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Executive summary 
 
This report is the result of a study into the way in which the European Commission has dealt with democracy 

promotion at the programmatic level through the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights 

(EIDHR). It also identifies general trends in the evolution of the programme during the last decade. The key 

strength of the European Instrument (previously Initiative) for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) is its 

ability to operate, in principle, without the need for the host government consent. As a result, the EIDHR is 

supposedly able to focus on sensitive political issues and innovative approaches, and to co-operate directly 

with local civil society organisations, which seek to preserve their independence from public authorities. The 

programme is designed to focus on human rights and democracy promotion, ensuring that it is 

complementary to the geographic instruments, seeing as it can cover issues to which host governments will 

be reluctant to consent. 

The report assesses the policy priorities made by the different EIDHR multi-annual programming documents 

during the last decade, in order to assess how they have dealt with the challenge of ensuring a balance 

between demands, needs and expectations on the one side, and budgetary limitations on the other. It 

concludes that the current 2007-2010 Strategy Paper contains a programme that is both thematically and 

geographically, but also in terms of eligible actors, significantly wider than its predecessors. However, that 

growth has not been accompanied by the necessary corresponding increase in the budget, required to allow 

for the funding of the critical mass of projects needed to have a meaningful impact under each objective. 

In terms of the specific democracy promotion objective of the EIDHR, it appears that over the years, there 

has been a clear tendency to allocate more funds to human rights-related work, as opposed to the core 

elements of democracy promotion, such as capacity-building for politicians and parliamentary bodies, or 

facilitating dialogue between political actors and civil society. The 2007-2010 EIDHR marks a change in this 

trend, through the inclusion for the first time of specific democracy promotion priorities and the mention of 

political actors as beneficiaries of the programme. However, notwithstanding progress made at the 

programmatic level, the democracy promotion strategy of the Instrument has not been adequately 

translated by Delegations in the guidelines of the Country-Based Support Schemes Calls for proposals, which 

have tended to focus on human rights related priorities.  

¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ 

democracy promotion strategy could potentially contribute to an enhanced strategy under the EIDHR.  

The report concludes that the EIDHR needs to act in complementarity with geographical programmes, which 

represent the only funding mechanism that can, due to its financial size, provide for a significant 

contribution to the field of democracy promotion and human rights. The Commission is however restrained 

in its interventions by the need to ensure ownership by beneficiary governments, the building block of 

geographic cooperation. This necessarily restrains Commission interventions to areas of work that have been 

agreed by the beneficiary government, which is an evident constraint when it comes to the inclusion of 

specific work against violations of human rights and democratic principles, that are at some occasions 

perpetrated by the same governments. 
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I. Introduction 

This report seeks to assess the extent to which the European Commission has supported the promotion of 

democracy through the European Initiative (called Instrument since 2007) for Democracy and Human Rights, 

which has now been operational for over a decade. 

The report takes pƭŀŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŀ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦƛŜŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 

/ƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ƻƴ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǘƛƳŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ LƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƳƛŘ-

term review.  

 Although increasingly sophisticated programming and implementation frameworks have been developed 

for operations under the EIDHR, it is considered that the potential for improvement of the democracy 

component of the instrument remains limited, since this represents one of the least examined and evaluated 

of the programmes. This report therefore aims to bridge the assessment and analysis gap through 

addressing questions such as: what exactly has the EIDHR both committed and omitted with regards to 

democracy promotion; what is its political strategy; to what extent is the instrument complementary to 

geographical aid; and what is the potential for improvement. It aims to provide a factual assessment of the 

last ten years of the EIDHR, in order to provide a meaningful contribution to debates concerning the 

instǊǳƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ tŀǇŜǊ aƛŘ-

Term Review. 

The report is limited in its scope and therefore does not fully cover certain topics that are of direct relevance 

to this field of study, which will require further research. This paper will therefore not seek to address how 

the EIDHR policy commitments have been implemented and translated into projects, nor the effectiveness 

or relevance of internal procedural rules. These issues have been the focus of a number of previous studies, 

whose conclusions and recommendations are, for the most part, still relevant today1. The report instead 

focuses on the policy commitments made by the Commission. The report does not offer in-depth analysis of 

the full scope of the EU action in the field of human rights and democracy conducted with the use of other 

geographical and thematic instruments. At the same time, this report does not provide for an academic and 

intellectual discussion on the definition of democracy and how it should be best promoted, or how 

democracy and human rights issues are interlinked and serve to reinforce each other. This being said, the 

report is based on the underpinning assumption that any work done for the promotion of human rights and 

the strengthening of civil society, does have an impact on the promotion of democracy and is a pre-condition 

for its achievement. However, for the purposes of this study, a somehow forced distinction between human 

rights and democracy priorities had to be made in order to asses the strategy that the EIDHR has developed 

for the promotion of democracy. The author of the report also considers that, in order to maximize the 

impact on democracy promotion, specific democratisation measures such as the enhancement of dialogue 

between civil society and political actors need to be adopted in conjunction with pure human rights 

interventions. 

This report draws extensively from policy documents such as the EIDHR regulations, the Commission 

                                                 
1
See for example: Striking a Balance: Efficiency, Effectiveness and Accountability, F.M. Partners Limited (2005) or 

ñThe Commission could do betterò, by Soto, Paul - Grupo Alba (2005) the Greens ï EFA in the European Parliament. 
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communication on Human Rights and Democracy, all EIDHR programming documents and Annual Action 

Programmes issued to date, along with various reports such as the EU Annual Report on Human Rights and 

various evaluations that have been conducted focusing on the EIDHR. It should also be noted that the report 

is partly based on an intensive round of interviews conducted with the main stakeholders in this process, 

such as Commission officials, Members of the European Parliament, officials from Member States and a 

variety of civil society actors from human rights NGOs, Political Foundations and other democracy promotion 

institutions, including Think Tanks. All interviews were conducted on a confidential and non-attributable 

basis, although a list of those institutions interviewed can be found at the end of this report. 

The first chapter serves to offer an overview of how the EIDHR has evolved during the last ten years, 

providing first some general facts and figures, and ending with the evolution of the EIDHR programmatic 

commitments for the promotion of democracy, including a comparative assessment of the content of the 

current EIDHR Strategy Paper as compared to the previous programming documents. The following chapter 

focuses on the current EIDHR, analyzing how democracy is being promoted under the Country Based 

Support Schemes. The chapter also studies to what extent is the EIDHR complementary to geographic aid. 

The last section of the report examines the views of various stakeholders concerned that have been 

interviewed by the author of the report. The report concludes with a section which draws the main findings 

and consequent recommendations of the report. Each section follows a basic structure which offers first 

analysis of factual data and information followed by a brief findings section, complemented by a series of 

recommendations linked to the findings. 
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II. A decade of EIDHR  

A. Facts and figures  

The key strength of the European Instrument (previously Initiative) for Democracy and Human Rights 

(EIDHR) is its ability to operate, in principle, without the need for the host government consent. As a result, 

the EIDHR is supposedly able to focus on sensitive political issues and innovative approaches, and to co-

operate directly with local civil society organisations, which seek to preserve their independence from public 

authorities. The programme is designed to focus on human rights and democracy promotion, ensuring that it 

is complementary to the geographic instruments, seeing as it can cover issues to which host governments 

will be reluctant to consent. It also offers greater flexibility and a capacity to respond to changing 

circumstances or to support innovation, in contrast with the long-term programming approach of the 

geographical programmes. DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƳƻŘŜǎǘ ǎƛȊŜΣ it therefore needs to act primarily 

as a catalyst to assist in bringing about more sustained developments or action by other actors or 

instruments. Activities take place at country, regional and global levels, with the Commission's Delegations in 

third countries being in charge of the management of country-level projects. 

This chapter draws some conclusions as to the implementation of the EIDHR during the last decade based on 

the analysis of several facts and figures2. 

1. 9L5IwΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΥ 

The total EIDHR allocations have evolved as follows during the last 10 years: 

Figure 1: Budget evolution 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2
 It has been extremely challenging to obtain reliable data since there is a high level of discrepancy between figures 

provided in different documents issued by the EC and available in the public domain. When confronted with that 

situation the document most recent in date prevailed over previous documents.  

Financial allocation (in Euro million)

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

+ 44%



13 

 

 

Lƴ мл ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŜ 9L5IwΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ōȅ пп ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘΦ Lǘǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǊƻǎŜ ǎǘŜŀŘƛƭȅ ƛƴ нллп ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ 

since continued to grow, albeit at a slow rate. In 2007, the budget suffered a significant decrease, probably 

as an exceptional measure taken in order to accommodate to the very late approval of the Strategy Paper 

and the Annual Action Program, which hampered the identification of projects and disbursement of funds 

during the whole year. 

This study has sought to examine the factors preventing a greater increase in the EIDHR annual budget. 

Member States and Commission officials interviewed had a tendency to believe that the budget cannot be 

increased due to the general budgetary constraints applicable to all external co-operation instruments. In 

this regard, it is interesting to note that a certain fraction of the European Parliament claims that the budget 

has not been increased more due to the fact that the Commission has demonstrated weaknesses in 

implementing the EIDHR, and that it has encountered serious obstacles in spending the funds that are 

currently available.   

2. Geographic and thematic coverage 

This section provides an overview of the choices made by the different EIDHR multi-annual programming 

documents in an attempt to ensure a balance between demands, needs and expectations on the one side, 

and budgetary limitations on the other. A thorough analysis of the priority fields covered by each document 

is provided in the next section. 

The table below compares the implementation of the three main programming documents to date: 

Table 1. Geographic and thematic coverage 

Year 
Main 

objectives 
Sub-priorities 

Number 
countries 

Total Budget in 
million Euro 

Annual 
average 
budget 

2002-2004 4 priorities 12 31 330 165 

2005-2006 4 campaigns 12 68 250 125 

2007-2010 5 objectives 21 150* 585 146 

* According to FMI Classification. Four of the five objectives of the instrument cover potentially all developing 
countries.  

As the above table clearly demonstrates, the number of countries and priorities eligible for EIDHR funding 

has been consistently growing, that growth has however not been accompanied by the necessary 

corresponding increase in the budget. It is striking to compare the first multi-annual programming document 

with the current one, the latest having an average annual budget lower than the former one but including 

almost twice the number of priorities and almost five times the number of countries. 

