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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, withouthe need for the host government consent. As a result, the EIDHR is
supposedly able to focus on sensitive political issues and innovative approaches, arodperaie directly

with local civil society organisations, which seek to preserve their indeperdigom 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 EIDHRamuital 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 tre side, and budgetary limitations on the other. It
concludes that the current 2062010 Strategy Paper contains a programme that is both thematically and
geographically, but also in terms of eligible actors, significantly wider than its predecessoeddothat

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 democragyomotion objective of the EIDHR, it appears that over the years, there
has been a clear tendency to allocate more funds to human rigiiéded work, as opposed to the core
elements of democracy promotion, such as capabitifding for politicians and phamentary bodies, or
facilitating dialogue between political actors and civil society. The 200D EIDHR marks a change in this
trend, through the inclusion for the first time of specific democracy promotion priorities and the mention of
political actas 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 Couaged Support Schees Calls for proposals, which
have tended to focus on human rights related priorities.

¢CKS YlI22NARGe 2F adl |1 SK2ftRSNA AYyGSNWASESR O2yaAiRSsS
democracy promotion strategy could potentially contribute to an enhanced strategy under the EIDHR.

The report concludes that the[BHR 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 Commissibowever 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 beneficigrgovernment, 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.






[. Introduction

This report seeks tassess 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 reporttakesp  OS AL Ayad | ol O13INRdzyR 2F AyiSyaArAfTAaASR L
| 2yadSyada 2y 58Y20NIO8Qs FyR G F GAYS 6KSYy-G(GKS |
term review.

Although increasingly sophisticated programmingl dmplementation 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 wredtent 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
instNHzY Sy 1 Qa RSY2ONI O& LINRY2(dA2y adGNlrGS3es SaLISOAL €
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 Wirequire 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 dbeunumber of previous studies,
whose conclusions and recommendations are, for the most part, still relevant to@ihg report instead
focuses on the policy commitments made by the Commission. The report does not edfgotimanalysis of

the full scee 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 democraapd 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@ngliton

for its achievement. However, for the purposes of this study, a somehow forced distinction between human
rights and democracy priorities had to be neaith 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 enhancendaiogiie
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

ISee for exampleStriking a Balance: Efficiency, Effectiveness aketountability, F.M. Partners Limited (2006}
AThe Commi ssion coul dGrapoAlda¢005)ehe GreeinERA inghe EusopearPRaniament.

10



communication on Human Rights amemocracy, 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 béhabtlee 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 actofsom human rights NGOs, Political Foundations and other democracy promotion
institutions, including Think Tanks. All interviews were conducted on a confidential andttnibatable

basis, although a list of those institutions interviewed can be founti@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 promotin 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 ued@otimtry 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 reparThe 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, leonemted by a series of
recommendations linked to the findings.

11



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 ifeaspolitical 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 ponestsuring that it

is complementary to the geographic instruments, seeing as it can cover issues to which host governments
will be reluctant to consentlt also offers greater flexibility and a capacity to respond to changing
circumstances or to suppolinnovation, in contrast with the lorterm programming approach of the
geographical programme® A @Sy (G KS Ay a i NHzy Sy i thetefondBeeds io/ad Fimarily Y2 RS
as a catalyst to assist in bringing about more sustained developments a@malgyi 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 cowemel projects.

This chapter draws some conclusions as toithglementation of the EIDHR during the last decade based on
the analysis of several facts and figtfres

1. 9L51 wQa 0dzZR3ISAY
The total EIDHR allocations have evolved as follows during the last 10 years:
Figurel: Budget evolution
Financial allocation (in Euro million)

140 1

120 +44%

100 +

80 T

60 T

40 1

20 1

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

21t has been extremely challenging to obtain reliable data since there is a high levelegatisy 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.
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since continued to grow, albeit at a slow rate. In 2007, the budget suffered a significant decrease, probably
as an exceptional measure takenorder 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 constraiapplicable to all external eoperation 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 essaknin
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 EIDHRammuisl 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:

Tablel. Geographic and thematic coverage

Main . Number Total Budget in AL
. Subpriorities : - average
objectives countries million Euro
budget
2002-2004 4 priorities 12 31 330 165
20052006 4 campaigns 12 68 250 125
2007-2010 5 objectives 21 150* 585 146

* According to FMI Classificatiokour of the five objectives of the instrument covpotentially all developing
countries.

