an essential feature of national
policies. It is one of the most important challenges for the entire European
development policy which aims to make border regions less peripheral.

The specific nature of the Polish-Ukrainian border areas has been detailed
in chapter two of this book. These areas have a peripheral character, both in Po-
land and Ukraine. They are characterised by poor accessibility in terms of com-
munications, a relatively high unemployment rate, low GDP per capita, under-
developed transport infrastructure, gradual outflow of inhabitants and ageing
populations on both sides of the border. Even though various provisions and
agreements on cross-border cooperation between Poland and Ukraine have
been in force for many years, yet, so far, these efforts generally failed to over-
come the peripheral character of these border regions. The areas on both sides
of the border are among the least developed regions in their countries, located
far from the places where the most intense international links emerge.

In addition, a characteristic feature of these areas is the large gap between
the Polish and Ukrainian side. This gives rise to specific economic, social,
and political consequences mentioned in the third chapter of this publication,
which particularly includes:

« economic migration of the workforce from Ukraine to Poland,

+ intensified cross-border traffic resulting in fragmented trade links within an in-
formal economy,
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o trade in border regions concentrated on markets and bazaars, resulting in more
intense traffic and decreasing the capacity of border crossings.

This situation additionally affects the strengthening of the border regime
on the external UE border. It also highlights the differences in legal and insti-
tutional systems, possibly leading to specific social tensions, including those
based on prejudices and stereotypes.

Cross-border cooperation, on the other hand, allows reducing the tension,
decreasing the distance, and helps both sides understand each other. Joint
cross-border initiatives play a key role here in building good neighbourly re-
lations. A the same time, these initiatives are a platform for diffusing eco-
nomic innovations, cultural flows, and mutual inspirations. Such cooperation
between societies across borders is one of the spatial drivers of regional devel-
opment, making possible the mobility of people, goods, and capital®.

The geopolitical situation, economic differences, and a large amount of EU
funds for cross-border initiatives have resulted in a decisive increase in the
activities of societies on both sides of the border. Until 2019, border traffic
has been steadily rising, and there has been a noticeable increase in the num-
ber of economic contacts and trade exchange. There remain, however, some
questions. What does cross-border cooperation look like from the viewpoint
of the inhabitants of both countries? How easily can these changes by noticed
by those who cross the border? How import for them is cross-border coop-
eration between neighbouring states and regions? Who should initiate and
manage the cooperation? What barriers and opportunities do they perceive?
In short: what is the current and expected status of cross-border cooperation
between Poland and Ukraine? The fourth chapter will answer these questions,
describing the specific nature of Polish-Ukrainian cross-border cooperation
in the eyes of the interviewed Poles and Ukrainians, both individuals crossing
the border and border guard officers working at border crossings.

4.1 Evaluation of Cross-Border Cooperation: Current Status

The inter-regional relationships that are essential to cross-border coopera-
tion are formed on many dimensions, among them political and institution-
al, economic, cultural, and social. The political and institutional dimension

33 See H. I. Melehanych, The Strategic Role Of the Local Communities in the Development of Cross
Border Cooperation Between Ukraine and the EU (on the example of the Transcarpathian Region),
Pogranicze. Polish Borderlands Studies, vol. 8, no. 1/2020, p. 7-20.
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is noticeable on both the central (state) level and regionally, where it is man-
aged by local governments or specific public institutions whose operations
affect the affairs of border areas or Polish-Ukrainian relations. These relations
also create solutions to joint challenges concerning the environment, migra-
tion, public health, or security. This is also a sphere that ordinary residents
and individuals crossing the border are less aware of.

The economic dimension mentioned above primarily means direct trade
exchange, economic cooperation between enterprises, development of trans-
port, and the mobility of goods, capital, and people as a workforce. It is also
a dimension on which the incentives in the form of various political initi-
atives, investments, infrastructure modernisations or cash transfers are sup-
posed to contribute to the economic development of border areas.

The cultural dimension is strongly tied to tourism and the promotion
of local culture and its historic heritage. Public institutions, educational facil-
ities, non-governmental organizations, or private entities that enter into co-
operation tend to strengthen cultural ties, improve the image of regions, and
increase their attractiveness, also by activating local communities.

The social dimension is directly related to the cultural one. Existing or
emerging social relations in border areas are often the result of historic events,
the drawing of borders, and family migrations. Local communities on both
sides of the border, although separate from each other, often produce some
sort of common experience, recognising their linguistic or cultural closeness.
On the other hand, it sometimes happens that historical experiences generate
various tensions or give rise to prejudices, disputes, and conflicts. Often, how-
ever, social relations are based on bonds among families, friends, or lovers.

Cross-border cooperation is present in all these dimensions, although
it manifests itself at these places to varying degrees, due, among others, to the
specific nature of the relations between various nationalities. In order for
cross-border cooperation to be effective, it is necessary to properly identify:
what types of contacts dominate between Poles and Ukrainians, at what levels
do neighbours meet most often, and finally, in which areas cross-border co-
operation develops best and in which areas is the least progress made.
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Figure 11. Predominant contacts between the inhabitants of Poland and
Ukraine in the opinion of respondents crossing the border
(n=299) (%)
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A decisive majority of border-crossers (78.3%) note (Figure 11) that Pol-
ish-Ukrainian relations are dominated by trade contacts, such as shopping,
seeking services, etc. An important role is also played by contacts with family
and friends (27.8%) which, together with social contacts (9.4%), form a similar
category of non-political and non-economic contacts. One in four respondents
(26.8%) also mentioned economic and professional contacts (for example be-
tween enterprises) and more than one in five (22.1%) indicated tourist contacts.
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Table 9. Predominant contacts between the inhabitants of Poland and
Ukraine in the opinion of 4 groups of respondents [possibility

to mark 2 answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]

Poles Ukrainians Polish Ukrainian
crossing crossing border border
the border | the border officers officers
(n=149) (n=150) (n=51) (n=45)
Contacts. with friends 20.8 347 118 28.9
and family
LI GUmEIER Cueh 81.9 74.7 82.4 44.4
as shopping, services, etc.
Economic and
professional contacts, e.g. 28.2 25.3 39.2 51.1
between enterprises
Social contacts 9.4 9.3 9.8 13.3
Tourist contacts 27.5 16.7 19.6 28.9
Other 34 1.3 2.0 0.0

Polish respondents are more disposed to believe that Polish-Ukrainian
relations are based on trade (81.9%) and economic (28.2%) contacts, while
for Ukrainians, these figures are 74.7% and 25.3%, respectively. The essential
difference between the two nations, however, appears in the order in which
subsequent categories of relations were named (Table 9). For a large majori-
ty of Ukrainians crossing the border, the dominant type of contacts between
Poles and Ukrainians are contacts with friends and family (34.7%, plus so-
cial contacts indicated by 9.3%), while tourism was indicated by merely 16.7%
of them (among Poles, the figures are respectively 20.8% for friends and fam-
ily, 9.4% for social contacts and 27.5% for tourism). The difference in evalu-
ating the importance of tourism was already visible in the purposes for cross-
ing the border; the higher importance of friends and family contact for the
Ukrainian section of the sample may also be the result of the migratory situa-
tion and the dominating direction of mobility (from Ukraine to Poland).
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Figure 12. Areas where cross-border cooperation works best and worst
in the opinion of crossing the border (n=300/296) [possibility
to mark 2 answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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Respondents assessed (Figure 12) that cross-border cooperation between
both countries works best in areas such as transport (48% of respondents), ed-
ucation and higher education (25%), tourism, including nature and landscape
protection (21.3%) and economic cooperation (20.3%). Other areas with a rel-
atively high percentage of indications were youth exchanges and integration
meetings (19.3%), as well as culture, sport, and recreation (18%). A low per-
centage of indications can be observed for areas in which cooperation is un-
dertaken on the level of central and regional authorities (such as administrative
cooperation, security, or promotion and development planning). On the one
hand, this is probably because the inhabitants are less aware of the initiatives
undertaken and meetings taking place on the political level. On the other hand,
this also provides important information for decision-makers that their actions
(if any) are not really noticed by citizens on both sides of the border.