The 2002-2004 programming document was structured according to four main campaigns that regrouped a 

series of 12 sub-priorities. The document also identified 31 focus countries, according to a series of given 

selection criteria. After conducting programming missions that were held in collaboration with officials in 
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Brussels and the delegations, a series of three to four fields of intervention from the priorities menu were 

chosen for each country. 

The first version of the programming document contained fixed financial allocations for each country. This 

approach was modified in 2004, whereby indicative allocations for target country projects were made 

available on a regional basis. This change of approach was meant to address the previously encountered 

problems of allocated country funds remaining uncommitted for one focus country, due to a lack of eligible 

project proposals originating in that country, whilst project proposals from another target country in the 

same region were rejected because the requested support went beyond the indicative EIDHR allocation for 

the target country concerned3. 

The 2005-2006 programming document re-organised the priorities into campaigns, whilst maintaining the 

same number of principle objectives and sub-priorities. The document provided for a wider geographical 

scope since it doubled the number of target countries, reaching a total of 68. Each country was meant to be 

targeted by two of the four campaigns. 

The current 2007-2010 Strategy Paper contains a programme that is both thematically and geographically 

wider than its predecessors. The document is structured around 5 main objectives and contains 21 sub-

priorities and all but one of its objectives are  supposed to be applied worldwide. It is the programme that 

contains a broadest definition of eligible organisations including, in addition to the traditional actors, NGOs 

with no geographical limitation (previously NGOs from developed countries outside the EU were excluded), 

non-legal entities, and parliamentary bodies. 

3. Selection procedures 

The EIDHR has three principal procedures at its disposal for identifying projects to be financed: 

i) Projects identified through Calls for proposals (macro-projects) that are implemented by civil society 

operators. 

ii) Micro-projects (now called country-based support schemes), which are small grants made available to 

and administered directly by selected delegations via local Calls for proposals. 

iii) Targeted projects, which are projects for joint programmes with partners which can include 

international governmental organisations. This modality is also used to finance Electoral Observation 

Missions. Initially, targeted projects allowed the Commission to actively seek out and plan new 

initiatives corresponding to identified needs with partners of its choice. 

 The graph below shows the evolution of the distribution of selection procedures during the last nine years. 

 

 

 

                                                 
3
 European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) Programming Update 2004  
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Figure 2: Selection procedures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It appears that initially, the Commission used mainly the mechanisms of targeted projects, which 

represented 65 per cent of the budget in 1999. This was however an exceptional situation since in the 

summer of 1998, the Commission was unable, for complex procedural reasons, to renew the European 

Human Rights Foundation (EHRF) contract for technical assistance.  As a result, it proved impossible for the 

Commission itself (with very limited staff resources) to issue or to handle a Call for proposals, having 

therefore to use the mechanism of targeted projects to spend the budget. After the EHRF contract was 

renewed in May 1999, the Commission reverted to the mechanism of Calls for proposals. Targeted projects 

then fell to 31 per cent of the budget. From 2001, the percentage of targeted projects remained relatively 

stable, in spite of the fact that in 2003 the new Financial Regulation excluded the use of targeted projects, 

declaring them the exception to the general rule of using Calls for proposals. From then on, only where the 

potential recipient of a grant could be considered as a de jure or de facto monopolist, and only in cases of 

emergency, did implementation through a targeted project remain a possibility. This reduced the scope of 

potential partners to international institutions such as the OHCHR, UNDP, the ICC or the Council of Europe. 

In 2005 we observe a significant increase of the target projects, most likely due to the increase of Election 

Observation Missions. At the same time, micro-ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎe has steadily increased from 8.4 per cent 
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The evolution of Micro-projects (now called Country-Based support schemes) has been as follows: 

Table 2: Micro-projects yearly budget  

Year Countries Budget in million Euro 
Average country 

allocation 

2000 19 8.2 431.500 

2001 18 10,1 561.000 

2002 15 7.85 523.000 

2003 29 14,6 503.448 

2004 37 16,5 445.000 

2005 51 35,5 696.000 

2006 54 30 555.000 

2007 47 31,8 676.500 

2008 72 46,2 641.600 

 

This reflects the same trend as the overall EIDHR strategy, with a progressive but significant increase in the 

number of countries covered. However, in this case, the increase is coupled with an increase in the overall 

budget, which includes as of 2007 three per cent of the costs being allocated to Delegations for the 

administrative implementation of the CBSS. The average country allocation has varied over the years 

between 430,000 euro in 2000, to 640,000 in 2008, reaching a peak of 696,000 euro in 2005. 

The maximum and minimum size of the micro-projects grants evolved as follows: 

Table 3: Micro-projects grant size  

Year Maximum size in Euro Minimum size in Euro 

1999-2001 50,000 3,000 

2002-2004 100,000 10,000 

2005-2006 100,000 10,000 

2007-10 300,000 10,000 

 

It can be concluded that the 2007-2010 EIDHR strategy paper gives a privileged position to the CBSS, 

allocating the necessary financial resources for their implementation and increasing the maximum size of 

grants, thus allowing to reach a broader range of civil society actors, as opposed to previous programmes 

that were mainly targeted at small grassroots organisations.  

In terms of the use of targeted projects, it is worth assessing the level of funding granted to Electoral 

Observation Missions, although an in depth assessment of that mechanism and its contribution to 

democracy promotion falls beyond the scope of this study.   
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Figure 3. Electoral Observation Missions as percentage of the total EIDHR Budget 
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Funding dedicated to Electoral Observation Missions has showed a significant increase on a yearly basis, 

increasing from 7 million Euro in 2000 to 21.4 million in 2008, with a peak of 35 million in 20074, 

corresponding to 35 per cent of the annual budget. In 2007, under the new EIDHR and following strong 

political pressure from Member States and the European Parliament, the Commission in principle committed 

to keep EOM expenditure within 25% of the total EIDHR budget over the seven-year period. 

4. Regional coverage 

In overall terms, Sub-Saharan Africa has been the major recipient of EIDHR funding. In 2000 it shared pole 

position with Eastern Europe and the New Independent States (CEEC and NIS) who where allocated the 

same percentage of funds. In 2001, the CEEC and NIS fell to third position, having been overtaken by Latin 

America, and they were replaced by the Western Balkans and the New Member States from 2007 onwards.  

In 2002, we observe the Middle East, a region that had until this point been neglected, improving to second 

position and reaching joint first position with the ACP in 2005-2006. It can therefore be concluded that the 

region that received most of the aid was Africa, followed by the Middle East and Latin America, with Asia and 

the EEC and NIS being the regions that received the least.  

In 2007 certain EEC countries5 ŀǊŜ ǊŜƴŀƳŜŘ ά²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ .ŀƭƪŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ bL{6 

                                                 
4
 30,1 million Euro for EOM and 5,3 million for the NEEDS II project. Figures mentioned in the 2007 Annual Action 

Plan published on the EuropeAid website http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/worldwide/eidhr/working-

documents_en.htm  
5
 Albania, Bosnia Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo, Croatia, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 

6
 Belarus, Ukraine, Republic of Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Russia 
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appear now reflected under the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument and Middle East 

countries and are therefore not reflected any longer as a separate region. 

Figure 4: Regional coverage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Findings and Recommendations 

FINDINGS 

The following key trends have marked the evolution of the EIDHR in the last decade: 

Á a continuous, albeit slow, increase of the total budget, with an increase of 44% over the last ten 

years; 

Á a significant increase in the geographical scope from initially 30 target countries in 2002 to 68 in 

2005 and a global instrument for the majority of calls in 2007; 

Á a significant increase in the number of priorities in the 2007-2010 Strategy Paper; 

Á an increase in the number of eligible partners which now include non-registered NGOs, 

parliamentary bodies, and NGOs from all developed countries; 

Á the increase in the number of countries and priorities eligible for EIDHR funding has not been 

accompanied by the necessary corresponding increase in the budget; 

Á limited public information of data and public background information justifying the increase of 

priorities; 
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Á a significant decrease in the use of direct grant agreements and their replacement with Calls for 

proposals; 

Á a major increase in country-specific micro-projects schemes with 38 % of the funds being spent 

through this mechanisms in 2008; 

Á a significant increase in the number of countries benefiting from micro-projects (CBSS);  

Á a gradual and continuous rise in the importance of EU Election Observation Missions; 

Á a shift in the priority regions with funding to Eastern European countries being cut down and funding 

to Asia and the Middle East having increased.  

 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Á Although the predecessors of the current Instrument were criticized for their lack of transparency 

and logic motivating the country selection criteria, a closer reading and analysis of the background 

and justification sections of those documents shows that a considerable effort was made by the 

Commission to explain and motivate its programmatic choices. Unfortunately the same cannot be 

asserted for the 2007-2010 Strategy Paper, which omits a thorough justification of the reasons 

motivating the significant thematic and geographic broadening of the Program. The same applies 

to the justification of the strong emphasis placed on micro-projects or the decision to open up the 

instrument to all developing countries. The Commission may have assumed that an opening of the 

Instrument would satisfy all its potential critics, which was indeed the case, and that there was 

therefore no need to justify the new strategy.  This study draws the opposite conclusion, namely 

that it is equally important, if not more, for the Commission to justify its choice of significantly 

broadening the thematic and geographic scope of the instrument, without ensuring the 

corresponding and necessary increase in the budget. The author of the study considers that the 

current Instrument will lead to a fragmentation of interventions considerably higher than in the past 

and that the efficiency of the instrument in terms of achieving a significant impact in any given field, 

with maybe the exception of Electoral Observation Missions, will be notoriously diluted and affected 

negatively. This being said, if, as some EC officials have argued, the implicit and underpinning 

objective of the new Instrument lies on strengthening the overall capacity of civil society actors 

working on human rights issues, the new approach of widening its mandate is certainly an 

adequate one. 

Á The decision about increasing the role of Country Based schemes should have been taken on the 

basis of a thorough evaluation of the achievements and shortcomings of the micro-projects 

schemes. An evaluation is even more important taking into account that some of the key challenges 

that have been identified in the past by EC officials and beneficiaries alike, such as the need to 

publish the calls in local languages or the need for simplified procedures, have not been consistently 

addressed by the EC. The Commission should imperatively launch an evaluation or internal 

assessment review of the CBSS and ensure that issues raised in previous evaluations have been 

duly assessed, before it continues and even increases its support to CBSS.  