As theabove 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 complaeefirst multrannual 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 20022004 programming document was structured according to four main campaigns that regrouped a
series of 12 suipriorities. The document also identified 31 focus countries, according to a series of given
selection criteria. After conducting programming missions that wezkel in collaboration with officials in

13



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 allocafmmeach 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 coungrfunds 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 beyomdhtiiicative EIDHR allocation for

the target country concerned

The 20052006 programming document +grganised the priorities into campaigns, whilst maintaining the
same number of principle objectives and guiorities. The document provided for a widgeographical

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 2002010 Strategy Paper contains a programme that is both thematicallygaodraphically

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 definitionf 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
TheEIDHR has three principal procedures at its disposal for identifying projects to be financed:

i) Projects identified through Calls for proposals (magrojects) that are implemented by civil society
operators.

i) Micro-projects (now called countrgased suppdrschemes), which are small grants made available to
and administered directly by selected delegations via local Calls for proposals.

iif) 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 projectallowed the Commissionot 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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Figure2: Selection procedures
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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 compleceamfural reasons, to renew the European
Human Rights Foundation (EHRF) contract for technical assistAsce 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 2001e thercentage 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 propdsals then onpnly where the
potential recipient of a grant could be considered adeajureor de factomonopolist, and only in cases of
emergency, did implementation through a targeted project remain a possibility. This reduced the scope of
potential partners to intenational 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, mitdNE 2 S O (i & Ras B&dilBidtlessed from 8.4 per cent

of the total budget in 2000 to 38 per cent in 2008. In fact, 2008 is the first year in which projects identified
through micro Calls for proposals (CBSS) (38%) will almost equal those identified by macro.5%l)s (39

15



The evolution oMicro-projects (now called CountBased support schemes) has been as follows:

Table2: Micro-projects yearly budget

Average country

Year Countries Budget in million Euro 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 asf 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 &0@b.

The maximum and minimum size of the mignmjects grants evolved as follows:

Table3: Micro-projects grant size

Year Maximum size in Euro Minimum size in Euro
19992001 50,000 3,000
20022004 100,000 10,000
20052006 100,000 10,000

2007-10 300,000 10,000

It can be concluded that the 202010 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 rangecvil society actors, as opposed to previous programmes
that were mainly targeted at small grassroots organisations.

In terms of the use otargeted projects, it is worth assessing the level of funding granted to Electoral
Observation Missions, althoughnain depth assessment of that mechanism and its contribution to
democracy promotion falls beyond the scope of this study.

16



Figure3. Electoral Observation Missions as percentage of the total EIDHR Budget
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Funding dedicated tdclectoral 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 if, 2007

corresponding to 35 per cent of the annual budget. In 2007, under thve BEDOHR 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 geagperiod.

4. Regional coverage

In overall terms, SuBaharan 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 a®dd\Ito 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, impegiecpnd

position and reaching joint first position with the ACP in 22086. 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 tlegions that received the least

In 2007 certain EEC countidssNB NBy I YSR a2 S&aid SNy

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

FE1Fya

Plan publishean the EuropeAid website http://ec.europaleuropeaid/where/worldwide/eidhr/working

documents_en.htm

YR

® Albania, Bosnia Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo, Croatia, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

® 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 argherefore not reflected any longer as a separate region.

Figure4: Regional coverage
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5. Findings and Recommendations

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

A acontinuous, albeit slow, increase of the total budget, with an increase of 44% over the last ten
years;

A 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 oflsan 2007,

A a significant increase in the number of priorities in the 2@0710 Strategy Paper;

A an increase in the number of eligible partners which now include -registered NGOs,
parliamentary bodies, and NGOs from all developed countries;

A the increasein the number of countries and priorities eligible for EIDHR funding has not been
accompanied by the necessary corresponding increase in the budget;

A limited public information of data and public background information justifying the increase of
priorities;

18



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

A a major increase in countispecific micreprojects schemes with 38 % of the funds being spent
through this mechanisms in 2008;

A a significant inease in the number of countries benefiting from mignwjects (CBSS);

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

A a shift in the priority regions with funding to Eastern European countries being cut down aridgund
to Asia and the Middle East having increased.

- T

RECOMMENDATIONS

A Although the predecessors of the current Instrument were criticized for thaek of transparency
and logic motivating the country selection criteria, a closer reading and analysis of theckground
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 forthe 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 strategyThis 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 significapact 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.

A 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 -prigjects
schemes. An evaluation is even more important taking into account trae<f 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 EQhe 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.

A In view of the lack of aluation of the EIDHR as a whole witnessed in these last years, it would also
appear necessary for theommission 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

19



it is complementary to geographic funding. This is particularly important in order to assess the
effectiveness of the programmatic shift represented by the 20070 EIDHR.

The Commissioshould 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.

20



B. A decade of democracy promotion throughEHR

1. A decade of democracy promotion through EIDHR

The European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, originally Chapfé &7the EU budgetyas

created by an initiative of the European Parliament in 1994, which brought together eleven hedgbhgs
specifically dealing with the promotion of human rights and democray the different programmes that

were regrouped under the new initiative, the promotion of democracy featured strongly only in the PHARE
and TACIS democracy programmes, whighe 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 199drtpedn

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 wengegrated 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 198&uropean Court of Jire ruling, concerning the lack of a
fS3art olFlara F2N) GKS [/ 2YYAaaArzyQa FOtAazya Ay (KS
implementation of the initiative in June and July 1988order to provide a legal basis for the initiative, the
Courtil adopted two Regulations: on the 2®f April 1999, Council Regulation (EC) No. 975/19992 and
Council Regulation (EC) N.6/1999, on the development and consolidatiohdemocracy and the rule of

law and respect for human rights and fundamental freed.