When the respondents are asked about the areas in which cooperation
is making the least progress, their answers are very diverse (Figure 12). The area
with the highest percentage of indications of poor progress is security (e.g. pre-
venting risks, illegal migration, smuggling, etc.), noted by 35.5% of the individ-
uals crossing the border. The second place, with 24.7%, was taken by tourism.
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Two other areas that were also identified (transport and youth exchange) were
chosen by nearly 20% of the respondents; other areas were indicated by 11-16%
of respondents each, so they are not as important in the hierarchy.

Figure 13. In what areas do you believe cross-border cooperation is doing
best? Among 4 groups of respondents [possibility to mark 2
answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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The country of origin has no particular bearing on the distribution of an-
swers, except for minor shifts (Figure 13). For interviewed Poles, the most
developed cross-border cooperation area was certainly transport (55%) and,
with only half as many indications, youth exchange (24.5%). The results for
the remaining categories do not exceed 20%. For Ukrainians, transport comes
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first as well (40.9%), but a large number of respondents also pointed to ed-
ucation and tertiary education (31.5%), economic cooperation (26.8%) and
tourism (24.2%). Asked about areas of Polish-Ukrainian cooperation that de-
velop poorly (Figure 14), slightly more Ukrainians indicated tourism, nature
and landscape protection (37.9%) rather than security (34.5%) The third place
was taken by youth exchange (26.9%). Among Poles, security (36.4%) fol-
lowed by transport and economic cooperation were named as areas in which
the effects of cross-border cooperation are still weak.

Figure 14. In what areas do you believe cross-border cooperation
is doing worst? Among 4 groups of respondents [possibility
to mark 2 answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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Generally, however, respondents of either nationality display a predom-
inant feeling that the effects of cross-border cooperation in Poland and
Ukraine are quite noticeable (Figure 15). An affirmative answer was given by
66.1% of border crossers who filled out the survey (65.3% of Poles and 66.9%
of Ukrainians), with one in six responding ,definitely yes.” Such a percentage
also means that one-third of the respondents think otherwise and do not per-
ceive any particular effects of this cooperation (while only a few, about 5.6%,
answered ,,definitely not”). Interestingly, men slightly predominate among the
sceptics (58.5% compared to 41.5% of women), as do urban dwellers (58%
compared to 42% of rural dwellers). Other social and demographic variables
and issues such as the purpose of crossing the border do not affect the distri-
bution of the results.

Figure 15. Do you believe that the effects of cross-border cooperation are
noticeable? Among 4 groups of respondents (%)
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Hence the question: is cross-border cooperation between Poland and
Ukraine necessary at all? Another question: is such cooperation necessary
between regions located near the Polish-Ukrainian border? The respondents
are almost unanimous (Figure 16 and Figure 17): both these questions are an-
swered affirmatively by 94% of them (90% and 92% of Poles and 98% and
96% of Ukrainians). Less certainty in this affirmation can be seen in the Pol-
ish section of the sample, where the answer , definitely yes” was selected by
43% of respondents for the first question and 38% for the second. Among
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Ukrainian respondents, certainty as to the need to pursue cross-border coop-
eration was decidedly higher, with 74.5% and 71.2%, respectively, giving defi-
nitely affirmative answers.

Figure 16. Do you believe that cross-border cooperation between Poland
and Ukraine is necessary? Among 4 groups of respondents (%)
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Comparing these results to answers obtained from border guard officers,
it should be stated that the guards, just like people who travel across the
border, are convinced that cross-border cooperation is necessary on both
the state and regional levels (Figure 16 and Figure 17). In total, 96% of bor-
der service officers in the survey gave an affirmative answer to the first
question and 97% to the second. In both cases, almost 70% marked ,defi-
nitely yes” Analysing these results by country of origin, differences among
border officers can be noticed which are similar to the differences found
in the group of “civilian” respondents. Polish officers marked the moderate
affirmative answer (“probably yes”) slightly more often than their Ukraini-
an counterparts, while they selected ,definitely yes” slightly less often. The
chart provides a good illustration of differences between the main subgroups
in the sample, showing from left to right the least convinced Polish “civil-
ians,” through Polish border officers, Ukrainian ,civilians,” and the most co-
operation-favouring Ukrainian officers. Of course, support for cross-border
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cooperation is very high in all these groups, and the highlighted differences
only serve to better nuance the presented data.

Figure 17. Do you believe that cross-border cooperation between regions
located near the Polish-Ukrainian border is necessary? Among
4 groups of respondents (%)
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Looking at the frequency distribution of responses to the question ,Do
you believe that the effects of cross-border cooperation are noticeable?” (Fig-
ure 15), broken down by the four respondent groups, one can note an in-
teresting relationship. Differences between nationalities are more pronounced
among border service personnel, and less noticeable among ,civilians.” For
example, while a strong majority (three fourths) of the respondents from Pol-
ish services confirmed that the effects are noticeable, they rarely (just 7.8%
of them) marked the ,definitely yes” response. Their Ukrainian counterparts
(for whom the percentage of affirmative answers also exceeds 75%) marked
the strongly positive answer much more often (in about 33.3% of cases).
Once again, Ukrainian respondents demonstrate more certainty and firmness
of opinion than Poles.

While discussing the results of research among border guard officers,
it can be noticed that the ,principle of intensification” mentioned above ap-
plies to many issues. The differences that exist between Poles and Ukrainians
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crossing the border are even more pronounced in the group of border officers,
who are usually even more diversified by their nationality.

Border guard officers (n=99) indicate that the predominant types of con-
tacts between the inhabitants of the two countries primarily concern trade
(64.6%) and economic relations (44.8%). Only one in four (24%) chose tourist
contacts. Distinguishing border officers according to their country of origin
shows key differences between Polish and Ukrainian officers (Table 9). It can
clearly be seen that the Polish section of the sample indicated trade (82.4%)
and economic contacts (39.2%) as the dominant categories. The other catego-
ries scored below 20%. Tourist contacts took third place (19.6%), and friend
and family contacts (11.8%) or social contacts (9.8%) were not considered es-
pecially essential or dominant. The distribution of answers is slightly different
among Ukrainian officers, whose choices are more evenly distributed. Unlike
other groups of respondents, trade contacts are indicated by slightly less than
half of them (44.4%). The score is higher for economic contacts (51.1%), and
contacts with friends and family (28.9%) as well as tourist contacts (28.9%)
were also chosen more often than in other groups.

The responses of border officers concerning the question about the best
and least developing areas of cross-border cooperation between Poland and
Ukraine (Figure 13 and Figure 14) offer an excellent addition to the image
of cooperation between the two countries. Among Polish officers, education
and tertiary education (44%), transport (34%), and culture, sport, and recrea-
tion (24%) are identified as the areas in which cooperation develops best. The
Ukrainian officers more often indicated tourism, nature and landscape protec-
tion (38.3%), education and tertiary education (34%) and youth exchange and
integration meetings (29.8%). Transport, education, and tourism (43%, 29%,
23%) are the answers selected most often among all respondents (n=397).
These are the areas in which, according to respondents, cooperation is mak-
ing the most progress. Interestingly, two of these answers also appear among
the three areas most often selected as those making the least progress in co-
operation. These are primarily security (40%), but also transport and tourism
(22% and 21%).

It should be noted that security was indicated most often especially by bor-
der officers, half of whom (both on the Polish and Ukrainian side) responded
that cross-border cooperation was not doing well in that respect. For Polish
officers, other weak areas are cooperation with the administration (25.5%),
the promotion of regions abroad and development planning. Ukrainians
pointed mainly to transport (35.4%) and to promotion abroad (22.9%).
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4.2 Imagined Cross-Border Cooperation:
What Should it Be Like?