Á In view of the lack of evaluation of the EIDHR as a whole witnessed in these last years, it would also 

appear necessary for the Commission to dedicate more internal resources to collect data, analyse, 

assess and draw conclusions on the work that is being done by the Instrument and to what extent 
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it is complementary to geographic funding. This is particularly important in order to assess the 

effectiveness of the programmatic shift represented by the 2007-2010 EIDHR. 

Á The Commission should strengthen its communication in terms of the work that it does under the 

EIDHR for the promotion of democracy. One mechanism of doing so would be through the widening 

of the coverage of other democracy promotion issues under its Annual Human Rights Report. 
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B. A decade of democracy promotion through EIDHR 

1. A decade of democracy promotion through EIDHR 

The European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, originally Chapter B7-70 of the EU budget, was 

created by an initiative of the European Parliament in 1994, which brought together eleven budget headings 

specifically dealing with the promotion of human rights and democracy7. Of the different programmes that 

were regrouped under the new initiative, the promotion of democracy featured strongly only in the PHARE 

and TACIS democracy programmes, which were targeted towards Central and Eastern Europe. All other 

budget lines focused mainly on human rights. The democracy assistance programme for PHARE and TACIS 

countries began in 1992 following an initiative of the European Parliament, and since 1994 the European 

Human Rights Foundation has provided technical assistance to the Commission in the management of the 

programme. The Foundation later took over the management of the whole Initiative, which it was 

responsible for until 2001, when its services were integrated into the European Commission and the 

Foundation had to close down. 

Initially, the Initiative operated on the basis of a series of relatively simple annual programmatic documents 

adopted by the Commission. However, in 1998, a European Court of Justice ruling, concerning the lack of a 

ƭŜƎŀƭ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǎǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

implementation of the initiative in June and July 1998. In order to provide a legal basis for the initiative, the 

Council adopted two Regulations: on the 29th of April 1999, Council Regulation (EC) No. 975/19992 and 

Council Regulation (EC) No. 976/1999, on the development and consolidation of democracy and the rule of 

law and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms8. 

The Human Rights Regulations were due to expire on the 31st of December 2004 but were extended until the 

31st of December 2006, so as to coincide with the starting date of the new Financial Perspectives. The 

Regulations provided for the establishment of a Human Rights and Democracy Committee which started its 

work in July 1999. It was composed of representatives of the 15 Member States and chaired by the 

Commission. The Committee was tasked with investigating all issues concerning Community aid in the field 

of human rights and democracy9.  

The three multi-annual EIDHR programming documents issued to date are based on requirements and 

priorities noted in Council Regulations 975/1999 and 976/1999 for the first two documents, and Council 

Regulation 1889/2006 for the current Strategy Paper. These regulations establish a legal framework 

enshrining a relatively large number of fields of intervention designed to give guidance to the different 

EIDHR programming documents. In this respect, it would appear important to assess these two legal 

documents so as to determine the extent to which they differ in terms of the priorities selected.  

Council Regulations 975/1999 and 976/1999 provide the legal basis for interventions under three main 

headings: Human Rights, Democratisation and Conflict Prevention. Within each section, specific areas of 

intervention are identified, 10 for Human Rights with 20 sub-priorities, 7 for Democratisation with 16 sub-

priorities and 5 for Conflict Prevention with 3 sub-priorities. Regulation 1889/2006 is, however, noticeably 

                                                 
7
 EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2001 

8
EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2001 

9
 EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2003 
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different as it is divided into four main headings: Democracy, Human Rights, International Human Rights 

Instruments and Election Observation Missions. The Democracy heading is composed of 7 fields of 

intervention and 24 sub-priorities, whereas the human rights heading includes 10 fields of intervention with 

26 sub-priorities. In addition, the regulation also contains 4 mainstream priority fields: gender equality, 

rights of the child, rights of indigenous peoples, rights of persons with disabilities, and principles such as 

empowerment, participation, non-discrimination of vulnerable groups and accountability, that must be 

integrated into all interventions.  

It is important to note the considerable enlargement of the scope of priorities covered by the 2006 

Regulation when compared with the two from 1999. Besides the exclusion of certain priorities and their 

replacement by others, we also observe certain shifts within the classifications with priorities such as the 

abolition of the death penalty that was included in 1999 in the democracy promotion field, now present in 

the human rights arena. Likewise, freedom of expression and opinion now appears in the democracy field, 

whereas it used to be included under the human rights field. Other fields of intervention, such as conflict 

prevention, which have as such been excluded, appear now in a diluted form under the democracy-related 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƴƻǿ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ Ψǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŀŎŜŦǳƭ ŎƻƴŎƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΩ. At the 

same time, support to the International Criminal Court has also shifted from being a conflict prevention 

measure to a democracy promotion one, having been reinforced by the inclusion of the new priority fields of 

transitional justice and truth and reconciliation mechanisms. 

There is no explanation in any of the Commission documents made available to the public as to the logic that 

motivated the exclusion of certain fields of intervention in 2006 that were covered by the 1999 regulations. 

A close assessment of these priorities leads us to believe that the legislator may have excluded certain fields 

that could have easily been covered by geographical co-operation, in an attempt to leave to the new 

instrument issues that could not have been otherwise covered. This could explain the decision to leave aside 

issues related to the rule of law and governance, along with activities such as the promotion of the 

separation of powers or supporting administrative accountability. 

There is also no official reference to the reasons that motivated the decision of the Commission to 

strengthen the democracy promotion intervention fields of the new instrument. It is highly probable that 

close analysis of the correspondence addressed to the Commission by the European Parliament, Member 

States and, to a lesser extent, civil society organisations, during the negotiation of the legal basis, would 

shed some light on the reasons for the inclusion of such priorities, however, such analysis falls beyond the 

scope of this study.  

As explained above, these two sets of regulations serve as the legal basis that allows the Commission to draft 

the specific multi-annual EIDHR programming documents (now called strategy papers) that set up the 

specific priorities for the programming period, as we can see below. In order to be able to identify the 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9L5IwΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ 

different programming documents have dealt with the topic. 

In 2000 and 2001 the Commission issued relatively simple annual programming documents that served as 

the basis for the implementation of the EIDHR. It should be noted that neither of the documents drew a 

distinction between human rights and democracy promotion-related activities. Instead, the documents 

listed a series of six priority areas in which the initiative would intervene. 
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It is important to note that none of the thematic priorities were dedicated to the promotion of democracy. 

This is most surprising given the fact that some of the budget lines that were put together under the EIDHR 

in 1997 focused exclusively on democracy promotion, therefore the objectives of the PHARE and TACIS 

Democracy Programmes were, among others, to support: 

a) The acquisition of knowledge and techniques of parliamentary practice and procedures by multi-

party groups of politicians and by parliamentary staff 

b) The strengthening of Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and associations which by their 

vocation and activities can make a contribution to the promotion of a pluralist society  

c) The transfer of specific expertise and technical skills about democratic practice and the rule of law 

to professional groups and associations in the CEEC and NIS concerned10 

The 2001 programming document contained five priority areas11 among which: 

a) Supporting democratisation and the strengthening of the rule of law including:  

Á Independence of the judiciary and separation of powers, pluralism, and promotion of good 

governance.  

Á Promoting the participation of the people in the decision-making process, in particular by 

promoting equal participation of men and women in civil society, in economic life and in 

politics.  

b) Supporting for democratic transition and the supervision of electoral processes  

At this point, democratisation priorities reappear in the document but with a different overall approach than 

the one promoted in previous years by the PHARE and TACIS democracy programmes. Indeed, PHARE and 

TACIS revealed a strong focus on both capacity-building of political actors, so as to enable them to conduct 

democratic activities, and reinforcing civil society actors, to adopt democratic principles and construct 

democratic institutions. In 2001 there is an apparent switch from direct support to political actors and very 

specific democracy capacity-building activities, towards a broader field of support to state institutions such 

as the judiciary, good governance values such as the separation of powers, and a much broader and 

somehow vague definition of approaches to civil society, namely the promotion of its participation in 

decision-making processes but without specifying how it will be done.  

The year 2000 proved to be a transition year, as the management structures and implementation 

methodology of the initiative underwent a number of significant changes. For the first time, the Human 

Rights and Democratisation Unit of the External Relations Directorate General (RELEX B1), under 

Commissioner Chris Patten, assumed worldwide responsibility for all human rights and democracy budget 

lines under the EIDHR, which represented a significant step. In May of the same year, the Commission 

launched an ambitious reform package for the management of external assistance programmes. It provided 

ŦƻǊ ŀ ΨǊŀŘƛŎŀƭ ƻǾŜǊƘŀǳƭΩ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ integration of the project cycle with a single body in charge of 

implementation (EuropeAid), which employed the majority of the European Human Rights Foundation staff. 

!ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅ ŀǎ ΨŘŜŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘΣ 

                                                 
10

 Commission of the European Communities (1997) Evaluation of the Phare and Tacis Democracy Programme 1992-7: 

Final Report: 42.  
11

 EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2002 
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which involved the extensive devolution of project management to Commission delegations throughout the 

world12. The devolution process was completed in 2005, leading to the management of all in-country 

projects by EC Delegations, leaving the management of global and some regional projects to EuropeAid, and 

the programmatic side of the Instrument to Relex. 

In May 2001, taking into account the limited funds available under budget line B7-70 in comparison with the 

broad policy objectives as set out by Council Regulations (EC) No 975 and 976/1999, the Commission 

adopted a more strategic approach through the Communication on ¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛng 

human rights and democratisation in third countries.13. This was the first and so far only communication of 

its nature adopted by the Commission. In order to maximise impact it identified four topics for EIDHR action 

including άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƎƻƻŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜ ƻŦ ƭŀǿέΦ 

This  priority area was the one with the widest scope and eclectic mix of sub-priorities to be covered. It 

included the following sub-topics: 

Á working with civil society to promote greater participation of people in decision-making at all 

levels, including an equal participation of men and women, and different identity groups 

(ethnicity, religion etc);  

Á development of pluralist political processes;  

Á free media; 

Á independent and well-functioning justice system;  

Á rights of freedom of association and assembly;  

Á support for electoral processes including observation by domestic and EU observers. 