The Human Rights Regulations were due to expire on tA@BDecember 2004 but were extended until the

31% of December 2006, so as to coincide with the starting date of the new Financial Perspectives. The
Regulations provided for the establishmeasfta Human Rights and Democracy Commitidech started its

work in July 1999. It was composed of representatives of the 15 Member Stateshamgéd by the
Commission. The Committee was tasked with investigating all issues concerning Communithefieid

of human rights and democraty

The three multiannual 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/@06 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 iamgotdb 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, Becratisation and Conflict Prevention. Within each section, specific areas of
intervention are identified, 10 for Human Rights with 20 guilorities, 7 for Democratisation with 16 sub
priorities and 5 for Conflict Prevention with 3 sphorities. Regulation 1889/2006 is, however, noticeably

"EU AnnualReport on Human Rights 2001
8EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2001
° 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 2 subpriorities, whereas the human rights heading includes 10 fields of intervention with

26 subpriorities. In addition, the regulation also contains 4 mainstream priority fields: gender equality,
rights of the child, rights of indigenous peoples, righfspersons with disabilities, and principles such as
empowerment, participation, nowliscrimination of vulnerable groups and accountability, that must be
integrated into all interventions.

It is important to note the considerable enlargement of the scagfepriorities 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 righesdf Other fields of intervention, such as conflict
prevention, which have as such been excluded, appear now in a diluted form under the dermeatasey

F OGADBAGASAET GKAOK y2¢g AyOfdzRSa YSI adz2NBa WAtzhe FI OA
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 anceconciliation 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 asessment of these priorities leads us to believe that the legislator may have excluded certain fields
that could have easily been covered by geographicabpmration, in an attempt to leave to the new
instrument issues that could not have been otherwisgeared. 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 referemcto 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 EuropeamdpariMember

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 multannual EIDHR programming documents (now called strategy papers) that set up the
specific priorities for the programming peripds we can see below. In order to be able to identify the

/| 2YYA&a4a4A2Yy Qa8 RSY2ONI O&8 LINBY2UA2Y dzy RSNLIAYYAYy3 (KS
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 promotiefated acivities. 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 falsat 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 artéchniques of parliamentary practice and procedulssmulti
party groups of politians and by parliamentary staff

b) The strengthening of Noovernmental Organisations (NGOs) and associations vidyicieir
vocation and activities can make a contributianthe promotion of a pluralissociety

c) Thetransfer of specific expertise and technical skills about democratic practice ardléhef law
to professional groups and associations in the CEEC and NIS cofiterned

The2001 programming document contained five priority arésamong which:

a) Spportingdemocratisation and the strengthening of thele of law including

A Independence of the judiciary and separation of powers, pluralism, and promotion of good
governance.

A Promoting the participation of the people in the decisiomking process, in particular by
promoting equal participation of men and women in civil society, in economic life and in
politics.

b) Supportingfor 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 progrindesss. PHARE and
TACIS revealed a strong focus on both capdmitiging of political actors, so as to enable them to conduct
democratic activities, and reinforcing civil society actors, to adopt democratic principles and construct
democratic institutionsIn 2001 there is an apparent switch from direct support to political actors and very
specific democracy capacibuilding activities, towards a broader field of support to state institutions such
as the judiciary, good governance values such as the atparof powers, and a much broader and
somehow vague definition of approaches to civil society, namely the promotion of its participation in
decisionmaking processes but without specifying how it will be done.

The year 2000 proved to be a transition yeas the management structures and implementation
methodology of the initiative underwent a number of significant changes.tf@ffirst time, the Human

Rights and Democratisation Unit of the External Relations Directo@daeral (RELEX B1), under
Commisioner 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 managememixtérnal assistance programmes. It provided

F2NJ I WNIY RAOIf 2 @S Niedratain @f the ProjeciNecld Wilh ¥ ¥irgly BoBly inicKagge of
implementation (EuropeAid), which employed the majority of the European Human Rights Foundation staff.
g GKS aryS GAYS | ySg LRftAOEEI gKAOK 0SOlIYS 1y29¢

2 Commission of the European Communities (1997aluation of the Phare and Tacis Democracy Programme 2:992
Final Report42.
» EU Annual Reporbn Human Rights 2002

23



which involvedhe extensive devolution of project management to Commission delegations throughout the
world*2 The devolution process was completed 3805, leading to the management of all-dountry