Social awareness is not merely the total of thoughts and feelings of indi-
viduals. It is rather something that binds people together, producing a com-
mon frame of reference and building traits peculiar to or dominating in the
attitudes of surveyed communities. Humans cannot live among things with-
out forming ideas about them and using these ideas to drive their behaviour.
Therefore, awareness is not so much or not only the result of knowledge or
lack of knowledge about specific circumstances (i.e. what something is like),
but mainly of the image of those circumstances in the mind (i.e. what some-
thing seems to be like), usually with valuing and emotional judgements (due
to the contrast concerning what something should be like). Thus, when ask-
ing questions about what cross-border cooperation should be like, by whom
it should be pursued and what actions could support it, we are inquiring
mainly about the image of such cooperation, a certain ,template” that exists
in the minds of respondents. This, in turn, will depend on individual knowl-
edge, the accepted framework for understanding the world, and also people’s
personal interests.

In the opinion of the survey respondents, cross-border cooperation should
be pursued mostly by municipal or regional authorities (Figure 18). This state-
ment was indicated by 68% of “civilian” respondents and 75.5% of border ser-
vice officers on the Polish side and, respectively, 51% of civilians and 64.6%
of officers on the Ukrainian side. Only in the last group (Ukrainian border
officers) this answer was not the most frequently chosen one, with 2 percent-
age points more respondents who pointed to central government institutions
as the entities which, in their opinion, should be responsible for pursuing
cross-border cooperation. Government institutions were also often indicat-
ed in other groups, coming second among the most popular answers (Polish
civilians - 37.4%, Polish border officers - 40.8%, and Ukrainian civilians -
38.9%). However, the alternative that came third among the most frequently
indicated answers depends on nationality. Among Poles, between 20% (indi-
viduals crossing the border) and 29% (border service personnel) of respond-
ents believe that cooperation between the countries should also be pursued by
non-governmental organizations. Ukrainians, perhaps due to the low devel-
opment level of the so-called third sector, tend to rely directly on the inhabit-
ants of a city or region (as indicated by 31% of “civilians” and 23% of border
officers).
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Figure 18. Who do you think should develop cross-border cooperation?
Among 4 groups of respondents [possibility to mark 2 answers
/ results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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The kind of cross-border cooperation is largely determined by the enti-
ties that pursue and develop it. Therefore, respondents were asked which kind
of cooperation (transnational, international or local and/or regional) is the
most effective, i.e. which of these has the most favourable impact on the
development of relations between communities on both sides of the border
(Table 10). Border officers, regardless of nationality, decidedly indicate (Poles
70.6%, Ukrainians 53.3%) that cooperation is most effective when pursued
through local and regional agreements (for example between cities, provinces/
oblasts). This is also the answer indicated most often among Polish individu-
als crossing the border, but on the level of 43.2% of the sample. The answers
of Polish individuals and border officers (16.4% and 9.8% respectively) show
that cooperation based on transnational agreements (for example within the
UE) is of least importance. However, it is valued by Ukrainian guards (24.4%)
on par with, or perhaps more, than cooperation based on international
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agreements (22.2%). The preferences of Ukrainian border crossers are entirely
different, however. Transnational agreements were the most often indicated
answer (37.4%), followed by international agreements (34%), while local and
regional agreements came only third with a result of 28.6%. This does not
tully align with their earlier answers to the question about who should pur-
sue cross-border cooperation (one half of them indicated city and regional
authorities).

Table 10. The most effective form of cross-border cooperation
in the opinion of 4 groups of respondents (%)

Poles Ukrainians | Polish bor- | Ukrainian
crossing crossing der officers | border offi-
the border | the border (n=51) cers (n=45)
(n=146) (n=147)
Based on transnational
agreements (i.e. within 16.4 37.4 9.8 24.4
the EU)
Based on international 40.4 34.0 19.6 222
agreements
Based on local and
regional agreements 432 28.6 70.6 53.3
(e.g. between cities,
provinces/oblasts)

Only a small percent of respondents believe that cross-border cooperation
should develop spontaneously, without top-down coordination, while a clear
majority believe that a plan or at least some rules to initiate and pursue such
cooperation should be established to provide a framework for various emerg-
ing initiatives (Figure 19). Thus, over half (53%) of Polish respondents (re-
gardless of whether they are border officers or not) believe that a previous-
ly accepted cross-border cooperation strategy should be followed. Another
two alternatives: ,only in areas where interest in cooperation is shown,” and
»on par with cooperation with other states or regions,” ended up with slight-
ly more than 20% of the answers among Polish respondents. For Ukrainians,
strategy-based activities are the answer indicated most often (40%), but only
among border officers. Although Ukrainian individuals selected this response
equally often (39.9%), in their group, even more people, precisely 45.3%,
chose the ,on par with cooperation with other states or regions” answer.
The differences between the groups are illustrated clearly in the chart. Based



80 Wojciech Gizicki, Tomasz Peciakowski

on the provided answers on cooperation, Ukrainian ,civilians” once again ap-
pear to be the most heterogeneous group in the sample.

Figure 19. On what level should cross-border cooperation between Poland
and Ukraine be developed? Among 4 groups of respondents (%)
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What supports the development of cross-border cooperation? There are
primarily four points: first, the similarity of cultures that allows meeting and
understanding the other party, rapidly producing a common foundation; sec-
ond, the language similarities, because these facilitate communication, allowing
for quick adaptation in the foreign language environment and reduce the risk
of mistakes in contacts; third, shared economic interests that result in a network
of mutual goals and needs, fostering the feeling that both parties benefit from
cooperation; and fourth, mutual understanding that can build and strengthen
ties, supports dialogue and the need to learn about the other party. All of these
were the four answers most often indicated by respondents when asked about
factors that support cooperation between Poles and Ukrainians (Figure 20)
in almost each of the four groups of respondents mentioned above (this time
Ukrainian border officers stand out the most). Although the core answers are
similar in each group, a more detailed analysis of emerging differences may
provide interesting and nuanced knowledge about the way respondents think.
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Figure 20. Factors supporting the development of cross-border cooperation
in the opinion of 4 groups of respondents [possibility to mark 2
answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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The similarity of these cultures was noticed by all groups to a similar de-
gree (above 20%). The similarity of these languages was the answer most often
indicated in all groups except Polish individuals, but it was the case among
border service officers (Poles — 43%, Ukrainians —-45.5%) that this response
was indicated more often (the frequency was several percentage points high-
er than among civilian respondents (33-37%). Poles declared more frequently
that the development of cooperation is supported by shared economic inter-
ests (41-47% compared to 26-32% of Ukrainians), while Ukrainians opted for
mutual sympathy and understanding between the nations (PL: 18-19%, UKR:
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32% among civilians). Ukrainian border officers pointed out yet another es-
sential factor supporting the development of cross-border cooperation which
was not of interest for the other groups, namely mutual political interests (this
answer was chosen by 32% of Ukrainian officers).

Figure 21. Factors hindering the development of cross-border cooperation
in the opinion of 4 groups of respondents [possibility to mark
2 answers / results do not add up to 100 (%)]
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In turn, the respondents believe that the main factor hindering the develop-
ment of cooperation is the historical past that has been creating tensions and
mutual grievances persisting until this day (Figure 21). This is indicated primar-
ily by border officers: 80% among Poles and 50% among Ukrainians. Among
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individuals crossing the border, this answer was also selected most often, but
less frequently that among border officers, including 45.6% of Poles and 34%
of Ukrainians. The border officers (especially Ukrainians - 43.2%) also noted
the lack of understanding fostering possible effects of cooperation, while Poles
(35.4% of civilians and 32% of border officers) indicate legal barriers, including
administrative barriers (the figures for the latter are: Polish civilians - 29.9%,
Ukrainian civilians - 23.3% and Ukrainian officers - 20.5%). In the group
of individuals crossing the border, one in four people on the Ukrainian side and
one in five on the Polish side also indicated ,insufficient UE and own funds
to develop cooperation” as an answer in this question. Analysis of the results
also demonstrates a very low proportion of responses related to cultural and
language barriers or the differing interests of cities or regions.