Under this objective, the communication focuses on the need to strengthen and empower individuals and 

civil society, thus enabling effective advocacy for all rights. The communication appears to suggest that any 

kind of support given to civil society will contribute to a more democratic system. At the same time, the 

focus on democracy activities seems somewhat diluted by the fact that support to good governance and the 

rule of law have been added as main priorities that go hand-in-hand with democracy promotion. In this 

regard, the Commission does not appear to recognise the need to develop a targeted and exclusive strategy 

for the promotion of democracy. 

The first EIDHR multi-annual programming document covered the period 2002-2004 and strongly reflected 

the priorities and structure identified by the 2001 Communication. As in the communication, the first priority 

ŀǊŜŀ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ψ{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƎƻƻŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜ ƻŦ ƭŀǿΩΦ Lǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

majority of the sub-priority areas present in the communication, with the only exception being the 

ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƭǳǊŀƭƛǎǘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜƳƛƴƎƭȅ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ 

prevention and resolution, which was omitted in the communication. 

The implementation of the EIDHR was considerably affected in 2003 by the publication of the new Financial 

Regulation, which brought significant changes, notably in terms of restriction of flexibility at the 

implementation level. 

                                                 
12

 EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2001 
13

 EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2002 
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In 2005 a new programming document was issued to cover the remaining two years prior to the approval of 

the new EIDHR legal basis under the Financial Perspectives.  

The 2005-2006 programming document retains the concept of four objectives but re-names them 

ΨŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎΩ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩΦ Lǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ нллр-2006, greater emphasis will be placed on 

strengthening democratisation processes14.  One of the thematic campaigns was indeed dedicated to:  

Promoting the Democratic Process, which included: 

Á support to Election Observation Missions, including post-election support to National Election 

Commissions and Parliaments but also civic and voter education, public awareness-raising 

programmes, capacity building for domestic observers and for the media in their reporting about 

electoral processes, as well as enhancing the capacity of regional organisations for electoral 

observation; 

Á Freedom of association; 

Á Freedom of expression. 

In terms of democracy-related priorities, Campaign 3 retains the priorities related to the rights of freedom of 

association and freedom of expression, granting them a more prominent role under the campaign. At the 

same time, support to Electoral Observation Missions (EOM) remains included under the democracy 

promotion activities. The rule of law has been moved to another priority and good governance has been 

completely removed. The document mentions the promotion of more general efforts to enhance the ability 

of civil society actors to engage in democratic governance and policy dialogue, although the Calls for 

proposals linked to this campaign omitted the allocation of financial resources to this specific sub-priority. In 

this respect it would appear that support to democratisation processes has been limited to EOM and the 

promotion of freedom of association and freedom of expression. 

After intensive negotiations involving Commission, Council and Parliament, the legal basis for the successor 

to the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights was eventually adopted by the European 

Parliament and the Council in December 200615. The Regulation, which entered into force on the 1st of 

January 2007 and will remain in force until the 31st of December 2013, establishes a self-standing financial 

instrument for the promotion of democracy and human rights worldwide, entitled the European Instrument 

for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR).  

The late approval of the new legal basis had a knock-on effect on the subsequent strategy paper for the 

years 2007-2010 and the 2007 Annual Action Programme, the latter only being approved in autumn 2007, 

resulting in the first EIDHR Call for proposals being delayed until November of the same year.  

In the ComƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ16, the current EIDHR strategy paper 2007-2010, introduces a range of 

changes, including a strong focus on democracy promotion.  

                                                 
14

 European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) Strategy Paper 2005 - 2006 
15

Regulation (CE) N°1889/2006 of 20 December 2006 creating the European Instrument for Democracy and Human 

Rights 
16

 Brochure "Furthering Human Rights and Democracy Across the Globe 2007" 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/worldwide/eidhr/documents/reg_1889_2006_jo_l386_en.pdf
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The new strategy paper is organised around five objectives. Contrary to all previous programming 

documents, the current one does not contain a distinct democracy promotion objective regrouping all sub-

priorities considered as contributing to democracy. The current document spreads priorities that had 

ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ƴƻǿ ŀǎ άŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ-ƭƛƴƪŜŘέ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ objectives as follows: 

Á Objective 1: covers the right of freedom of thought, conscience and religion; the right to freedom of 

opinion and expression, to information; the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association; and 

the right to freedom of movement within the borders of a state. This objective will be implemented in 

difficult countries where human rights are most at risk. 

Á Objective 2: refers, inter alia, to the co-operation among civil society organisations to pursue common 

agendas of democratic reform; enhancing political representation and participation, including the 

empowerment of women and other under-represented groups, by means of initiatives by civil society 

ƛƴ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέ όŜΦƎΦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΣ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊƭƛamentarians or legislative 

bodies); initiatives to enhance the inclusiveness and pluralism of civil society. 

Á Objective 5: besides supporting the EOM it also provides support to measures of local civil society 

organisations aimed at supporting implementation of recommendations of EU Election Observation 

Missions. 

The 2007-2010 Strategy Paper contains a considerable amount of language referring to the empowerment of 

civil society to participate in democratic processes and, for the first time since 1997, there is a direct 

ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέΦ  

As a result, this Strategy Paper contains a stronger reference to democracy promotion activities and political 

actors than any of its predecessors. 

¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƛƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ǊƻƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜƳocracy promotion under the new EIDHR was 

clearly stated in the first draft of the Strategy Paper that was shared with civil society for consultation17. The 

document dedicated a full section to addressing the expectation for the new programme to engage more 

ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΦ Lƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά[ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

civil society and political parties and the weak sense of accountability or responsiveness by parties are 

among the factors which undermine the efforts of civil society on human rights and political reform, give 

impunity to political elites and lead to contempt for politics. Encouraging civil society organisations to focus 

more attention on political processes, sharpening their demands for representation, participation (including 

the empowerment of women and other underrepresented groups), responsiveness and accountability could 

be a suitable priority area for the future. A multiparty approach, including all major parties professing a 

democratic commitment, would need to be the norm. However, direct support for party development would 

ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜŘΦέ  

This new approach is partly reflected in the Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ tŀǇŜǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘŀǊƛŀƴǎΣ ŀǎ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ 

                                                 
17

 Paper available at EuropeAid website http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/worldwide/eidhr/working-

documents_en.htm  
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carried out in dialogue with civil society actors. Judging from the content of the consultation paper, it seems 

evident that the Commission is indicating the option of funding political parties through work done by civil 

society organisations and excluding direct funding to political actors on a partisan basis. 

Although the principle of multiparty approach was reflected in subsequent versions of the Strategy Paper, 

this reference was then removed from the final version of the document. There is no document explaining 

the reasons for this decision. 

While, as we have seen, the new EIDHR does present an enhanced focus on democracy promotion, it should 

be clearly stated, as we shall see in the next chapter, that the priorities identified as democracy-related, are 

presented alongside an extensive number of competitive specific human rights-related priorities. As the 

ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƻǊȅ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ н ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ Ψunder objective 2, all human rights concerns ς political, 

civil, economic, social and cultural ς ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΩ. The next chapter 

will explore in greater detail the outcome of this strategy. 

Whereas both the 2005-2006 and 2007-2010 documents promote freedom of expression and association, 

the latter limits its geographical scope to those countries and regions where human rights are most at risk. It 

has been argued by the majority of stakeholders interviewed that it is not possible to talk about democracy 

ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ΨŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ Ƴŀȅ 

have an impact on the human rights situation of the country, although strong doubts remain that such 

activities will contribute to the direct promotion of democracy in these countries. This view is shared by all 

EC officials interviewed for this study and is also reinforced by the 2001 Council Communication on Human 

wƛƎƘǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ψwhere civil society is weak and needs strengthening- for example, under, or in the 

aftermath of a dictatorial regime- local NGOs are unlikely to have the capacity to apply for funding from 

.ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎΩ18. 

Although the 2007 document introduces the possibility of funding measures by civil society organisations to 

implement recommendations made by the EOM, the previous programming document contained more 

developed priorities related to the pre and post EOM period (e.g. public awareness-raising programmes; 

capacity-building for domestic observers and for the media in their reporting on electoral processes). As we 

shall see under the next chapter, Delegations which had the option to include follow-up of EOM 

recommendations in their CBSS, have not made use of that possibility. 

2. Findings and recommendations 

FINDINGS 

Á The /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜΣ Ƙŀǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜŘ 

over the last decade and there are only few elements that are common to the different EIDHR 

documents. Although virtually all of the documents state that Electoral Observation Missions are not 

the only available strategy to promote democracy, the reality is that in the field of democracy 

promotion under the EIDHR, the EOM represent the area in which the Commission has showed the 
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most consistent, coherent, and differentiated approach. Certainly, having an EU communication19 

ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ 

elements leading to this strategic approach. The promotion of freedom of expression and 

association along with strengthening civil society may also be regarded as one of the distinctive 

democracy promotion priorities of the EIDHR although, in this regard, the current Instrument diverts 

from its predecessors. 

Á ¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŎƛǾƛƭ society in the promotion of democracy has also 

evolved. Taking the PHARE and TACIS democracy programme as a starting point, it is apparent that 

over the years there has been a clear tendency to allocate more funds to human rights-related work, 

as opposed to the core elements of democracy promotion, such as capacity-building for politicians 

and parliamentary bodies, or facilitating dialogue between political actors and civil society. After the 

Phare and Tacis programs, there was a clear move away from any reference to political society 

(partially addressed by the current EIDHR), which is in turn replaced by a general support to 

ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƛƳǎ ŀǘΣ ŦƻǊ 

example, enhancing the overall capacity of civil society, as opposed to targeted activities, to enhance 

the democratic role of civil society and political actors. 