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 furalgilable under budget line B/ in comparison with the

broad policy objectives as set out by Council Regulations (EC) No 975 and 976/19@&nthession

adopted a more strategic approach through the Communicatio® d0S 9 dzNR LIS Yy ! Yy h@ Y Q&
human rights andlemocratisation in third countri€d. This was the first and so far only communication of

its nature adopted by the Commissidn.order to maximise impact it identified four topias EIDHR action
includingd & dzLJLI2 NII (12 ONNBYAHEKSYYRSY¥22R I20SNY I yOS | yR i

This priority area was the one with the widest scope and eclectic mix eprsufities to be covered. It
included the following swbopics:

A working with civil society to promote greater participation of people in decisiaking at all
levels, including an equal participation of men and women, and different identity groups
(ethnicity, religion etc);

development of pluralist political processes

free media;

independent and welfunctioning justice system;

rights of freedom of association and assembly;

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

S>> > >

Under this objective, the communication focuses on the needtrengthen 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 hiene, t
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 heAdand with democracy promotion. In this
regard, the Commission does not appear to igtige the need to develop a targeted and exclusive strategy

for the promotion of democracy.

The first EIDHR mudinnual programming document covered the peri2@D2-2004 and strongly reflected

the priorities and structure identified by the 2001 CommunigatAs in the communication, the first priority

I NBI NBFSNAR (2 W{dzZJIRNI (G2 adNBy3aIdKSy RSY2ONI GAal
majority of the subpriority areas present in the communication, with the only exception being the
WRSGPSE2LIVSYy(d 2F LI dzNF £ Aad LREAGAOIE LINRPOS&aasSaqQsz ¢
prevention and resolution, which was omitted in the communication.

The implementation of the EIDHR was considerably affected in 2003 by the poblioathe new Financial
Regulation, which brought significant changes, notably in terms of restriction of flexibility at the
implementation level.

2EU Annual Report on Human Rights 2001
3 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 buthaees them
WOI YLIAIYyaQ a 2LIRaSR (2 -2006)NfeateXEniphaSisi Wilbbe blaced 2o | G S
strengthening democratisation proces$ésOne of the thematic campaignss indeed dedicated to:

Promoting the Democratic Process, which included:

A support to Election Observation Missions, including gasttion support to National Election
Commissions and Parliaments but alsiwic and voter education, public awarenesasing
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;

A Freedom of association;

A Freedom of expression.

In terms of democracyelated 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 ObservatidMissions (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 thg abili

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 specificatity. In

this respect it would appear that pport 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 Europeanitiative for Democracy and Human Rights was eventually adopted by the European
Parliament and the Council in Decemt2806™°. The Regulation, which entered into force on th df
January 2007 and will remain in force until the”2f December 2013, establishes a sstndingfinancial
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 krwtkffect on the subsequent strategy paper for the
years 20072010 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.

Inthe ConY A & & A 2 Y Q&' #hé gurrest ENDRR strategy pap007-2010, introduces a range of
changes, including a strong focus on democracy promotion.

14 European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) Strategy PaperZ0iiib

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

'8 Brochure "Furthering Human Rights and Democracy Across the Globe 2007"
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The new strategy paper is organised around five objecti@sntrary 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
LIS NBR dzy G Af fyAyd SIRE o RV23bjNitk@shsSolldwa: F F SNB y i

A Objective 1: covers the right of freedorof 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 oimovement within the borders of a state. This objective will be implemented in
difficult countries where human rights are most at risk.

A Objective 2: refers,inter alig, to the ceoperation among civil society organisations to pursue common
agendas of demoatic reform; enhancing political representation and participatjoimcluding the
empowerment of women and other undeepresented groups, by means of initiatives by civil society
AY RAFE23dz2S G6AGK aLRfAGAOIFT &2 @Ghebtarians or de§istelve LI f
bodies);initiatives toenhance the inclusiveness and pluralishtivil society.

A Objective 5: besides supporting the EOM it also provides supportmasures of local civil society
organisations aimed at supporting implementati@of recommendations of EU Election Observation
Missions.

The 20072010 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, itheredirect
NEFSNBYyOS (2 aLRfAGAOIE &a20ASGeé o

As a result, this Strategy Paper contains a stronger reference to democracy promotion activities and political
actors than any of its predecessors.

CKS /2YYA&aarz2yaQ LRt AGAOI focragyhpromotigh 2iMder kthg” neB FIRHRYWAS R |
clearly stated in the first draft of the Strategy Paper that was shared with civil society for consuftafioe
document dedicated a full section to addressing the expectation for the new programme to engage more
SELX AOAGEe gAGK LREAGAOFKE &a20AS8SiGed Ly GKFEG R20dzy S
civil society and political parties antie¢ 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 civigtyoarganisations 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 prioty 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
y2id 05 Syg@ral 3aSRos

This new approach is partly reflected in theA Y £ @SNBRA2Y 2F GKS { 0N} dS3e
4207080843 a4dOK & LREAGAOFE LINIASE FyR LI NIALFYS)

17 Paper availablat 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 conterfieo€bnsultation 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 principleof 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 EIDldBs 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 demoelatey, are
presented alongside an extensive number of competitive specific human iglated priorities. As the
AYGNRRdAzOG2NE aSyidSyOS ugdér oltjent@eS2Qall hughén rights Concednsblifical, a G I
civil, economic, social and cultugt YR | £ f | ALISOG&a 2F RSY 2Tod\dexi chapteri A 2 v
will explore in greater detail the outcome of this strategy.