Table 11. What forms of facilitation would in your opinion increase the
effectiveness of cross-border cooperation? Among 4 groups
of respondents [possibility to mark 2 answers / results do not
add up to 100 (%)]

Poles Ukrainians Polish Ukrainian
crossing crossing border border
the border | the border | officers officers
(n=146) (n=147) (n=51) (n=45)
Simplifying regulations relat-
ed to crossing the border by 61.5 55.6 29.4 43.8
inhabitants of border areas
Increasing the number 29.7 35.9 27.5 39.6
of border crossing points
Imp.rovmg the existing bor- 9.7 320 529 292
der infrastructure
Improving communications
availability (e.g. regglar and 18.9 20.9 137 18.8
more frequent public trans-
port services)
A precise definition of areas 14.9 6.5 216 16.7
covered by the cooperation
More state and EU funds for | =, , 11.1 27.5 22.9
joint cross-border projects

Therefore, being aware of the existence of specific barriers, the respondents
tried to answer the question what forms of facilitation would result in the
increased effectiveness of cross-border cooperation (Table 1I). Generally
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speaking, three such forms could be distinguished in the answers most often
indicated in all groups of respondents. The first is simplifying the regulations
related to crossing the border by inhabitants of border areas. This answer was
obviously chosen primarily by individuals crossing the border (61.5% of the
Poles and 55.6% of Ukrainians surveyed at the border), but also noted by
service officers (PL: 29.4%, UKR: 43.8%). The second is increasing the num-
ber of border crossings, as proposed by 30-40% of respondents in each group
(which aligns with the percentage of people unsatisfied with the accessibility
of BCPs, as described in chapter 3). The third is improving the border cross-
ing infrastructure, which is particularly clear in the opinions of Polish border
service personnel (52.9%, as only 35% of Polish border officers rated the in-
frastructure as good - see chapter 3). But in other groups, also about one-
third of respondents are not indifferent to this problem as well.

Representatives of both nations perceive cross-border cooperation be-
tween the two countries slightly differently. Poles see it primarily through the
prism of economic and trade relations, although they also notice relations
in the field of education, and see Ukraine as an attractive tourist destination.
Ukrainians also see their western partners mainly as a contractor for trade,
transit and economic agreements, but also understand that Poland is a good
place for education and a partner in building social and amicable relations,
a country that is culturally close and friendly to Ukrainian citizens. At the
same time, there is a conviction on both sides that cooperation is not only
necessary - both at the governmental and local level, between border regions
and individual towns - but that the Polish-Ukrainian relations so far have
borne fruit (this was expressed by 2/3 of the respondents, both Polish and
Ukrainian). The main barriers to the development of cross-border coopera-
tion between neighbours, apart from economic and legal barriers and border
infrastructure assessed differently, are also social barriers, such as particularly
negative historical experiences or differences in mentality.



Conclusions and Recommendations

Poland and Ukraine demonstrate considerable activity in bilateral and multi-
lateral cooperation. An essential effect of the activities undertaken to strengthen
the declared strategic partnership is the cross-border cooperation between the
two countries. The Lublin Voivodship and the Volyn Oblast, which both form
part of the Bug Euroregion, are the natural participants of this cooperation,
which is pursued on various levels and multiple dimensions. Its effects must be
seen and appreciated not only on the government level. The key positive effects
must be shared by Polish and Ukrainian societies living in border areas and
making intensive use of the cross-border exchange.

The research analysis conducted in this monograph allows us to formulate
several general conclusions and recommendations. These result from adopt-
ed objectives and are closely tied to the issues discussed in the introduction
to the methodology of the research.

First, cooperation between Poland and Ukraine must take into account
multi-dimensional challenges and geopolitical opportunities. These are both
external to the two countries and, in some cases, internal, strictly dependent
on mutual or particular capabilities and intents.

It appears that political reality, especially in the area of security, should be
interpreted similarly concerning the most essential issues. Strengthening their
positions as independent entities and stabilising their sovereignty is an im-
perative interest for Poland and Ukraine. The starting point and the key issue
is to once and for all resolve the historical issues of the past that bear on the
present in the form of the ,politics of history” This does not mean that dif-
ficult historical moments should be forgotten. Memory and identity, includ-
ing in international relations, are built on truth and forgiveness. The strategic
partnership must not be dependent on momentary or sudden political shifts
that are a consequence of unresolved topics in the past.

Second, cross-border cooperation between adjacent regions is a natural de-
velopment and results from multi-dimensional intents and necessities. Sup-
port in this respect is provided by activities of the central and regional au-
thorities of Poland and Ukraine. An undoubted benefit is also the support



86 Wojciech Gizicki, Tomasz Peciakowski

granted by transnational institutions, including the EU. An example of these
multi-subject activities is the Bug Euroregion. Both analysed regions, i.e. the
Lublin Voivodship and the Volyn Oblast, struggle with numerous social and
economic problems. Despite this, they engage in dynamic mutual coopera-
tion. Improving the current state of affairs and more intense cooperation
is a challenge on both sides of the border.

Third, the survey research undertaken as part of the project mentioned
in the book resulted in several interesting observations. The research results
discussed in this publication provide an opportunity to evaluate cross-border
cooperation between Poland and Ukraine. It should be remembered that the
research was more focused on the awareness of cooperation among Poles and
Ukrainians than the cooperation itself. No analysis of border traffic, movement
of goods, legal conditions of crossing the border, or economic consequences for
both economies was conducted. Nor was the number of cross-border initiatives,
signed agreements, entities involved and their sectoral membership checked.
The research was supposed to help investigate and provide knowledge on how
people crossing the Polish-Ukrainian border view cross-border cooperation be-
tween the two states, what importance they attach to it, how they rate it and
what effects they can see. This means that a positive or negative evaluation
of these events does not reflect reality but the perception of those who see and
meet with the effects of this cooperation most often, and hence such evaluation
may be a good indicator of whether something is working well or not.

It should be noted that respondents appeared to know how important
cross-border initiatives are for them. Almost all of them believed that coop-
eration is necessary for both Poland and Ukraine and the neighbouring areas
on both sides of the border. A large number of respondents were aware that
the core of the cooperation is located in the border areas and it is the author-
ities of cities and regions located near the border, local government organisa-
tions and the inhabitants of those areas who have the largest impact on how
this cooperation will develop. At the same time, the respondents realised that
the current and future course of cooperation also depends on the activities
of central authorities.

However, political initiatives and cooperation at the central level were rarely
mentioned or valued as important. It can be felt that there is a certain deficien-
cy of interest and initiatives by political authorities. This can, of course, be a re-
sult of the fact that cross-border relations are mainly of an economic, social and
cultural nature, and the main actors are local communities. This might testify
to the success of such cooperation, as this is how it should be pursued. There
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is also a possibility that political initiatives are not numerous and that, other
than being provided with a general legal and administrative framework, local
communities and their activities have been left to their own devices.

If the main objective of cross-border cooperation is to be the elimination
of restrictions caused by the existence of state borders, achieving this on the
Polish-Ukrainian border will not be fully possible as long as the border rep-
resents the external frontier of the European Union. Legal circumstances and
restrictions related to border crossing mean that the availability of border
crossing points (BCPs) and the border traffic itself are of key importance for
the development of cross-border cooperation. Therefore, this is not only about
security issues, because the impact of the border extends significantly beyond
this sphere. It has great social, economic and cultural significance, both at the
national and regional levels and on both sides of the border.

Border crossing points are a considerable barrier, particularly for Ukraini-
ans, because of their frequency of crossing the border and an economic objec-
tive causing additional frustration related to border check queues, inspections,
etc. People who cross the border sporadically, mostly as tourists, or for social
and family-related purposes, have a more favourable view of the accessibility
of BCPs, their infrastructure, waiting time and quality of service. Hence, Poles
rate border crossings slightly better than Ukrainians. The more often a person
visits and crosses the border, the more they notice the congestion, long queues
and time lost while waiting for border checks. In all evaluated aspects, there was
almost always a group of 30-50% of respondents who had a negative opinion. It
appears that these percentages are too high to be satisfied with the assessment
of border crossings and the infrastructure there. An exception is the assessment
of border service personnel, which should be considered rather good.