Á The priority fields that appear under the heading of democracy promotion have not been consistent 

throughout the various programming documents, sometimes placing democracy promotion 

alongside death penalty, rule of law or governance activities, whilst at other times freestanding, and 

others having to share its position with an array of competing human rights interventions.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Á For the purpose of achieving a streamlined programming of the EIDHR, it would be beneficial for the 

Commission to further specify the goals under their democracy promotion activities. Having a policy 

ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ Ǉromotion strategy could potentially contribute to an 

enhanced strategy under the EIDHR20Φ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ά9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ƻƴ 

5ŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅέΦ  

Á In order to maximize the impact on democracy promotion specific democratisation measures such 

as the enhancement of dialogue between civil society and political actors or capacity-building for 

politicians and parliamentary bodies need to be adopted in conjunction with pure human rights 

interventions. 

Á The Commission could develop a more strategic approach through a country classification according 

to their level of democratisation. Fields of intervention should then be specifically tailored to the 

different categories of countries. There could be authoritarian states, countries in conflict and post-

conflict situations, fragile democracies, and new democracies in the process of consolidation21. 

Furtherance of this index requires a definition of what the EU considers to be benchmarks for 

democratisation.

                                                 
19

 Commission Communication of 11 April 2000 on EU Election Assistance and Observation 
20

 See below under chapter IV for an overview of the opinions of different stakeholders involved in this debate. 
21
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III. The promotion of democracy in 2007-2010 

A. The 2007-2010 EIDHR: Country Based Support Schemes 

The country-based support schemes represent a revised version of the micro project facilities, but without 

any explicit limitation to local civil society applicants. The CBSS focus on a country approach, since they are 

managed at country level by European Commission Delegations. 

According to Commission officials, the CBSS are meant to be open and flexible, allowing for the integration 

of priority fields identified by Delegations. Headquarters have a supervisory role that ensures that priorities 

identified by the Delegations remain within the scope provided for by the Strategy Paper.  

In the course of researching this paper, all 69 CBSS Call for proposals guidelines that have been published 

between the 1st of January 2007 and the 31st of January 2009 had been checked, paying special attention to 

the amount of funding available, to how it was distributed, to the eligibility criteria and to the priorities of 

each Call for proposals. It should be noted that in the course of this research, only the guidelines were 

examined, therefore the research does not cover the projects selected within the individual Calls for 

proposals. 

This analysis of the CBSS will be undertaken in two parts, addressing first the priorities and then the methods 

of implementation of the CBSS. 

1. Priorities 

The EIDHR Strategy Paper and the EuropeAid Annual Action Plans for 2007 and 2008 outline a broad list of 

priorities for each country, leaving at the discretion of EC Delegations the final selection of the issues that 

are most relevant to the individual country, which then become the focus of each national Call for proposals.  

Certainly in an attempt to leave wide discretion to Delegations, the Strategy Paper definition of the CBSS 

priorities is extremely broad, in that it is effectively casting a wide net over a range of complex issues. 

LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άUnder objective 2, all human rights concerns ςpolitical, civil, 

economic, social and cultural- ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘέΦ The Strategy Paper 

then attempts to inject a sense of focus, through proceeding to prioritise four fields of intervention, but 

these, in turn, tend to be extremely broad and therefore result in an objective with an extremely wide scope. 

It is relevant in this context to break down all priorities covered under this objective in order to enhance the 

understanding of the choices made by Delegations when issuing the calls. 

 Objective 2 focuses on: "Strengthening the role of civil society in promoting human rights and democratic 

reform, in facilitating the peaceful conciliation of group interests and in consolidating political 

participation and representation". This broad objective is then said to cover a number of different aspects, 

which include: 

Á All human rights concerns (political, economic, social and cultural) 

Á All aspects of democratisation  
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Á An emphasis on assisting civil society to develop greater cohesion in working on: human rights, political 

pluralism, democratic political participation and representation, the peaceful conciliation of group 

interests, combating discrimination on all grounds, developing equal participation of men and women in 

social, economic and political life, co-operation among local civil society organisations and stakeholders. 

Á Specific objectives that should ensure the explicit mainstreaming of gender equality and the rights of the 

child, minorities, indigenous people and people with disabilities. 

In an attempt to enhance the strategy of this objective, the strategy paper goes on to focus on four specific 

thematic areas of support, which are as follows: 

i) The pursuit of common agendas for human rights and democratic reform, based on co-operation among 

civil society organisations working in mutual support to build coalition across different regions, 

communities, identity groups and a range of socio-economic actors, including independent political 

platforms or foundations. 

These coalitions can work within different thematic areas, which include:  

Á ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ  

Á protection of  the rights of indigenous peoples 

Á a fairer electoral system,  

Á trade union rights,  

Á democratic oversight of the security sector, 

Á abolition of the death penalty, 

Á prevention of torture and ill-treatment, 

Á access to primary education, 

Á reduction of maternal mortality, 

Á promoting decent working conditions.  

In addition, specific support can be provided for concerted civil society monitoring actions such as: the 

European Neighbourhood Partnership Action Plans, the African Peer Review Mechanism and monitoring 

international commitments.  

ii) Building towards consensus on disputed or controversial areas of policy in deeply divided societies, by 

means of civil society dialogues, which seek to bridge societal divides and bring together a wide range of 

stakeholders to share experience and analyse common problems. Policy issues may relate to the following 

topics: 

- peaceful conciliation of group interests, 

- transitional justice and reconciliation, 

- role of women in such processes,  

- the rights of persons belonging to minorities and ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ 

- religion and the state,  

- land reform,  

- control of natural resources. 

iii) Enhancing political representation and participation, including the empowerment of women and other 
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underrepresented groups such as indigenous peoples, and responsiveness and accountability, by means of 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ōȅ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛƴ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέ όŜΦƎΦ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΣ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ 

parliamentarians or legislative bodies). 

iv) Initiatives to enhance the inclusiveness and pluralism of civil society, for example by supporting 

activities such as: 

Á capacity-building of new or fragile civil society organisations formed by groups whose interests are 

underrepresented,  

Á contributing to the empowerment of groups such as: 

- minority groups, 

- indigenous peoples, 

- persons subject to caste-based discrimination,  

- people with disabilities,  

- women workers,  

- rural groups,  

- internally displaced persons.  

Á the promotion of independent media excluding hate media 

A study of the extent to which Delegations have taken into account guidance given by the SP and how this 

has been translated into the CBSS Call for proposals guidelines results in the following conclusions: 

It appears that the CBSS Call for proposals guidelines differ greatly in terms of quality, methodology and 

approach indicating that they are by no means homogeneous. In some instances serious conceptual 

mistakes are evident, such as cases where the sub-priorities of the individual lots or the specific activities fail 

to correspond to the overall objectives of the call, as is the case for both Egypt and Laos. In the case of other 

countries such as Nepal, activities including the publication of manuals, leaflets and the organisation of 

conferences, seminars and workshops are listed as priorities, in that case also the list of priorities remains 

unrestricted indicating that other priorities, which are not mentioned, may also be considered. In other calls 

the main priorities indicated under objective 2 are reduced to secondary status, with other objectives 

assuming pole position, as in the case of Ecuador where special attention is given to the rights of children. 

Within the call for proposal for Mexico, the programme is referred to as micro-projects, whilst the call for 

Peru notes that one of the aims of the programme is to strengthen the capacity of local authorities, 

indicating a significant difference.  

Most of the guidelines use similar language to that used in the Strategy Paper, in fact in some cases the 

language is identical. However, some guidelines only note the overall priority of objective 2, without 

identifying the individual priorities, thus providing even less detail than the Strategy Paper, as is the case for 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Honduras, Mozambique and Panama, where only one sentence is used to describe 

the objectives of the call. Yet, on the other hand, other guidelines go much further adding more specific 

priorities to those mentioned in the Strategy Paper, thus establishing a stronger priorities framework. 

In general, very few of the guidelines demonstrate that detailed consideration and time has been given to 

the requirements of the call and that effort has been made to tailor the guidelines to the specific needs of 

the country. Turkey and Morocco are extreme examples of this with 13 and 10 priority fields respectively. 
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The average is nearer to between 6 and 7 priority fields, including extremely broad areas of support such as 

the respect of human rights by the police and security forces, anti-discrimination, and violence against 

women and children, as in the case of Mexico. 

Thus for the majority of the calls very little effort is made to prioritise issues and so the intention is to cover 

as many fields as possible in spite of the limited financial resources. On the other hand there are also some 

good examples of focused and country tailored guidelines such as the calls for Egypt, Lebanon and Rwanda.  

Most of the calls show a strong focus on pure human rights fields as diverse as the fight against impunity, 

torture and the death penalty, the provision of judicial support, the protection of immigrants, labour rights, 

access to primary education, the integration of mentally handicapped people into the workplace, education 

concerning human rights, the ratification of the Rome Statute, reproductive rights, the safeguarding of 

fundamental rights in the fight against terrorism, legal and psychological assistance to refugees, mental 

health rights or the implementation of the EU human rights guidelines. 

Indeed, very few countries have a focus on democracy promotion activities, with Chile being the only 

country that focuses exclusively on such priorities. Jordan, on the other hand, is the only country that makes 

a clear distinction between democratic and human rights priorities. All other countries such as Egypt, the 

Philippines and Vietnam refer to democracy along with a long list of human rights priorities. Of the 9 

countries that do focus in one way or another on democracy promotion, 4 (FYROM, Lebanon, Rwanda and 

Venezuela) mention support to the implementation of the recommendations made by the Election 

Observation Missions. Others tend to focus more on activities in support of electoral observation such as 

electorate education, electoral monitoring, mapping of registered voters or monitoring of elections, as in 

Rwanda. Here the democracy promotion priorities worth being mentioned are: capacity-building for 

personnel and institutions engaged in administering the electoral process, capacity-building for recently 

elected members of Parliament, raising citizens awareness of their participation rights in political life, 

support to female candidates, increased public access to information on political topics, measures to 

strengthen the effectiveness of parliamentary work and proceedings, promotion of voter education and 

enhancing womŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΦ 

2. Implementation 

¢ƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ tŀǇŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨThe focus of Objective 2 will be on those countries where there is both a 

strong need for more effective action on the part of civil society organisations and sufficient freedom and 

room for manoeuvre for human rights and democracy advocacyΩΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ .ŜƭŀǊǳǎΣ /ǳōŀΣ 

Laos, Sudan, Vietnam and Zimbabwe, which are rated by Freedom House as being among the most 

restrictive countries in the world, do benefit from the CBSS. When confronted with this issue EC officials 

state that the EC Delegations within these countries have considered that there is enough freedom for local 

actors to implement the CBSS, and this is in many respects an acceptable argument. However, it then means 

that the country selection criteria are distorted and essentially unnecessary, as almost any country can be 

included. In all, a total of 70 countries would have benefited from the CBSS in 2007-08 out of total of 130 

countries where the EC has a Delegation. 