Whereas both the 2002006 and 2002010 documents promote freedom of expression and association,

the latter limits its geographical scope to those countries and regions where human rights are nisist kit r

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

LINEY2GA2Y Ay OSNIIFIAYy WSEGNBYSte RAFFAOdZ G O2dzy i NA

have an impact on the humangtits 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 €00nhcil Communication on Human

wA IKGa ¢ KA OKereXitiil-sdciBti is WekK: atid ndéds strengtherfimgexample, under, or in the

aftermath of a dictatorial regimelocal NGOs are unlikely to have the capacity to apply for funding from
NHz&'% St aQ

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 EQidriod (e.g. public awarenesaising programmes;
capacitybuilding 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 fopowf EOM
recommendations in their CBSS, have not made use of that possibility.

2. Findings and recommendations
FINDINGS

A The/ 2YYAaarz2yQa &adNIGd§S3e F2NJ RSY2ONI O0& LINRY2GA:
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 Electobse®ration 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

8 COM(2001) 252 (May 2001)
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most consistent, coherent, and differéated approach. Certainly, having an EU communication
GKFG &adzllll2NIia GKS /2YYAaairzyQa OKz2A0Sa FyR Sy
elements leading to this strategic approach. The promotion of freedom of expression and
association along wht 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.

A ¢KS /2YYAaaAz2yQa Ay S Ndcgidthelpiotofion dffdemodta8y hhksPalsdS 2 7
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 humanregted work,
as opposedd the core elements of democracy promotion, such as capaacitiging 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 &argree to political society
(partially addressed by the current EIDHR), which is in turn replaced by a general support to
AUNBY3IGKSYAy3d OAGAE a20ASGed ¢KAA | LIINRIFOK 0O2d
example, enhancing the overalpacity of civil society, as opposed to targeted activities, to enhance
the democratic role of civil society and political actors.

A The priority fields that appear under the heading of democracy promotion have not been consistent
throughout the various mgramming 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

A For the purpose of achieving a streamlin@dgramming of the EIDHR, it would be beneficial for the
Commission to further specify the goals under their democracy promotion activitiedndda policy
R20dzySyid RSTAYAyYy3A réadtior sifdtedycOuld pRedtialy ©andridDt@ to lah
enhanced strategy under the EID¥R hy S 2F (KS LRRaairoArAtAdAasSa O2d:
5SY20NI O&¢ o

A 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 capaditing for
politicians and parliamentary bodies need to be adopted in conjunction with pure human rights
interventions.

A The Commission could ddep 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, countriesnflict and post
conflict situations, fragile democracies, and new democracies in the process of consofidation
Furtherance of this index requires gefinition of what the EU considers to be benchmarks for
democratisation

19 commission Communication of 11 April 2000 on EU Election Assistance and Observation
%0 See below undarhapter IVfor an overiew of the opinions of different stakeholders involved in this debate.
Promoting Democracy through Ci vitbwarBsahe Eastery Neighbourhood 0 St ey
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lll. The promotion of democracy 20072010

A. The 20072010 EIDHR: Country Based Support Schemes

The countrybased 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 aycappitoach, since they are
managed at country level by European Commission Delegations.

According toCommission 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 theape 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 ' of January 2007 and the 3bf 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 deenot 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 catry, 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 nair@ range of complex issues.
LYRSSRZ GKS LI LIS NIURIEr Ldbjectide\ 7 falk hundadl FightS doncémjdiitical, aivil,
economic, social and culturdd YR F £ £ F aLISOG A 2F RSY2 OiStiafedylPaper2z y Y
then attemptsto 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 allgmities covered under this objective in order to enhance the
understanding of the choices made by Delegations when issuing the calls.

Objective 2 focuses oriStrengthening 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:

A All human rights concerns (political, econonsiogial and cultural)
A All aspects of democratisation
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A An emphasis on assisting civil society to develop greater cohesion in working on: human rights, political
pluralism, democratic political participation and representation, the peaceful conciliationrafpg
interests, combating discrimination on all grounds, developing equal participation of men and women in
social, economic and political life,-operation among local civil society organisations and stakeholders.

A Specific objectives that should ensutetexplicit 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 ares of support, which are as follows:

i) The pursuit of common agendas for human rights and democratic reform, based @apeaation among
civil society organisations working in mutual support to build coalition across different regions,
communities, identity groups and a range of socieconomic actors, including independent political
platforms or foundations.