The cross-border cooperation between the two countries, as viewed by re-
spondents, is best primarily in the economic and trade sector. Trade relations
predominate, cross-border cooperation is developing best in transport, and
shared economic interests are what facilitates building cross-border relations.
This certainly appears as a factor that is most saliently present in the awareness
of not only border crossers, but also border service personnel, who are often
even more aware that economic interests are what provides the foundation
for cooperation between Poland and Ukraine. Obviously, this is not the whole
truth. Considerable traffic and quite intense activity can be noticed in areas
such as education or tourism. Social and family considerations (e.g. visiting
friends or relatives) are also present, but they may be somewhat marginal
compared to everyday trade and transport-related challenges at the border.
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It seems important to give these areas more breathing space in cross-border
cooperation, especially since the respondents are highly aware of how many
cultural links there are between the two nations. Therefore, economic inter-
ests do not have to be the main driver of cross-border cooperation.

Active regional cooperation across borders is to foster communication, de-
velop infrastructure and tourism, as well as strengthen educational and cultur-
al exchange and shared experiences. Good relations at the local level usually
translate into good official relations between the governments of these countries
in the long run. Therefore, H. Melehanych* points out that the main topic and
subject of cross-border cooperation should primarily be border communities,
since they are most aware of problems and often express their readiness to work
together. National minorities on both sides of the border (Ukrainians in Poland
and Poles in Ukraine) also play an important role here, as they act as a trans-
mission belt, an intermediary in building relations between the two nations.

While slightly simplifying the complex and multi-faceted nature of the
problem, two different action strategies and two objectives which the authori-
ties might set for themselves can be imagined, based on the conclusions from
the research presented above.

The first would be related to a more streamlined strategy, sometimes called
»aggressive,” as it is supposed to utilise the strengths, multiply benefits and
rely on dominating factors. In this case, our focus should be on the economic
relations between Poland and Ukraine and everything that strengthens and
develops these relations.

The other would have a more multi-directional and moderate nature, re-
lated to a sustainable development strategy, appreciating the dominant trade
and economic relations, but also seeking space for other areas and relations
between the two countries and their inhabitants.

The initial effects of the first approach might appear quite soon, although
they would occur only within a single dimension. The latter approach appears
to be less spectacular and would provide its main benefits only in the long
term. There also might be a third solution, consisting in not adopting a stra-
tegic approach. However, leaving cross-border cooperation to social dynamics
and activities of local communities would certainly not allow for taking ad-
vantage of the many opportunities provided by the proximity of the border
and might perpetuate the peripheral status of the border areas of both coun-
tries, the same status which they have held for many years.

34 H. Melehanych, work cited.



Literature

Bajor P, A Strategic Challenge: the Influence of Historical Policy on the Current
Shape of the Polish-Ukrainian Relations, Jagiellonski Przeglad Bezpieczenstwa,
no. 1/2016, pp. 64-74.

Barwinska-Malajowicz A., Imigracja obywateli Ukrainy do Polski - przyczyny
oraz aspekty popytowe i strukturalne, Handel Wewnetrzny, no. 6/2018, pp. 39-55.

Brzezinski Z., The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geostrategic
Imperatives, New York 1997.

Christensen C. S., (ed.), Analyzing Political Tensions Between Ukraine, Russia, and
the EU, Pensylwania 2020

Delwaide J., Identity and Geopolitics: Ukraine’s Grappling With Imperial Legacies,
Harvard Ukrainian Studies no. 32-33/2014, pp. 179-207.

Gizicki W., P. Sheremeta, O. Kovalchuk, (eds.), Polish-Ukrainian Cross-Border
Cooperation. Opportunities and Challenges, Torun 2019.

Grosse T., Poland’s geopolitical strategy (2004-2015), Vestnik of Saint Petersburg
University. International Relations, no. 11/2018, pp. 171-183

Jaroszewicz M., Migracje z Ukrainy do Polski. Stabilizacja trendu, Warszawa 2018.

Kalishchuk O., The Volyn Tragedy in Ukraine and Poland’s Public Discourse, East
Europe Historical Bulletin, no. 12/2019, pp. 221-227

Kotsan N., H. Kopachynska, The Functioning of the Polish-Ukrainian Border within
Conditions of European Integration Process Intensification (on the Example
of Euroregion ,,Bug”), Journal of Geography, Politics and Society, no. 7/2017, pp.
43-47.

Lanoszka A., Poland in a time of geopolitical flux, Contemporary Politics, no. 4/2020,
pp. 458-474.

Martsikhiv K., L. Shepelyak, Geopolitical Goals and Geostrategy of Ukraine,
The Journal of V.N. Karazin Kharkiv National University. Issues of Political
Science, no. 37/2020, pp. 116-124

Matejko E., Przejscie graniczne jako zaséb spolecznosci lokalnej, Pogranicze. Studia
Spoleczne, no. 14/2008, pp. 61-77.

Melehanych H. 1., The Strategic Role Of the Local Communities in the Development
of Cross Border Cooperation Between Ukraine and the EU (on the example of
the Transcarpathian Region), Pogranicze. Polish Borderlands Studies, vol. 8, no.
1/2020, p. 7-20.



90 Wojciech Gizicki, Tomasz Peciakowski

Miszczuk A., R. Szul, (eds.), The EUs New Borderland. Cross-border Relations and
Regional Development, New York 2019.

Motyka G., Nieustajgcy polsko-ukraitiski spor o historig, Sprawy Miedzynarodowe,
no. 1/2018, pp. 31-40

Mozgin W., Ukraine in a Geopolitical Game between the West and the Russian
Federation, Ukrainian Policymaker, no. 3/2018, pp. 36-42.

International Migration Outlook 2018, Paris 2018.

Ruch graniczny oraz wydatki cudzoziemcow w Polsce i Polakéw za granicg w 2018 r.,
GUS/US w Rzeszowie, Warszawa/Rzeszéw 20109.

Rysicz-Szafraniec J., Ukrainian ‘Working through the Past’ in the Context of the Polish—
Ukrainian Dialogue on Volhynia-43. Asymmetry of Memory, European Rewiev,
no. 5/2020, (online).

Sohn C, Modelling Cross-Border Integration: The Role of Borders as a Resource,
Geopolitics, vol. 19/2014, pp. 587-608;

Strilchuk L., The Volyn Tragedy in Modern Ukrainian-Polish Relations, Skhid,
no. 2/2019, pp. 38-44

Studzinska D., S. Domaniewski, The Border as a Resource for the Development of
Borderland: A Comparative Analysis of Two Polish Urban Centres at the External
Border of the European Union, Quaestiones Geographicae, vol. 35/2016, p. 145-155;

Szeptycki A., Poland versus Russia: Competition in Ukraine, East European Politics
and Societies: and Cultures, no. 9/2020, (online)

Wista R., A. Nowosad, (eds.), Economic Transformation in Poland and Ukraine.
National and Regional Perspectives, London 2020.



Streszczenie

Monografia powstala jako cze$¢ projektu Cooperation of Universities sup-
porting the development of security and crisis management of the Lublin and
Lutsk transborder regions. Byl on finansowany w ramach $rodkéw Programu
Wspolpracy Transgranicznej PL-BY-UA 2014-2020. Projekt byl realizowany
w latach 2018-2020 we wspdtpracy miedzynarodowej dwoch Uniwersytetow:
Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego Jana Pawla II w Lublinie, Polska i Luc-
kiego Narodowego Uniwersytetu Technicznego, Ukraina.

Projekt obejmowal wielostronne dziatania w Polsce i na Ukrainie zwigza-
ne z: 1. prowadzeniem badan naukowych (badania empiryczne, 2 konferencje
naukowe, 3 publikacje); 2. szkolenia interpersonalne dla pracownikéw stuzb
granicznych ( w tym biofeedback); 3. dwie edycje studiéw podyplomowych.

