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ABSTRACT

The article is devoted to the development of paradiplomacy in Western Europe and North America.
The author reveals the concept of paradiplomacy and compares it with the trans-border regional
cooperation (TbRC) in Russia. In the article author gives and describes all forms of TbRC. The
research is based on a comparative analysis which defines the advantages and disadvantages of
each form of TbRC. As a result, the author makes his own definition of paradiplomacy, which com-
bines all the previous approaches.
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PE®EPAT

B cTaTtbe paccMaTpuBalOTCS pasfivyHble NOAXOAbl K ONpefeneHnio napaguniomaTnmn, aHa-
NM3NPYIOTCA 3anajHble U POCCUNCKME B3rNaAbl HA TPAHCIPaHUYHOE pervoHanbHOe COTPYA-
HM4ecTBO. Ha OCHOBE CpPaBHUTENbHOrO aHann3a OnMcaHbl JOCTOMHCTBA U HEAOCTaTKN Kax-
[0 GOpPMbl TPAHCTPAHUYHOTO PErMoHanNbHOro CoTpyaHnYecTsa. B peaynbtate npeasoxeHo
onpeneneHne napagunioMaTum, KOTopoe 06beAUHSAT BCE U3YYEHHbIE NOAXOAbI.
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The first trans-border cooperation was officially born more than 60 years ago in 1941 with
a relevant agreement between the USA and Canada. The states took responsibility to repair
any damage happened as a result of unreasonable activity within border districts [13].

The foundation stone of the agreement was a possibility to set rules restricting any
economic activity that can result in negative environmental impact for the neighboring
state. This cooperation provides economic development of backward border districts,
boosting integration processes, cultural and labor exchange, mutually beneficial solutions
for legal issues according to the bilateral agreement [18].

In Soviet and Russian literature trans-border regional cooperation (TbRC) is described
as a set of bilateral and multilateral relations between authorities, business entities,
social organizations and population of border regions for two or more states. The ties
forming and developing as a result of the trans-border cooperation further lead to
strengthening of all other forms for the trans-border communication [23].

TbRC is formed on the basis of regionalization and integration. Regionalization process
is one of the main satellites for trans-border cooperation. This statement comes from
the following understanding of relations between two concepts — regionalism and re-
gionalization reflected in definitions of a Finnish political scientist K. Ldhteenmaki-Smith:
«Regionalization as a political and administrative process» [6].

In modern Europe there are quite a number of different institutions implementing
TbRC with specific features, goals and targets, as well as specific ways of functioning,
competence and resources together forming the concept «trans-border region».

A Trans-border region is a «potential region» looking as an entitiy from geographical,
historical, ecological, ethnic groups, and economic points of view but split into several
parts by the authorities rulling these territories [2].

Trans-border regional cooperation is a structural unit aimed at forming and imple-
menting programs for the regional development of a country together with the other
countries-participants of international cooperation [11].

In the theory of international relations there are a few approaches for understanding
of a trans-border region and trans-border relations.

I. «Partnership at internal and external borders of EU where regions play the main
part» [14] — It’s a definition of TbRC given in one of the European parliament reports.
On the basis of this definition we may define the following forms of trans-border coop-
eration:

1) Partnership forms which are typical for North-Western Europe resulting from tradi-
tional ways of cooperation supported by EU;

2) Partnership forms related to political changes in the states after joining EC;

3) Partnership forms directly triggered off by EU through different supporting programs;

4) Partnership forms leading to becoming a European Community member or strength-
ening ties with European Community (Central and Eastern Europe and Mediterranean
region);

5) A Partnership form which is a combination of the first and the second forms, when
European Community through its programs and initiatives forms new trans-border
regions instead of out-of-date ones.

Il. A professor of Lancaster University M. Perkmann was the first to develop the typol-
ogy of Euro-regions. His typology partly results from trans-border partnership empiric
research having been made for many years and published in the year 2000 as «A prac-
tical book of border partnership». The book defines «euro-regions», «working communi-
ties» and «Interregional structures» focusing on two fundamentals of the typology:
partnership intensity (depth and frequency) and geographical coverage.

Taking into account all the mentioned above TbRC can be divided into 4 types: work-
ing communities, euro-regions being currently formed, Scandinavian euro-regions and
integrated euro-regions [16].
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Ill. Three forms of TbRC can be defined by subjects and these subjects’ relations:
1) Local border contacts (Leningradskaya Oblast and the Republic of Finland);

2) Cooperation between actors of different levels (where each participant can interact
with the other states) without reaching state level (transnational corporations, public
associations, national funds) [20];

3) Cooperation between territorial units without a common border [15];

In this case, actors of international relations are number of people, authority units,
transnational corporations, international, governmental and non-governmental institu-
tions, non-commercial funds, mass media and the states and the regions as well rep-
resenting their own interests within certain territory, thus having influence on this terri-
tory and arranging people and institutions.

The table below illustrates the advantages and disadvantages of these 3 forms (Tab-
le 1) [8; 22].