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

f SaIratlrGAGS OKFy3aS G2 LINRY2(GS ¢2YSyQa NRIKGAX
protection of the ridpts of indigenous peoples

a fairer electoral system,

trade union rights,

democratic oversight of the security sector,

abolition of the death penalty,

prevention of torture and iftreatment,

access to primary education,

reduction of maternal mortality,

promoting decent working conditions.

PAD I I OB P P P i

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
internationalcommitments.

i) Building towards consensus on disputed or controversial areas of pafiayeeply divided societies, by
means of civil society dialogues, which seek to bridge societal divides and bring together a wide range of
stakeholders to share expance 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 minorites ahd/ RA 3Sy 2dza LJS2 L) SaQ NARIKGAZ
- religion and the state,

- land reform,

- control of natural resources.

iii) Enhancing political representation and participatiomncluding the empowerment of women and other
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underrepresented groups such as indigenous peoples, @sponsiveness and accountabilithy means of
AYAGALFGADSa o0& OAODAf a20AS0Ge Ay RAFE23dzS gAGK a
parliamentarians or legislative bodies).

Iv) Initiatives to enhance the inclusiveness and pluralisaf civil society, for example by supporting
activities such as:

A capacitybuilding of new or fragile civil society organisations formed by groups whose interests are
underrepresented,
A contributing to theempowerment of groups such as:
-minority groups,
-indigenous peoples,
-persons subject to castieased discrimination,
-people with disabilities,
-women workers,
-rural groups,
-internally displaced persons.
A the promotion of independent media excluding hatedia

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 propogaiisielines 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 thepsidrities of the individual lots or the spdici 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, sainars 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 Zeareduced 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 npongects, whist 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 sose¢hease
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, Honduyri#ozambique 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 strgnigeities 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. Turkg 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 dercantidiscrimination, 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 kdifinancial 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 ashthagiinst 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 humanights, 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 glingss.

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 democratand 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 (FYROahobetRwanda 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 monitary, mapping of registered voters or monitoring of elections, as in
Rwanda. Here the democracy promotion priorities worth being mentioned are: cagadlting for
personnel and institutions engaged in administering the electoral process, capaditing 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 ofapiamentary work and proceedings, promotion of voter education and
enhancingwenSy Qa LI NOAOALI GA2Y AYy LREAGAOAO®

2. Implementation

¢KS {GNF GS3e ThelfdBudlof Dijdctives 2 willlb& dnithos® countries where there is both a
strong need for moreffective action on the part of civil society organisations and sufficient freedom and
room for manoeuvre for human rights and democracy advdRdcy K2 6 SGSNE O2dzy i NA Sa &
Laos, Sudan, Vietnam and Zimbabwe, which are rated by Freedone Heudeing 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 implenent 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 biged from the CBSS in 20@B out of total of 130
countries where the EC has a Delegation.

According to the Strategy Papetjgible actors will be primarily civil society organisations with agoriori
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 teoperate with regional, Europednased or other
organisations and national publgector 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 éocal NGO. At the same time, 19 of these calls state thabdSdd 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 natipadiamentary 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-gfamting, whichwas
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'thieJahuary 2009t 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 ofdbeniny
delegations publishing callater 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 frommairmiof 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 esrqJordan), although it seems to be an exception to the standard
maximum threshold of about 1,200,000 euro (Lebanon, Russia, Croatia affyi &id the minimum is

300,000 euros (Belarus, Costa Rica, Laos, Uruguay & Vietnam). Bearing in mind the maxiecinsipeoj
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 projeatader 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 ad Recommendations
FINDINGS

A 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 objectives. This is particularly true for the objectives related to

2 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 prométion

A Although the Strategy Paper has indeslenhanced 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.

A The Strategy Paper states tha ¢ { LISOAFTAO O2dzy iNBE LINAZ2NRGASa 6A
L2t A0 O2yaARSNraGA2yaéde ,SG vYz2ald OFrftfta SAGKSN
themselves to rewrite the priorities given by the Strategy Paper.

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

A The variety in terms of the quality of the guidelines might indicate that the level of support provided
G2 5StS3ardiAaz2ya o6& GKS /2YYArAa&dAizyQa KSI RIjdz NI SN

A Dekgations 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 excludigopean organisations from applying
(both as applicant and partner).

A The majority of Delegations has omitted to mention national parliamentary bodies as eligible bodies
to participate in the CBSS.

RECOMENDATIONS

A Delegations should enhance their effortsadapt the thematic coverage of the CBSS calls to reflect
0KS O2dzyiNEQ& &ALISOATAO ySSRa IyR IRFLWG GKSY G2
for a critical mass of projects under each objective to be funded.

A The Commission needs to fiadmechanism 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.

A 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 anchdn resources available for its
implementation.

% 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 otivit 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 stronfgcus on democracy promotion, which is meant to be reached through the
implementation of the CBSS.