Ksigzka zawiera analize wybranych zagadnien wplywajacych na partner-
stwo i wspolprace transgraniczng Polski i Ukrainy. Gléwna o$ analizy jest
jednak oparta o material empirycznego zebranego na podstawie przepro-
wadzonych badan ankietowych na grupie 404 0séb po obu stronach grani-
cy. Zakres czasowy pracy jest zasadniczo oparty o koniec 2019 roku. Bada-
nia zostaly przeprowadzone w tym wlasnie okresie. W przypadku wyjatkowo
waznych zdarzen danych zakres analizy obejmuje tez 2020 rok. W ksigzce nie
uwzglednia sig, co do zasady, konsekwencji wystepowania COVID-19. Trud-
no bowiem o konkretne wskazania i prognozy. Jedynie w czgsci przypadkéw
podjeto prébe odniesienia si¢ do wybranych probleméw zwigzanych z tym
zjawiskiem.

W pracy dokonano takze przegladu wybranej literatury. Dotyczy to szcze-
golnie czesci teoretycznej. Przeglad literatury zostal ograniczony do wybra-
nych, najwazniejszych pozycji, ktére wedlug autoréw wnosza najwigcej tresci
do przedmiotowej problematyki. Zasadnicza cz¢$¢ analizy, zaréwno w czgsci
teoretycznej, jak i empirycznej, oparta jest o perspektywe analityczno-badaw-
czg autorow. Dokonano wyboru zagadnien, ktére charakteryzuja kluczowe
zjawiska zachodzace w przedmiotowej przestrzeni.

Praca sklada si¢ z rozbudowanego Wprowadzenia metodologicznego wraz
z przegladem literatury, czterech rozdzialéw i zakonczenia w formie wnioskow
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i rekomendacji. Struktura pracy ma pomoc odbiorcom w jak najbardziej przy-
stepny sposob w przyswojeniu przyjetych zalozen. Dane prezentowane sg za-
réwno w formie graficznej, jak i opisowe;.

We Wprowadzeniu do metodologii badan dokonano przegladu literatury
oraz przyblizono specyfike pozycji Polski i Ukrainy oraz wzajemnych relacji.
Dokonano takze charakterystyki wskaznikéw dotyczacych respondentéw i za-
tozen zwigzanych z badaniami wlasnymi.

W pierwszym rozdziale dokonano nakreslenia sytuacji geopolitycznej Pol-
ski i Ukrainy. Kluczowe znaczenie ma w tym przypadku wskazanie na kil-
ka wybranych wyzwan i szans. Dotyczy to zaréwno relacji bilateralnych, jak
i tych na poziomie mi¢dzynarodowych. Czg¢s¢ wskazanych uwarunkowan ma
charakter niezalezny. Oba panstwa musza podejmowac je w zaleznosci od wy-
stepowania i intensyfikacji ze strony lub w ramach aktywnosci innych pod-
miotéw. W kilku innych przypadkach koniecznos¢ podjecia okreslonych dzia-
tan lezy wspolnie po stronie obu panstw lub kazdego z osobna.

Drugi rozdzial zawiera charakterystyke Euroregionu Bug, ktéry najpelniej
odzwierciedla specyfike wybranych do analizy regionéw: Wojewddztwa Lu-
belskiego i Obwodu Wotynskiego. Rozdzial jest zbudowany z podstawowych
tresci, niezbednych do przyblizenia specyfiki, podobienstw i zréznicowania
obu regionéw transgranicznych. Wskazane dane pozawalaja przyblizy¢ kon-
tekst geograficzny i spoteczny.

Trzeci rozdzial przedstawie analize specyfiki przekraczania granicy miedzy
Polska a Ukraing. Zasadnicze znaczenie ma nakreslenie oceny dostepnosci,
funkcjonalnosci oraz czasu potrzebnego do dokonania odprawy graniczne;j.
Granica panstwa nie jest jedynie barierg techniczng. Odgrywa duze znaczenie
spoleczne. Wskazane wyzej uwarunkowania mogg wplywac na zbudowanie w
swiadomosci spotecznej 0séb korzystajacych z przejscia granicznego i stuzb
obstugujacych ruch graniczny swoistego obrazu sytuacyjno-osobowego.

W czwartym rozdziale zawarto zagadnienia zwigzane z perspektywa oceny
zasadnosci i efektywno$ci wspodlpracy transgranicznej miedzy Polska a Ukra-
ing. Wspolpraca transgraniczna moze stanowi¢ domene dziatan formalnych
na réznym poziomie. Gléwne jednak znaczenie ma wowczas, gdy jej efekty
s3 pozytywnie odczuwane i odbierane przez samych mieszkancéow regionow
granicznych. Ma ona bowiem realny wplyw na wiele wymiaréw codziennego
funkcjonowania regionu, jego atrakcyjnosci i dostepnosci.
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Autorzy monografii dzigkuja za wspolprace i wsparcie ze strony Centrum
Projektéw Europejskich w Warszawie, Dzialu Projektéw Miedzynarodowych
KUL, Nadbuzanskiego Oddzialu Strazy Granicznej w Chelmie, Krajowej Ad-
ministracji Skarbowej w Lublinie. Stowa uznania kierujemy do partneréw
z Ukrainy: Luckiego Narodowego Uniwersytetu Technicznego i stuzb granicz-
nych. Podzigkowania kierowane s3 takze do recenzentow.



Pe3rome

Ilana Mmonorpadisn € wactmHoro mpoekry Cooperation of Universities
supporting the development of security and crisis management of the Lublin
and Lutsk transborder regions, sixmit npo¢iHaHcoBaHO B paMkax [Iporpamu
Tpauckopponnoro CruiBpo6itTauirsa PL-BY-UA 2014-2020. ITpoexT 6yB pea-
nisoBaHmit B nepiox 2018-2020 pp. y MbKHapOJHIl CHiBIIpali ABOX yHiBepCu-
tetiB: Karommipkoro JIto6mincpkoro YHiBepcurery IBana ITapna II B JTro6mini
ta JIynbkoro Hanjionanbnoro Texniunoro YuiBepcutery, Ykpaina.

[IpoekToM oOxoIUleHO 6ararocTOpoHHIO AistpHicTH B Ilonbmii Ta Ykpaii,
30KpeMa IOB’sI3aHy i3: 1. IIpoBeeHHAM HAayKOBUX HOCI/KeHb (eMIipuyHi
JOCTIiKeHHs, 2 HayKoBi KOH(epeHwii, 3 my6nikanii); 2. MikaucuumiinapHi
HaBYaHHA JyIA [IPalliBHMKIB IPUKOPAOHHUX CIy>X6 (BKmouHO i3 biofeedback);
3. IBi cepil MiCAAQUITIOMHNX CTYHIIL.

Jlo KHUTM BKJIIOYEHO aHasi3 BMOpaHUX TeM, sIKi BIUIMBAIOTh Ha MapTHep-
CTBO i TpaHCKOpOHHY criBnpano [lonpmi ta Ykpainu. IIpoTe, ronosHa Bich
aHaJIi3y 30cepe/pkeHa Ha eMIipMYHOMY MaTepiami, 3i6paHOMy Ha mifcTasi
aHKeTyBaHH:A INpoBefeHoro y rpymi 404 oci6 60 06uaBi cTOpOHU KOPHOHY.
YacoBi paMku npoBefieHOI po6oTu — 1e 3aebinbuioro kineus 2019 poky. [lo-
CNiPKE€HHA IIPOBENEHO caMe B Liell Iepiofl. Y BUIIAJKYy BUHATKOBO BAYK/IMBUX
MIOAiJl aHaJIi3 JaHMX OXOIUIIOE Takox 2020 pik. B xHU3i He B3ATO O yBaru
Hacnigky posnoscropkenasa COVID-19, Ttomy 10 BMHMKAKOTb TPYSHOLIL
3 KOHKPETHMMM BKa3iBKaMJ Ta IpOTrHO3aMmm. Jluile B HeAKUX BUIIA[KaX aB-
TOPU 30CepeyIncs Ha BUOpaHUX IpobjeMax, OB sI3aHNUX i3 JaHUM SIBUILIEM.