It can be concluded that each form of TbRC has its pluses and minuses. The second
and the third forms enhance the opportunities to arrange TbRC. Further researches will
be based on the typology. The most interesting forms are the second and the third ones,
which include cooperation between political subdivisions of two states without a com-
mon border and between actors of different levels without a common border.

TbRC is characterized by decentralization of cooperation, coverage of the main fields
of the state’s social life, saving historical traditions and regional cooperation [16].

Trans-border cooperation can be divided into three types:

e Trans-border economic cooperation;

e Trans-border ecological cooperation;

e Protection of trans-border waters, national parks etc.

It should be mentioned that in the world practice the first type of TbRC has existed
for a long time and has a better legal and regulatory framework as well as the levels of
cooperation itself. The second and the third forms have recently appeared in Russia and
haven’t been studied properly yet. As to Europe, trans-border cooperation and its further
integration into European Community reached its peak in the beginning of 1990’s after
signnig Maastricht Treaty where the role of regions on international scene was determined.

Keohane R. and Nye J. studied trans-government relations as an integral part of
transnational relations, relations of non-state subjects to distinguish relations between
the countries. They analyzed these definitions as «the ways of direct cooperation for
different government subdivisions”, which are not controlled or guided by the heads of
governments» [5].

The reason for the new forms of cooperation was newly appeared diplomatic issues
which included everything ranging from international debt management and telecom-
munications up to flow of refugees and environment, which brought professional diplo-
mats to unknown area and increased demand in different experts. Non-traditional diplo-
macy was described as «paradiplomacy» or direct international contacts between gov-
ernment departments and the institutions other than Ministries of Foreign Affairs and
also private contacts or, in other words, civil diplomacy. Now we are moving towards a
new era, «diplomacy without diplomats» and «...diplomacy seems to lose both its profes-
sionals and its qualification» [9].

This diplomacy includes processing information and its arranging within cultural,
economic, military, scientific fields and government policy consultations as well. This is
only one of its sides. It also includes representation of the state-nation functions abroad,
taking part in bilateral and multilateral negotiations, consular services, though not all
the functions, especially those of consular services and some other services of the ter-
ritorial subdivisions can be analyzed.

At the same time since the very end of sixties of the twentieth century in the USA
began to study a new phenomenon of cooperation between two federal states without
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Table 1

Advantages and disadvantages of TbRC

Forms of trans-border
regional cooperation

Regional partnership possibilities between German national
formations of Russian Federation and actors of FRG

Advantages

Disadvantages

Local border contacts
(Altay and Kazakh-
stan)

+ Saving historical traditions

and regional cooperation;

+ Coverage of the main fields

of the state’s social life;
Common interests of the
subjects and common
problems

+ Development of only

peripheral regions of the
country;

+ Isolated (detached)

development of border
regions of the country

Cooperation between
actors of different
levels without a com-
mon border (transna-
tional corporations,
public associations,
national funds)

+ Decentralization of

partnerships;

+ Coverage of the main

institutions of the states;
Common interests of the
subjects;

+ Common problems in the

« Distance between

subjects of both
countries;

Formation of new
institutions within

a company for
improving management

fields of the state’s social system;

life + Cooperation between
actors of the two
countries at a lower
than state level

Cooperation between - Participation of non-state - Distance between actors
territorial formations political actors; involved in the

without a common + Arranged communication cooperation;

border (Azov German channels between actors of |+ Cooperation of actors at
national district in the cooperation a lower than state level;
Omskaya oblast and - A great number of
Germany) participants involved in
the cooperation

defining this phenomenon as a separate research concept [19]. Research of the activ-
ity of subnational entities on the international scene was carried out by such scientists
as Hans Michelmann, Panagiotis Soldatos, John Kincade, Andre Lecour, lvo Duchacek,
Earl Frei and many others [7]. A founder of paradiplomacy Ivo Duchacek [3] explained
the meaning of expanded concept of diplomacy and introduced a general term to de-
scribe foreign relations of federal entities (federal subjects).

In the political science appeared a new term «paradiplomacy» which is interpreted as
relations between sub-regions of a state in the developed society. The relations are
focused on the regional level between two states. These states used to have interna-
tional relations and now some of the sub-regions of the country restore their own inter-
national ties. First of all, the main purpose of paradiplomacy is economic, cultural,
technological development and political support of these relations, development of
trans-border regional ties on a long-term basis [7].

Stefan Wolff considered paradiplomacy as a form of political relations between sub-
regions as legal entities of two countries (or provinces, districts, lands, states, regions)
federal or autonomous, independent political subdivisions of unitary states [10].
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Such names as Panagiotis Soldatos and Ivo Duchachek took the view that paradiplo-
macy is a new phenomenon and research subject of international relations which refers
to international politics and competence of governments of sub-states (their provinces,
districts, lands, states, regions), their right, regardless how the states on the interna-
tional scene follow their own international interests. These questions are conceptually
studied very little [Ibid.].