“The Headquartersé6 supervisory function may have been
priority fields such as electiombservation 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 #eessary followup.
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B. Complementarity with geographic programs
1. Complementarity with geographic progmas

According to the EIDHR 2006 Reguldfiod/ 2 YYdzy A& FaaradlyO0S dzyRSNI (K
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
technical ce2 LISNI A2y > Ay OfdzRAY3 0620GK 3AS2aANFLKAO | yR (K
also states that the Instrument witbmplement the new generation of geographical programmes, which will
increasingly mainstream democracy and hummigits. This position is consistent with the Treaty mandates,
according to whichthe 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-ghétion with

third countries, including political dialogge.

¢KS LINAYOALX S 2F O2YLX SYSydGIFNRGe FLIWSEFNR (G2 65 i
references to it within the EIDHR documents. The principle has been used by all EC iotBcia¢sved in

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

issues. Officials working on geographic programming appear to beawate of the need to design Country
Strategies that prove eoplementary 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 e et

the kind of democracyelated 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 haer 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 EIDiéEhemd
thematic instruments such as the Stability Instrument and the 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 theost 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
countrieg”: political dialogue, mainstreaming of democratic valiresll 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.

i) The Commission is committed téhainstreamingQ R S Y 2 O Niblés AinQOall itSNdev¢ldpment
instruments. This means that principles such as politigarticipation, representation, accountability,

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

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

% Information retrieved from:http:/éeeuropa.eu/europeaid/what/governadeenocracy/democracy/index_en.htm, and
complemented by interviews with EC officials.
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transparency and equalitgre integrated in the planning, design, implementation, and monitoring of policies
and programme. It also means that in the formulation of other policies, any negative effect on
democratisation must always be avoided.

AAAD ¢ KS  kpBcificy finandiak éng” ©éhnical assistance programmes for the promotion of
democracy focus on the followingudo 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 electionsakes the form of Electoral Assistance projects and EU Election Observation missions
(EOM). This is the area where the Commission seems tod&imned a more prominent profile and to be

working according to a clear political stegly. 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 lorgerm capacity building both of Electoral Managementis 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 d@ianged 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, pliagesntlear 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 lastitrimg 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 whils 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 inommitment by the Commission to limit EOM
funding to 25% of the total EIDHR budget.

2. EC support to parliamentsften takes the form of actions to develop the capacity of members and staff,
YR &A0NBYy3IUGKSY GKS LINIAFYSYdaQ AyaSNyYyrt 2NBFYyAAl
processes. Activities targeting civil society and the media are alsh tasémprove 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 mediaddresses two main areas: caggaonstraints and deficiencies in the regulatory
framework. Capacity building measures target technical resources, technical skills (including financial and

36



managerial skills), and professionalism and ethical standards (focusing on deontology issud® and t
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 enhaolital participation and
representationand the inclusiveness and pluralism of civil society. Activities can specifically target the
empowerment of women and other undeepresented groups, the elimination of discrimination, awareness
and information on the democratic process and fundamentghts, greater involvement and effective
participation, capacity of local organisations and local authorities, interaction afghex@mtion among state
actors, local governance and ngtate actors. This area is the explicit focus of the EIDHR althougpeaes

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 coirgg 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 thahe 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 neveghsgemin room for
YIy2Sdz&NE FTNRY GKS /2YYAaairzyQa &aiARSe® LG A& RSL
governments and the use that Delegations make of the political dialogue working tool. An additional
consequence of the local ownership priple 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.

¢CKS YIAY G3dzad NRAFya¢g 27T G ©O&8egalodsy wlich #ré yhéaht NGk hade arl INA Y
overview of all available funding instruments for the country in which they operate. Headquarters has a
supervisory and supportive role to play through the@d f £t SR avdzk £t Ade { dzLJLJ2 NI D
carriedout 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 cagate colleagues at the EC Delegation level. In order to address this
concern, all internal regional seminars that will be held in 2009, bringing together Brbsseld and EC
Delegation staff, will focus on the issue of complementarity.

2. Findings and recomendations
FINDINGS

A There is a shared understanding amongst EC officials concerning the commitment that the
Commission has made to achieve greamwmplementarity between the EIDHR and other
instruments so as to promote democracy and human rights.

A 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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The Commission is aware that the main challenge when attempting to incorporate hughs and
democracyrelated issues into the Country Strategy Papers is the potential conflict with the
government ownership with development proces®es

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

Due to the strong focus on local ownership of geotiaprogrammes, 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.

Officials mterviewed in the course of this studyoted that EC Delegations are the guardians of
complementarity. However, it remains unclear how information and decisions taken at the
58St SALGA2yQa tS@St INBE FSR o0l O] O grammiabziraeesd. a4 |y

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.

There is a limited aviability of data showing fundintevels for democracyelated initiatives. It
is also difficult to obtain detailed information.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A

A

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.

In order to enhance work done for democracy promotion,héis 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 countrytailored democacy promotion strategies the Commission needs first to agree

on a Elspecific democracy promotion strategy.