B mpamni takox MictuTbes nepernan Bubpanoi miteparypu. lle, Hacamre-
pefl, CToCcyeTbcs TeopeTnyHoi yacTiHM. OT/IAL miTepaTypy 06OMeKeHO [I0 BU-
OpaHuX, HallBXIMBIIIMX JpKepes, fAKi, Ha [yMKy aBTOpiB, € HaitbinbII 3Mic-
TOBHMMU i IpeaMeTHOI mpoOmemaruky. OCHOBHA 4acTMHA aHali3y, SK
B TEOPETUYHIlN, TaK i eMIipM4Hill 4acTMHi, CIMPAETbCA HA aHATITUYHO-JO-
CTipHMIbKe OGaueHHA aBTOpiB. BubpaHo Temu, fIKi XapaKTepusylTb KIIOYOBi
ABMIIA, IO BiflOyBAIOTbCSA Y IPEAMETHOMY IIPOCTOPI.

ITpaus ckmaja€Tbca 3 poO3MWMPEHOro MeTOHoNMOTiYHOr0 BCTYIy pa3soM
i3 orAmoM miTepaTypu, YOTMPBHOX PO3JiNiB i 3akiHUeHHsS y ¢opmi BucHOB-
KiB Ta pexkoMeHpauiil. CTpyKkTypa Ipani NOBMHHAa HalOilbIl [OCTYIHO
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TOIIOMOITH afipecaTaM 3acBOITM IIOCTaBjIeHi Te3u. [JaHi mpefcTaBieHo B ONu-
coBiit Ta rpadiuniit popmi.

Y Beryni go MeTORONOril HOCHIKeHb NPEfCTaBIeHO OIVIAM JIiTepaTypu,
a Takox ommcaHo crenydiky nosuuii ITonapuii Ta Ykpainn, ix B3aeMoBifHO-
cuHM. TakoXX OXapaKTepu3OBaHO PEeCIOH[IEHTIB Ta Te3W, MOB s3aHi i3 Bmac-
HUMM OOCTiIKEHHIMMA.

Y nmepmwomy posfini HakpecneHO TreomomiTuyHy cutyaniro Ilompmi Ta
Ykpainu. KnouoBuM y 11pbOMy BUIIAJIKY € 3a3Ha4eHH: Ki/IbKOX BUOpPAHUX BH-
K/IVKiB Ta maHciB. Ile cTocyeTbes K OimarepanbHUX BiJHOCUH, Tak i BifHO-
CMH Ha MDKHapOJHOMY piBHi. [lesKi i3 BKa3aHMX YMHHUKIB MalOTh He3a/IexX-
Huit xapakTep. OOuABi Hep)kaBy MyCATb IX BIPOBAXKYBaTH, He 3aJIe)KHO Bif
HOABYU 4M iHTEHCUBHOCTI 3 60Ky 200 B paMKax aKTMBHOCTI iHIIMX cy6’€KTiB.
B kinpkox iHIIMX BUIajKax HeBHI HeoOXifHi Aii MOBMHHI mpoBecTy 06M[BI
Jiep>KaBU CIIIIBHO 400 5K KOXKHA 30KpeMa.

Hpyruil pospin mpucBsAYeHMI XapaKTepucTunii €ppoperiony byr, saxuit
HAJMIOBHIIIO Mipoo BiffoOpaxae crenudiky IpoaHami3oBaHUX peTiOHiB:
JI106MiHCHKOTO BOEBOACTBA Ta BommHCbKOI o6macti. Posmin ckmamaerbcs
i3 6a30BMX BimoMmocTeli, sIKi HeoOXimHi Jiisi HaOMVDKeHHs crienudikn, cxXo-
XOCTi Ta pisHuI 000X TPaHCKOPROHHMX perioHiB. [Ipencrasieni faui far0Th
3Mory Ha6/M3UTH reorpadivyHmii Ta CyCIiIbHUI KOHTEKCT.

Y TperboMy po3mini mpoaHanizoBaHO crienydiky mepeTuHy KOpPAOHY MiX
[Tonmpiero Ta YkpaiHow. OCHOBHOK € OILliHKa JOCTYIHOCTI, (yHKI[iOHa/Ib-
HOCTI Ta 4acy IOTPiOHOTO /I MPOXOMKEHHS MUTHOTO KOHTpO. Jlep>kaB-
HUIT KOPJIOH € He JINIlle TeXHiYHUM O6ap’epoM. BiH Bifirpae sHauy cycminbHy
pornb. BuieBkasaHi YMHHMKY MOXYTb BIUIMBATK Ha MOOYHOBY y CYCHiIbHIi
cBimomocTi ocib, sAxi KOPMCTYIOThCA IEPEXONOM Ha KOPMIOHI, a TaKOX cny>1<6,
AKi 006C/TyrOBYIOTb IIPUKOP/IOHHNIT PYX, IEBHOTO CUTYALlilIHO-TIEPCOHAIBHOTO
o6pasy.

[lo 4eTBepTOro po3iNy BK/IIOYEHO TEMATUKY, sKa IIOB’s3aHA i3 IepCIieK-
TUBOIO OIIHKM [OL[IIBHOCTI Ta e(peKTMBHOCTI TPAaHCKOPHOHHOI CHiBIpalii
Mmix Ilonmbiiero Ta Ykpainowo. TpaHcKOpioHHA cHiBIpals Mo)Ke CTaHOBUTHU
ramysb 1A pOpMalbHUX Aifi Ha pisHOMY piBHi. OfHaK, OCHOBHE 3HaYeHH:
BOHA Ma€ TOfi, KOMU NMO3UTMBHI epeKTU BiUyBalOTh Ta CIPUIIMAIOTh caMi
MeUIKaHIi IPUKOPJOHHMX perioHiB. OCKi/IbKM BOHA Ma€ peajbHMI BIIMB Ha
6arato BMMIipiB IIOEeHHOTO (PYHKI[IOHYBaHH:A pETiOHY, J10r0 IpUBAOINBIiCTD
Ta JOCTYIHICTb.
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6%

ABTopy MoHorpadii AAKYIOTb 3a CHiBIpaIo i maTpuMKy 3 60ky LlenTpy
€spomnericbkux IIpoexris y Bapmasi, Bigniny Mixkxnapopguux IIpoexrtis KIIV,
Hapb6yxancokoro Bigniny Ilpukopronnoi Cnyx6u B Xenmi, [Jep>xkaBHoi ITo-
naTkoBoi Axminictpauii B /Tro6mini. CioBa BASIYHOCTI KepyeMO 1O MapTHepiB
3 Ykpainm: Jlynpkoro HanionanpHoro Texniunoro YHiBepcurery i mpukop-
JIOHHUX CTy>K0. TaKoXX BIUC/IOBTIOEMO TIOSIKY PeljeH3eHTaM.



Annex 1

Cross-Border Cooperation between Poland and Ukraine

Survey Questionnaire

The John Paul II Catholic University of Lublin and the Lutsk National
Technical University are jointly conducting a project co-financed from Eu-
ropean Union funds as part of the Cross-Border Cooperation Project Po-
land-Belarus-Ukraine 2014-2020.

The objective of the project is to support the cooperation, security, and
crisis management processes on both sides of the Polish-Ukrainian border,
which is also the external border of the EU. In-depth research will contribute
to the advancement of knowledge in the area in question, while disseminating
its results will affect the understanding of the specifics of cross-border coop-
eration and the work of border services.

The survey is anonymous and the collected data will be used solely in aca-
demic work within the project.