 According to the Strategy Paper, eligible actors will be primarily civil society organisations with no a priori 

geographical restrictions. However given the nature of the objectives, it is expected that the focus will be on 
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in-country civil society organisations, which may wish to co-operate with regional, European-based or other 

organisations and national public-sector institutions. 

Delegations seem to have made use of the nationality restriction option offered by the Strategy Paper since 

out of the 69 calls that have been published, 33 have a nationality qualification, stating that the main 

applicant may only be a local NGO. At the same time, 19 of these calls state that EU-based NGOs are 

completely excluded from the call and cannot participate as a lead applicant or partner. It should also be 

mentioned that although the Strategy Paper explicitly states that national parliamentary bodies are eligible 

to participate in the CBSS, 47 out of the 69 Calls for proposals do not explicitly mention them as eligible 

partners. 

It is also important to note that only 27 Calls for proposals include the option of re-granting, which was 

offered by the Strategy Paper to Delegations. 

It is important to note that of the 119 Calls for proposals that should have been issued under the CBSS as 

stated in the AAP (47 in 2007 and 72 in 2008), only 77 had been issued by the 31st of January 2009. It would 

appear that all calls were issued for 2007, although a large number of these were issued in the early months 

of 2008 or in conjunction with the 2007 calls, comprising a single call. Given this trend of the in-country 

delegations publishing calls later than envisaged, it would appear likely that a large majority of the 39 calls 

that were not issued in 2008 will be published in the first few months of 2009.  

Of those Calls for proposals published, the size of the grants available ranges from a minimum of 10,000 

euros (Angola, Cambodia, Sudan and Venezuela) to a maximum of 600,000 euros (Croatia and Sierra Leone), 

although the average is a minimum of 62,000 euros and a maximum of 186,000 euros. The maximum total 

budget for a country is 1,746,000 euros (Jordan), although it seems to be an exception to the standard 

maximum threshold of about 1,200,000 euro (Lebanon, Russia, Croatia and BiH22) and the minimum is 

300,000 euros (Belarus, Costa Rica, Laos, Uruguay & Vietnam). Bearing in mind the maximum project size 

allowed under certain calls, compared to the total budget of the calls, we can conclude that certain 

delegations such as Croatia with a maximum project size of 600,000 euro and a total budget of 1,200,00 

euro, may end up funding only two projects under its CBSS. 

The criteria motivating the allocation of different financial envelopes to Delegations are not mentioned in 

the documents published by the Commission. Therefore no conclusions can be withdrawn as to their 

relevance and adequacy. 

3. Findings and Recommendations 

FINDINGS 

Á The envisaged overall outcomes of Objective 2 as referred to in the Strategy Paper have been 

interpreted differently by EC Delegations with the result that the CBSS do not always seem to pursue 

common objectives, but a variety of objectives. This is particularly true for the objectives related to 

                                                 
22

 Russia and Croatia got 1,164,000 whereas BiH obtained 1,195,000 
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democracy promotion, which have been selected by a low number of Delegations with only one 

Delegation focusing exclusively on democracy promotion23.  

Á Although the Strategy Paper has indeed an enhanced focus on democracy promotion objectives, the 

fact that those were presented along with a broad variety of human rights priorities has led to the 

result that Delegations have tended to focus on human rights fields. 

Á The Strategy Paper states thaǘ ά{ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ 9¦ 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέΦ ¸Ŝǘ Ƴƻǎǘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƭƻƴƎ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǊ ƭƛƳƛǘ 

themselves to rewrite the priorities given by the Strategy Paper. 

Á The priority fields in the EIDHR guidelines do not seem to be supported by appropriate funding.  

Á The variety in terms of the quality of the guidelines might indicate that the level of support provided 

ǘƻ 5ŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƘŜŀŘǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ24.  

Á Delegations have made extensive use of the nationality restriction option offered by the Strategy 

Paper with half of the Delegations allowing only to local organisations to apply as main applicant and 

almost one third of the Delegations completely excluding European organisations from applying 

(both as applicant and partner).  

Á The majority of Delegations has omitted to mention national parliamentary bodies as eligible bodies 

to participate in the CBSS. 

RECOMENDATIONS 

Á Delegations should enhance their efforts to adapt the thematic coverage of the CBSS calls to reflect 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ 

for a critical mass of projects under each objective to be funded. 

Á The Commission needs to find a mechanism to provide necessary technical support to Delegations in 

order to allow them to enhance the focus and efficiency of their guidelines, harmonize their quality 

and ensure a greater coherence with the Strategy Paper.  

Á In case the Headquarters may not be in a position to ensure the necessary support to Delegations 

for an efficient implementation of the CBSS, the geographic scope of the programme should be 

reconsidered in order to adapt its coverage to the financial and human resources available for its 

implementation.  

                                                 
23

 Confronted with this finding, certain EC officials have argued that the underpinning objective of the CBSS is the 

reinforcement of civil society organisations working in the field of human rights and democracy promotion. While there 

is indeed a strong focus on civil society in the EIDHR strategy paper, it is formulated along with other more specific 

objectives such as enhancement of political participation and representation. Besides, it has also been argued by other 

officials that the current EIDHR has a stronger focus on democracy promotion, which is meant to be reached through the 

implementation of the CBSS. 
24

  The Headquartersô supervisory function may have been applied in a too flexible way allowing Delegations to include 

priority fields such as election observation missions, which do not seem to fall under the scope of Objective 2 as 

formulated in the Strategy Paper. When confronted with these findings, Relex Commission officials argued that they are 

constrained by insufficient staff resources to do the necessary follow-up. 
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B. Complementarity with geographic programs 

1. Complementarity with geographic programs 

According to the EIDHR 2006 Regulation25 Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ 

complement the various other tools for implementation of EU policies on democracy and human rights, 

which range from political dialogue and diplomatic demarches to various instruments of financial and 

technical co-ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ōƻǘƘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΩΦ  ¢ƘŜ 9L5Iw {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ tŀǇŜǊ 

also states that the Instrument will complement the new generation of geographical programmes, which will 

increasingly mainstream democracy and human rights. This position is consistent with the Treaty mandates, 

according to which the objectives of developing and consolidating democracy and the rule of law, and 

respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, are now a feature of all forms of EU co-operation with 

third countries, including political dialogue.26  

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊƛǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ 9L5IwΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƧǳŘƎƛƴƎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

references to it within the EIDHR documents. The principle has been used by all EC officials interviewed in 

the course of this study in order to motivate the fact that EIDHR is not meant to cover all democracy-related 

issues. Officials working on geographic programming appear to be well-aware of the need to design Country 

Strategies that prove complementary to EIDHR interventions in the country.  

Therefore, in order to facilitate an increased understanding of the programmatic choices that the EIDHR has 

made, it is necessary to have a minimum understanding of how the geographical programming operates and 

the kind of democracy-related issues that are already covered through those programs, which therefore do 

not need to be covered by the EIDHR and vice versa. The limited scope of this study does not permit a 

detailed assessment of this topic, but rather a general overview of how complementarity is supposed to 

work, its main achievements and the challenges ahead. At the same time, it would also be important to 

conduct an assessment as to how the complementarity principle operates between the EIDHR and other 

thematic instruments such as the Stability Instrument and the Non-State Actors Programme. Time 

limitations also make it impossible to examine this topic in the required depth, so it was decided to focus on 

geographical complementarity, which is the most relevant programme in financial terms and for its potential 

impact on democracy promotion.  

The Commission employs three main instruments to promote the democratisation process in third 

countries27: political dialogue, mainstreaming of democratic values in all its development instruments and 

dedicated financial and technical assistance programmes: 

i) Political dialogue encourages partner governments to integrate democracy and human rights as part of 

their development plans and identify opportunities for EC assistance to contribute to these objectives.   

ii) The Commission is committed to ΨmainstreamingΩ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ǇǊƛƴŎiples in all its development 

instruments. This means that principles such as political participation, representation, accountability, 

                                                 
25

 Regulation (CE) N°1889/2006 of 20 December 2006 
26

 Art. 11(1) TEU:art. 177(2), 181 (a) TEC . 
27

 Information retrieved from:http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/governance-democracy/democracy/index_en.htm, and 

complemented by interviews with EC officials. 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/worldwide/eidhr/documents/reg_1889_2006_jo_l386_en.pdf
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transparency and equality are integrated in the planning, design, implementation, and monitoring of policies 

and programmes. It also means that in the formulation of other policies, any negative effect on 

democratisation must always be avoided. 

ƛƛƛύ ¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ specific financial and technical assistance programmes for the promotion of 

democracy focus on the following four key areas: promoting fair, free and transparent electoral processes; 

strengthening the institutional and organisational capacities of parliaments; promoting an independent and 

professional media; and encouraging genuinely pluralistic political systems. 

1. Support to elections takes the form of Electoral Assistance projects and EU Election Observation missions 

(EOM). This is the area where the Commission seems to have obtained a more prominent profile and to be 

working according to a clear political strategy. In the last few years, the Commission has produced the EC 

Guidelines on Electoral Assistance, presenting a strategy that focuses on the electoral process rather than on 

the elections, supports long-term capacity building both of Electoral Management Bodies and civil society, 

and places electoral assistance in the wider perspective of democratic governance (links with media, gender, 

justice, civil society, parliaments and political parties etc). According to Commission officials, these guidelines 

have changed the way in which the EC provides electoral assistance, and they act as a catalyst in 

encouraging other development agencies to proceed in the same direction. The conceptualisation of the 

electoral cycle approach is one of its main successes, presenting a clear image of the cyclic nature of 

electoral processes, ranging from the legal framework (including constitutions and electoral systems): 

electoral administration, planning and operations, training of election officials and voter education, domestic 

observation and media monitoring, voting operations and verification of results, audits and evaluations. The 

EC conducts regular training sessions on Electoral Assistance organised in collaboration with UNDP, IDEA and 

the European Parliament. The last training session held in December 2008 devoted a full day to the role of 

parliaments, political parties and overall issues of participation in political life.  