Mainly these authors described relations between subjects of two federal states,
having strong political and economic ties.

For the last decades in the history of states and provinces in Canada have appeared
new international subjects which «went abroad», wrote A. Lecours [7].

In the 1990’s European researchers Michael Kiting, Brian Hoging, Noe Cornago,
Francisco Aldecoa focused on that the combinations of formal and informal contacts
make it difficult for understanding. Typology of the given subject is diversified and so-
phisticated because paradiplomacy suggests a lot of actors involved.

Robert Keiser defined three types of paradiplomacy in the global system:

e Regional paradiplomacy which includes all formal and informal cross-border contacts
between neighboring regions (trans-border cooperation). These are relations between
corporations and governments of two or more countries including lobby groups, local
and regional authorities;

e Trans-regional diplomacy is cooperation with regions of different countries;

e Global paradiplomacy which suggests official political ties and contacts between govern-
ments, international organizations, industrial private sector, interest groups [4].

More detailed analysis will enable to study relations between subjects of RF and FRG
at the level of sub-states between regions (under region we tend to understand rela-
tively independent political system with wide competence). This political system encom-
passes one or a few areas (lands, provinces, federal subjects etc.) of a country (countries)
or a union of several neighboring independent states with some common institutions.
The states tend to interact at all levels of authority together and have mutual historical,
cultural, economic, geographic, political and other specific features [17]. The regions are
involved in the world events where national government and transnational institutions
dominate which they (the regions authorities) can hardly resist, but have to work with.

Having analyzed definitions and examples of paradiplomacy in the world, we are able
to define it as the following. Paradiplomacy is cooperation of political subdivisions be-
tween two countries without a common border but with common culture, ethnos, his-
tory which is implemented on the principles of self-reliance and independence of all
political, economic, cultural and other actors [22].

In paradiplomacy cooperation between two subregions suggests the following types
of relations [12]:

1) Region-Foreign state;

2) Region-Foreign governments (this type of relations is implemented directly through
consulates and embassies of foreign countries);

3) Region-Federal authorities- Foreign governments («Rosvooruzenie» cooperates with
local authorities of several areas, where military and industrial complexes are located,
finding the best opportunities for the weaponry to be exported);

4) Region-Region (inter-regional cooperation programs) and also cooperation between
two organizations under regional programs;

5) Region-International organizations;

6) City-Federal center-International organizations (Roszarubezcenter acts in the interests
of a few Russian cities within the framework of the European program «Twin cities»);

7) Region-Transnational organizations-European organizations (regions taking part in the
Forum of the Baltic Sea countries or Barents-Euro Arctic council may be participants
of EC programs);
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Table 2
Comparative characteristics of the 2nd and 3rd forms of TbRC and «paradiplomacy»

2nd and 3rd
Characteristic Forms of Paradiplomacy
TbhRC
Decentralization of cooperation + +
Coverage of the main fields of state’s social life + +
Saving of historical traditions and regional coopera- + +
tion
Absence of a common border + +
Participation of non-state political actors + +
Cooperation through agreements + +
Common interests of subjects, common problems in + +
different fields of state’s social life
Participation of separatist movements in international +
relations
Political and functional contacts of separate districts +
with more complicated terms for cooperation

8) Region-Ethnic diaspora-International organizations (for example, German national
district and German national and cultural autonomies);

9) Regional enterprises-International organizations (for example, heads of major Rus-
sian enterprises are invited to World Economic Forum in Davos);

10) Participation of regional structures (enterprises, institutes of higher education, non-
profit institutions) in the activity of regional organizations; intermediate members in
this case might be federal and regional structures;

11) Region-Federal government-Private companies-International bank;

12) Regional organizations of Russian region (banks, institutions of higher education,
nonprofit institutions etc.) — regional organizations of a foreign country region;
agreements are made between the structures without addressing to regional, central
authorities and international organizations as possible intermediaries.

This typology is considered to be comprehensive as it includes non-state actors
(subjects) of international cooperation, which were formed as a multilayer and multi-
level global civil society. Actually, international organizations try to regulate growing
dependence of a state from civil society. This process was described by a former gen-
eral secretary of WTO Mike Moore in his book «The Earth without walls (borders)» [21].

Having analyzed the experience of developed countries in their understanding of
trans-border regional cooperation and experience of former Soviet (Russian) research-
ers, we can come to the conclusion that both schools have much in common.

Paradiplomacy includes the second and the third forms of TbRC. Table 2 compares
these two concepts.

In both cases we can consider cooperation between two state subjects. It might be
said that the 3rd typology of TbRC is almost similar to the description of paradiplomacy.

A specific feature of paradiplomacy is that this cooperation is only between two
countries-partners, unlike border cooperation where more than two regions/subjects
may cooperate simultaneously.

Generally, paradiplomacy enhances opportunities to arrange TbRC. It combines all
the advantages of the 3rd and some advantages of the 2nd forms of TbRC, including
self-reliance and independence.
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