0% %%

1. Do you believe that cross-border cooperation between Poland and Ukraine
is necessary?

1. Definitely yes
2. Probably yes
3. Probably not
4. Definitely not

2. Do you believe that cross-border cooperation between regions located near
the Polish-Ukrainian border is necessary?

1. Definitely yes

2. Probably yes
3. Probably not
4. Definitely not

3. Who do you think should develop cross-border cooperation? Please select no
more than 2 answers.

1. City or region inhabitants
2. City or region authorities
3. Euroregions (such as the Bug Euroregion)
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4. Government institutions
5. Non-governmental organizations (such as cultural associations and societies,
sports clubs)
6. Schools and universities
7. Enterprises
8. Other (please specify) ...............
4. In what areas do you believe cross-border cooperation is doing best? Please

select no more than 2 answers.

V2NN w D=

Transport

General education and tertiary education

Security (e.g. preventing risks, illegal migration, smuggling, etc.)
Tourism, nature and landscape protection

Youth exchange and integration meetings

Culture, sport, and recreation

Administrative cooperation

Economic cooperation

Promotion of regions abroad and development planning

10. Other (please specify) ...............

In what areas do you believe cross-border cooperation is doing worst? Please
select no more than 2 answers.

©® N T AW

Transport

General education and tertiary education

Security (e.g. preventing risks, illegal migration, smuggling, etc.)
Tourism, nature and landscape protection

Youth exchange and integration meetings

Culture, sport, and recreation

Administrative cooperation

Economic cooperation

Promotion of regions abroad and development planning

10. Other (please specify) .............

What do you believe supports the development of cross-border cooperation?
Please select no more than 2 answers.

1.

Al

Mutual sympathy and understanding between Poles and Ukrainians
Similar languages

Similar culture

Similar lifestyles

Shared political interests
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9.

Shared economic interests

Availability of EU funds for that purpose

Favourable self-government policy supporting Polish-Ukrainian cross-border
cooperation

Availability of EU means

10. Other (please specify) ...............

DA

7. What do you believe hinders the development of cross-border cooperation?
Please select no more than 2 answers.
1. Language barriers
2. Legal barriers
3. Administrative barriers
4. Cultural barriers
5. Historical past
6. Differing interests of cities or regions
7. Insufficient UE and own funds to develop cooperation
8. Lack of interest in cooperation on both sides of the border
9. Lack of understanding of possible effects of cooperation
10. Other (please specify) .....c.c......
8. Do you believe that the effects of cross-border cooperation are noticeable?
1. Definitely yes
2. Probably yes
3. Probably not
4. Definitely not
9. On what level should cross-border cooperation between Poland and Ukraine
be developed?
1. According to a cross-border cooperation strategy

Spontaneously

Only in areas where interest in cooperation is shown
On par with cooperation with other states or regions
Other (please specify) ...............

10. What form of cross-border cooperation do you believe is the most effective?

1.
2.
3.

Based on transnational agreements (i.e. within the EU)

Based on international agreements

Based on local and regional agreements (e.g. between cities, provinces/
oblasts)
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11. What contacts do you believe predominate between the inhabitants of Poland
and Ukraine? Please select no more than 2 answers.

Contacts with friends and family

Trade contacts such as shopping, use of services, etc.

Economic and professional contacts, e.g. between enterprises

Social contacts

Tourist contacts

AR S o

Other (please specify) ...............

12. What forms of facilitation would in your opinion increase the effectiveness
of cross-border cooperation? Please select no more than 2 answers.
1. A precise definition of areas covered by the cooperation

2. Simplifying regulations related to crossing the border by inhabitants of bor-
der areas

3. Increasing the number of border crossing points
Improving the existing border infrastructure

5. Improving communications availability (e.g. regular and more frequent pub-
lic transport services)
6. More state and EU funds for joint cross-border projects

13. How often do you cross the Polish-Ukrainian border?
Every day

A few times per week

A few times per month

Once per month

A few times per year

A S o

Once per year

14. What is your most frequent objective for crossing the Polish-Ukrainian
border?

1. Visiting family or friends
Tourist trip

Business travel

Private work-related travel
Other (please specify) ...............

DA e

15. How do you rate the accessibility of Polish-Ukrainian border crossing points?
1. There are too many of them
2. 'There are enough of them
3. There are decidedly too few of them
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16. How do you rate the infrastructure of Polish-Ukrainian border crossings?

1.

AR

Very good
Quite good

Neither good nor poor

Quite poor
Very poor

18. What is in your opinion the average time in minutes spent waiting to cross
the Polish-Ukrainian border?

Minutes

From Poland to Ukraine

From Ukraine to Poland

19. How do you rate the work of border services generally?

Polish Border Polish Ukrainian Ukrainian
Guard customs Border Guard customs
services services
Very good
Quite good
Neither good
nor poor
Quite poor
Very poor

20. Have you met with an expectation of offering pecuniary or other benefits from
border-crossers (for border service employees) or border service employees

(for border crossers)?

Polish Border
Guard

Polish customs
services

Ukrainian
Border Guard

customs services

Ukrainian

Yes

No

21. What do you believe are the most important strengths of border service
employees? Please select no more than 2 answers.

Knowledge of the law
2. Psychological knowledge (observation skills, good memory, divisibility

1.

of attention)
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22.

23.

24,

W 2NN W

Physical condition

Firm action

Effective action

Uncompromising attitude

Resistance to stress

Command of foreign languages

Impeccable manners (including empathy, understanding, non-discrimination)

What do you believe are the most important weaknesses of border service
employees? Please select no more than 2 answers.

1.
2.

Y XN W

Knowledge of the law

Psychological knowledge (observation skills, good memory, divisibility
of attention)

Physical condition

Firm action

Effective action

Uncompromising attitude

Resistance to stress

Command of foreign languages

Less than impeccable manners (including lack of empathy/understanding,
discrimination)

What do you believe are the main issues affecting the Polish-Ukrainian
border? Please select no more than 2 answers.

1
2
3
4.
5
6
7

Excessive time spent waiting to cross the border
Excessive border traffic

Lack of sufficient infrastructure

Lack of suitable sanitary facilities

Lack of support from border services

Presence of organised smuggling groups

Other (please specify) ...............

Do you believe that Poland and Ukraine are strategic partners in politics and
the economy?

1.
2.
3.
4.

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Probably not
Definitely not



Poland and Ukraine. Partnership and Regional Cross-Border Cooperation 103

25. Do you believe that Ukraine will become a member of trans-Atlantic
organisations listed below?

Yes No

EU
NATO

26. When do you believe will Ukraine become a member of the trans-Atlantic
organisations listed below?

Within 5 years Within 5-10 years | In over 10 years

EU
NATO

X% %%

What is your country of origin?
1. Poland
2. Ukraine

Please state your gender

1. Male
2. Female
Please provide your age: ....................... years
1. Please state your education:
2. Primary
3. Vocational
4. Secondary
5. University

Please state your economic status:
1. Student (in school or at university)
2. State sector employee
3. Private sector employee
4. Unemployed
5. Age/disability pensioner

Where do you live?
1. City/town
2. Countryside



Annex 2

Sample Structure - Table

Poles crossing| Ukrainians | Polish border | Ukrainian
o the border crossing officers border
? (n=151) the border (n=51) officers
(n=154) (n=48)
Female 424 41.6 45.1 43.5
Male 57.6 58.4 54.9 56.5
18-25y. o. 16.6 17.6 2.3 43
26-40 y. o. 31.8 333 46.5 63.0
41-60 y. o. 37.7 314 51.2 32.6
61 y. o. and over 13.9 17.6 0 0
Primary 2.0 0.7 n/a n/a
Vocational 18.5 9.3 n/a n/a
Secondary 37.7 37.1 n/a n/a
University 41.7 53.0 n/a n/a
An employee
of the border traf- n/a n/a 34.7 2.2
fic management
Employee of di-
rect border traffic n/a n/a 30.6 87.0
service
Other n/a n/a 34.7 10.9
Student (in school 17.6 6.0 n/a n/a
or at university)
State sector 37.2 7.3 n/a n/a
employee
Private sector
24.3 33.1 n/a n/a
employee
Unemployed 6.1 40.4 n/a n/a