Electoral Assistance projects are funded by geographical programmes whereas EU Election Observation 

missions are funded by the EIDHR. It is important to note that the Commission emphasizes the need for the 

EOM to be funded through the EIDHR in order to guarantee full autonomy and independence from local 

governments. Member States appear to disagree with this argument since, during the negotiations for the 

new human rights and democracy Instrument, they made the argument that as the EOMs are always done at 

country request, payment for these should come from the mainstream programmes, as a successful EOM 

helps a country deliver on its commitments to democracy.  This was opposed by the Commission who 

argued that it would be too difficult to obtain government agreement as for the implementation of standard 

EOM procedures and tools. The negotiation resulted in a commitment by the Commission to limit EOM 

funding to 25% of the total EIDHR budget. 

2. EC support to parliaments often takes the form of actions to develop the capacity of members and staff, 

ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ 

processes. Activities targeting civil society and the media are also used to improve the interaction with 

parliaments and the promotion of political participation of women and minority groups. This priority field 

tends to be supported mainly by geographic cooperation. 

3. EC support to the media addresses two main areas: capacity constraints and deficiencies in the regulatory 

framework. Capacity building measures target technical resources, technical skills (including financial and 



37 

 

managerial skills), and professionalism and ethical standards (focusing on deontology issues and the 

definition and application of voluntary codes of conduct). This area of support is mainly carried out through 

the EIDHR. 

4. Activities in support of citizens and civil society organisations aim to enhance political participation and 

representation and the inclusiveness and pluralism of civil society. Activities can specifically target the 

empowerment of women and other under-represented groups, the elimination of discrimination, awareness 

and information on the democratic process and fundamental rights, greater involvement and effective 

participation, capacity of local organisations and local authorities, interaction and co-operation among state 

actors, local governance and non-state actors. This area is the explicit focus of the EIDHR although it appears 

that significant amounts of funding are also granted to local civil society through geographic cooperation.  

According to statements given by Commission officials, geographical programmes provide most of the 

funding for projects and programmes covering all of these areas, with the EIDHR playing a critical and 

complementary role in defending the fundamental freedoms and helping civil society to become an effective 

force for political reform and defence of human rights. 

It needs to be emphasized that the principle of ownership by partner countries is the building block of 

geographic cooperation. The cooperation with the beneficiary governments is restraining Commission 

interventions to areas of work that have been previously agreed. There is nevertheless certain room for 

ƳŀƴƻŜǳǾǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƛŘŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊȅ 

governments and the use that Delegations make of the political dialogue working tool. An additional 

consequence of the local ownership principle is translated in the nature of the main beneficiaries of 

geographic cooperation, which are overwhelmingly governmental institutions and, to a lesser extent, local 

civil society organisations.  

¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ άƎǳŀǊŘƛŀƴǎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊƛǘȅ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ Delegations, which are meant to have an 

overview of all available funding instruments for the country in which they operate. Headquarters has a 

supervisory and supportive role to play through the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ DǊƻǳǇέ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ 

carried out by directorate E in EuropeAid. It uses country fiches that have been filled in by EC Delegations as 

a basis for its analysis. EuropeAid is certainly aware of the need to reinforce the internal process to ensure 

complementarity and sensitise and capacitate colleagues at the EC Delegation level. In order to address this 

concern, all internal regional seminars that will be held in 2009, bringing together Brussels-based and EC 

Delegation staff, will focus on the issue of complementarity. 

2. Findings and recommendations 

FINDINGS 

Á There is a shared understanding amongst EC officials concerning the commitment that the 

Commission has made to achieve greater complementarity between the EIDHR and other 

instruments so as to promote democracy and human rights.  

Á However, neither the Regulation nor any other EIDHR or geographic document sets out how 

complementarity should be achieved in practice. Further links should be explored. 
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Á The Commission is aware that the main challenge when attempting to incorporate human rights and 

democracy-related issues into the Country Strategy Papers is the potential conflict with the 

government ownership with development processes28.  

Á It can be concluded that whether democracy and human rights issues are addressed through 

geographical programmes is dependent principally on the capacity of the Delegation to enhance the 

effectiveness of political dialogue on these issues and on the willingness of the beneficiary country 

to accept them. 

Á Due to the strong focus on local ownership of geographic programmes, it appears that geographic 

funding does not represent a relevant source of funding for international civil society organisations, 

unless they are strongly rooted and present in a given country and work closely with local actors. 

Á Officials interviewed in the course of this study noted that EC Delegations are the guardians of 

complementarity. However, it remains unclear how information and decisions taken at the 

5ŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǊŜ ŦŜŘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ .ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9L5Iw ǇǊƻgramming process. 

Á Certain stakeholders believe that the absence of a specific democracy promotion policy strategy has 

a detrimental effect on the harmonisation of geographical initiatives and prevents achievement of 

complementarity.  

Á There is a limited availability of data showing funding levels for democracy-related initiatives. It 

is also difficult to obtain detailed information.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Á In order to implement the principle of complementarity, the Commission could strengthen its 

country strategy in order to duly integrate all funding instruments into a coherent and holistic 

strategy.  

Á In order to enhance work done for democracy promotion, it has been suggested by several 

stakeholders that the Commission should strive at having nationally owned democracy strategy 

papers discussed and agreed by the beneficiary countries. Certain stakeholders consider that in 

order to have country-tailored democracy promotion strategies the Commission needs first to agree 

on a EU specific democracy promotion strategy. 

Á It is also recommended for the Commission to enhance its visibility and communication tools for a 

more transparent and accessible overview of their democracy promotion policies. 

Á Given the weight that Delegations have in the CSP negotiation processes, it seems necessary to 

capacitate the Delegations staff to enable them to construct a targeted, coherent and transparent 

strategy to integrate democracy promotion issues into geographical programmes. 

Á Setting aside geographical funds to cover human rights and democracy promotion, initiatives would, 

                                                 
28

 When confronted with this question, Commission officials stated that political dialogue is the only possible way to 

address that problem. This solution requires a substantial amount of political will, which may not be always present in 

Delegations when it comes to defending and promoting human rights and democracy issues. 
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as the Commission states, operate in contradiction with the principle of ownership of beneficiary 

governments. The Commission should nevertheless find an alternative mechanism to ensure that 

Delegations will make significant efforts to integrate those priority fields in their political dialogue 

with beneficiary governments. 
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IV. {ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ contributions 

1. Stakeholders contributions 

In the course of conducting the research for this study, the author interviewed a series of stakeholders, 

ranging from representatives from human rights and democracy promotion organisations, to representatives 

of EU Member States, Members of the European Parliament and officials from the European Commission29. 

All stakeholders interviewed were asked for their views on the relevance of the current EIDHR and the 

extent to which it addresses the issue of democracy promotion. They were also asked for any suggestions for 

improvements to the programming and priority issues covered within the EIDHR.  

It can be said that with very few exceptions, the majority of stakeholders share a generally positive 

assessment of the way in which the current EIDHR 2007-2010 Strategy Paper addresses the issue of 

democracy promotion. Indeed, all stakeholders considered that there is an enhanced focus on democracy 

promotion priorities and democratic actors, at least on paper, which is reflected by the explicit inclusion of 

independent political foundations and national parliamentary bodies as eligible actors. 

Most respondents considered that the overall programmatic approach of the instrument towards the 

promotion of democracy was relevant, and few actors stated that changes were needed to the 

programmatic aspect of the EIDHR. This, however, was slightly different with the recommendations for 

ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9L5IwΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 9L5Iw 

beneficiaries had a tendency to focus more on implementing issues, whilst stakeholders that have no direct 

financial interest in the instrument, such as Member States or independent policy Think Tanks, tended to 

focus more on the substantive side of the instrument. Yet it must also be noted that all respondents 

expressed concern about inadequate implementation procedures, which despite not being the focus of this 

study, are at this point due a brief mention. 

- Respondents indicated that the EIDHR should be more flexible and quicker to respond to the changing 

needs of civil society in recipient countries, and, specially in extremely difficult countries, it should also 

be able to identify in a pro-active fashion the political actors that require EIDHR support. Whilst most 

respondents considered that the Commission needs to deal with these shortcomings on its own, actors 

such as the European Partnership for Democracy and the Netherlands Institute for Multiparty 

Democracy (NIMD) are of the opinion that such issues could be best dealt with by European non-state 

actors that would act in complementarity with the Commission, similar to the delegation of tasks 

between several Member States governments (Germany, The Netherlands, UK, Sweden) and 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ 

funding intervention by the Commission would be politically too sensitive and against diplomatic 

interests of the EC delegation. They consider that in such cases independent bodies would be in a better 

position to ensure the redistribution of EIDHR funds. Among the stakeholders interviewed this initiative 

enjoys strong support from a prominent Member of the European Parliament and the Czech Republic. 

The Commission has nevertheless questioned the feasibility of this option and insists that any 

                                                 
29

 See detailed list of institutions interviewed at the end of this report. 



41 

 

independent body willing to redistribute funds has to apply through the Calls for Proposals process in 

the same way as all other organisations seeking EIDHR funding. 

- Stakeholders also made reference to the limited capacity of EC officials, especially in EC Delegations, to 

effectively implement the EIDHR and understand the policy issues at stake. It was noted that 

5ŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŘŜal with democracy and human rights issues almost exclusively through the 

management of the projects that they are funding and as a result, very little time remains to work on 

these issues at the policy level and conduct outreach to local actors that are not Commission 

beneficiaries. Stakeholders interviewed proposed that this could be best dealt with, inter alia, through 

the provision of tailored training on human rights and democracy issues, with civil society actors 

proposing to make use of their expertise for the provision of joint training sessions. 

- Several organisations that had directly benefited from EIDHR funding raised concerns about the 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ΨǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 

merits. Such a focus means that their collective impact and synergies at national and regional level have 

been neither exploited nor promoted by the Commission. These organisations identify a need for the 

Commission to encourage networking and complementarity between civil society organisations who 

receive funding under the EIDHR, especially those working in similar fields. 

- A number of comments addressed the perceived need for regional projects linked to the CBSS priorities, 

as the current regional component of Objective 2 covers priority fields which are not directly focused on 

the promotion of democracy. The network of political foundations (ENoP) expressed a strong opinion 

concerning the limited size of projects, which exclude big international organisations from submitting 

large scale projects. They also noted that European organisations are often excluded from the process 

as they are not eligible to apply as main applicants or partners, and they perceived this as an 

interference with the right of initiative of local civil society organisations, as they are not free to choose 

their partners. This situation will be changed under the EIDHR 2009 annual action plan which will, 

according to Commission sources, make it compulsory to Delegations to consider European 

organisations as main applicants and partners. 

- Some respondents also criticised the timescales involved, suggesting that the EIDHR takes insufficient 

account of the development of projects over time, noting that a longer-term commitment would 

increase the impact of activities.  

The majority of stakeholders agreed on the following points regarding the issues related to the 

programmatic side of the EIDHR: 

- All respondents agreed that the Commission is acting more as a funding body than as a policy-maker 

and that it is absolving itself of its responsibility to seriously engage with political society. The Network 

of Political Foundations (ENoP) noted during its advocacy work related to the EIDHR 2007-2010 Strategy 

Paper that there was a contradiction between the stated objectives of the paper, such as the willingness 

ǘƻ ΨǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇƭǳǊŀƭƛǎƳΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻƻƭǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ LƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ 

direct work with different political parties. All stakeholders agreed that the EIDHR needed to strengthen 

its focus on political society and that there was no way that democracy promotion work could be 

undertaken without making political decisions.  
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- Civil society respondents claimed that Electoral Observation issues were not perceived as a factor of 

democracy enhancement, but rather as a method of giving legitimacy to elections. The strongest 

advocate of this approach was Human Rights Watch, which in their recent global report30 asked the EU 

to insist that governments do more than just hold a vote, instead demanding that governments uphold 

all rights guaranteed by international law. Whilst recognising the need for the EC to continue such work, 

all respondents agreed that the EOM should not be funded by the EIDHR, but it should be located 

instead within other instruments, although specific recommendations on how this could be achieved 

were lacking.  

- There also appeared to be almost complete agreement amongst stakeholders on the need for the EU to 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨEuropean Consensus on DemocracyΩΣ ŀƭǘhough none of the actors 

interviewed had a clear strategy in terms of the definition of democracy that they would like the EU to 

promote. Some actors considered that the EU should not provide a definition of democracy, but that it 

should instead provide a framework identifying key components of democracy, thus allowing each 

country to establish its own definition. Member States such as the UK, Sweden, and the Czech Republic 

are amongst the strongest supporters of this concept, arguing that the EU is most effective when it has 

a shared vision, common goals and an agreed framework for action. This is considered by some actors 

to be the reason why the Commission has continued to provide support to democracy promotion on an 

ad hoc and fragmented basis, as it lacks a policy document framing such support. Some argue that a 

consensus on democracy would push the Commission to develop a coherent policy to enhance 

democracy between elections, as opposed to the current support which focuses mainly on EOM. Those 

respondents who disagreed with the need for a policy document on democracy did so based on 

previous harmonisation experiences by the EU, whereby agreement could only be reached at the lowest 

common denominator level. A Commission official stated that while a policy document could enhance 

ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀƳǇŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 

intervening in the democracy promotion field. It can also be argued that having a policy document will 

have little or no impact on implementation as this will remain the main challenge once public attention 

is diverted away from the topic. 

- When asked whether the focus of the instrument should be more targeted limiting the number of 

countries and/or priorities, or left as it is, civil society actors, with just one exception, favoured the 

second option: a wide-ranging instrument. Only one organisation stated that there were too many 

priorities with no logic behind their selection, and that the Commission should therefore focus on a 

shorter list of countries with the aim of a long-term engagement if it wanted to have a real impact. 

Some respondents pointed to the weaknesses of the previous EIDHR system, where the country 

selection criteria were not readily available, resulting in a lack of transparency within the system. Think 

Tanks and organisations that do not depend financially on the EIDHR agreed that there was a need for 

an enhanced and more targeted approach. Amnesty International pointed to the worrying trend, 

observed in other human rights fields, of a wide range of new objectives and fields of intervention being 

approved, but without additional financial resources, as is demonstrated by the constantly increasing 

number of EU Human Rights Guidelines. The ECDPM was very clear about the need for the Commission 

to develop targeted country strategies, allowing for a comprehensive and complementary intervention 
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 Despots Masquerading as Democrats, by Kenneth Roth, Human Rights Watch 
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combining all financial instruments.  

Other issues that proved more controversial and highlighted different positions between stakeholders were 

as follows: 

- There was disagreement surrounding the impact of Objective 1 on the work of democracy promotion, 

with the majority of stakeholders, including political foundations but interestingly also EC officials, 

stating that democracy-related work cannot be carried out in extremely difficult countries. 

- The issue of providing funding to political parties remains contentious, although only a small proportion 

of the stakeholders interviewed, represented by the EPD, an MEP and the Czech Republic, supported 

direct funding to political parties31. All other actors, including other members of the European 

Parliament, would only support indirect funding to political parties if it was channelled through 

independent bodies such as political foundations or local civil society organisations. 

- The main issue on which there does not seem to be consensus among German political foundations and 

other bodies such as the EPD is the party approach, with political foundations supporting an approach 

organised along ideological party lines, whereas the EPD supports a multi-party approach. In this regard 

it is interesting to note that one of the first drafts of the EIDHR Strategy Paper contained a reference to 

the multi-party approach, which was then removed from the final version of the document. 

2. Findings and recommendations 

FINDINGS 

Á There is agreement among stakeholders interviewed that the current EIDHR Strategy Paper has a 

stronger focus on democracy promotion. 

Á Civil society actors are satisfied with the current instrument as it is broader in its geographic and 

thematic scope, which they prefer as opposed to a more restricted instrument.  

Á The programming and implementation of the EIDHR is followed overwhelmingly by civil society 

organisations that are potential beneficiaries of the program. Consequently their advocacy 

interventions and dialogue with the Commission is often limited to, or in the best case, strongly 

focused on the representation of their own financial interests. As a result, Commission officials do not 

tend to see them as technical and knowledgeable experts in the field of democracy promotion, with 

whom they can collaborate and sustain a constructive and substantive dialogue.  

Á While political foundations and new democracy promotion actors share their views on most issues. 

Á There are highly committed and dedicated Commission officials that often work under enormous staff 

and time constraints, and so therefore would welcome constructive external technical support from 

civil society actors. 
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 Specifying that funding should only go to parties that have been democratically elected and who are represented in 

national Parliaments. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Á Civil society organisations possess a large amount of knowledge as a result of the long standing 

democracy work that they implement at the country level, but they should improve their capacity to 

transfer this knowledge to European Institutions. This can be done by formulating more technical 

positions regarding the substance of the instrument that will allow them to build a better 

partnership with Commission officials. 

Á It would be advantageous if organisations that are not direct beneficiaries of the EIDHR would 

recognise the role of the instrument as a tool to implement EU policy commitments, and therefore 

align their advocacy efforts with those organisations that have a substantial financial interest in the 

instrument. 

Á Political Foundations and other networks such as EPD should enhance their collaboration and speak 

with stronger voice on issues that are of common interest in democracy promotion. 
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V. Overall findings and recommendations 

OVERALL FINDINGS 

Á The Commission has made notable advances in the 2007-2010 EIDHR programming document in 

order to include specific democracy promotion activities and the intervention of political actors. 

Á Multiple mandates and high expectations from Council, Parliament and civil society, combined with 

what is perceived as a lack of a firm political position from the Commission seem to have resulted in 

an ever broader set of objectives, issues, countries and eligible actors for the EIDHR, which have not 

been complemented by the necessary budgetary increase. This appears to be leading to a 

fragmentation in the fields of intervention, with sources being spread too thinly over the various 

intervention areas.  

Á Notwithstanding progress made at the programmatic level, the democracy promotion strategy of 

the Instrument has not been adequately translated by Delegations in the guidelines of the Country 

Based Support Schemes (CBSS) Call for proposals, which have predominantly focussed on human 

rights related priorities.  

Á The Instrument grants a privileged role to the Country Based Support Schemes which, in terms of 

financial coverage, almost equal macro projects identified through Calls for proposals issued by 

headquarters. 

Á There seems to be considerable room for improvement in order to achieve complementarity 

between the EIDHR and geographic programs.  

OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Á The author of this study recommends a greater strategic focus of the Instrument. There appears to 

be two possibilities for streamlining the Instrument: either maintaining a broad geographic focus, 

whilst further tightening and integrating the thematic approach; or through the opposite approach.  

Á It is obvious that the EIDHR on its own cannot fund all priority fields, which could potentially have a 

positive impact on human rights and democracy. The Commission needs to make careful and 

deliberate choices based, on increased and diversified sources of analysis of data and evidence. A 

narrower and more focused programme will certainly generate criticism and frustration among 

some stakeholders. Yet the risk of making no choices produces an Instrument that lacks prioritisation 

and is implemented in such a fragmented and diluted fashion that its impact and efficiency are 

highly questionable.  

Á Concrete mechanisms of ensuring complementarity with geographical aid should be further 

explored in order to focus the EIDHR on issues that might not be suitable for geographic instruments 

due to their sensitivity. 
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Á The commitment to the promotion of democracy through the EIDHR requires constant review of its 

objectives and the way in which they are implemented. 

Á In order to prepare the 2010 mid-term review of the EIDHR strategy paper, the Commission should 

take stake of what has been done up to date, especially with regards to the relevance and efficiency 

of the micro-projects and the CBSS. 
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This paper examines the way in which the European Commission has dealt with democracy 

promotion at the programmatic level through the European Initiative/Instrument for Democracy 

and Human Rights (EIDHR). Policy priorities made by the different EIDHR multi-annual 

programming documents during the last decade are examined. The report concludes that the 

EIDHR needs to enhance complementarity with geographical programmes, which represent the 

only funding mechanism that can, due to its financial size, provide for a significant contribution to 

the field of democracy promotion and human rights. Similarly, it shows how despite the efforts of 

the Strategy Paper 2007-2011, democracy support has not been adequately translated by 

Delegations, thus calling for greater internal policy coherence. 
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