It is also recommended for the Commission to enhance its visibility and communication tools for a
more transparent and accessible overview of ttt@mocracy promotion policies.

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 democragyromotion issues into geographical programmes.

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

%8 \When confronted with this question, Commission officials stated that political dialogue is the only possible way to
address that pldem. 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.{ G { S Kéentrib&idhE Q
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 BJ Member States, Members of the European Parliament and officials from the European Confthission
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 prioritgsues 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 200D Strategy Paper addresses the issue of
democracy promotion.ndeed, 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 lesdas 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, hawewas slightly different with the recommendations for
SYKFyOAy3 GKS 9L51wQa 62N] 2y RSY2ONI O&8 LINRPY2{(Az2
beneficiaries had a tendency to focus more on implementing issues, whilst stakeholders that hawecho d
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 impleneidan 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 practive fashionhe 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 #rel Netherlands Institute for Multiparty
Demaracy (NIMDgpre of the opinion that such issues could be best dealt with by Europeaistatn
actors that would act in complementarity with the Commission, similar to the delegation of tasks
between several Member States governments (Germany, The Natits] UK, Sweden) and
2NHBFYAalLGA2ya Ay GKSANI OA@GAt a20ASGed 9dzNRLISQA
funding intervention by the Commission would be politically too sensitive and against diplomatic
interests of the EC delegatioThey consider that in such cases independent bodies would be in a better
position to ensure the redistribution of EIDHR fun@imongthe stakeholders interviewed this initiative
enjoys strong support from a prominent Member of the European Parliamedhttlae Czech Republic.

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

9 See detailed list of institutions interviewed at the end isfréport.
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independent body willing to redistribute funds has to apply through the Calls for Proposals process in
the same way as all other organisats 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
5SSt S3l GA 2y Qaalwith defdcrady Snd Rumanzigh® 8sues 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 areCammission
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 experifor the provision of joint training sessions.

- Several organisations that had directly benefited from EIDHR funding raised concerns about the
SYLKIFIaira LI OSR o6& GKS /2YYAaaArzy 2y Waiay3at S A:
merits. Sucka 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 betweiil 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 Obje®ti2 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 framtsog
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 loca&ivil 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
organis@ions 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 loAgem commitment would
increase the impactfaactivities.

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 -mnpkécy
and that it isabsolving itself of its responsibility to seriously engage with political society. The Network
of Political Foundations (ENoP) noted during its advocacy work related to the EIDHEO20(Btrategy
Paper that there was a contradiction between the statdyeatives of the paper, such as the willingness
02 WalNBy3aIGKSy LRtAGAOI LI dzZN> f AAYQX IyR (GKS
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 ehancement, 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*femted the EU
to insist that governments do more than just hold a vote, instead denmanttiat 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 instrments, 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
RSOSt 2L 6KI (i KIEuropedh Eghsedslistoh Bedtoctad Boligh fione 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 &ramework 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 medivef 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 hocand fragmented basis, as it ka 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 aypdcument could enhance
0KS /2YYA&daAirzyQa AYyiSNBSyldiAzyas GKS | 0aSyO0S 2-
intervening in the democracy promotion field. It can also be argued that having a policy document will
have little or no impact on implementatn 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 astowith just one exception, favoured the
second option: a wideanging 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 ountries with the aim of a lonterm 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 transpgreitbin 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 fad, 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 needmniission
to develop targeted country strategies, allowing for a comprehensive and complementary intervention

% 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 stakeholelers
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 democracyelated work canot 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, dupporte
direct funding to political parti€s. 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 sbciety 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 ideologicparty lines, whereas the EPD supports a rrpatity 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 versibthe document.

2. Findings and recommendations
FINDINGS

A There is agreement among stakeholders interviewed that the current EIDHR Strategy Paper has a
stronger focus on democracy promotion.

A Qvil 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.

A The programming and implementation of the EIDHR is followed overwhelminglgivii 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 finanidiiaterests. 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.

A While political foundatins and new democracy promotion actors share their views on most issues.

A There are highly committed and dedicated Commission officials that often work under enormous staff
and time constraints, and so therefore would welcome constructive external techsupglort from
civil society actors.

%1 Specifyingthat funding should only go to parties that have been democratically electavharate represented in
national Parliaments.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

A 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.

A It would be advantageous if organigms 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 intethet in
instrument.

A 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 andecommendations
OVERALL FINDINGS

A The Commission has made notable advances in the-200@ EIDHR programming document in
order to include specific democracy promotion activities and the intervention of political actors.

A Multiple mandates and high expectations from Courieédrliamentand 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, countrieseigible actors for the EIDHR, which have not
been complemented by the necessary budgetary increalds appears to be leading to a
fragmentation in the fields of intervention, with sources being spread ttooly over the various
intervention areas.

A Notwithstanding progress made at the programmatic level, the democracy promotion strategy of
the Instrument has not been adequately translated by Delegations in the guidelines Gounary
Based Support SchemeSRSS) Call for proposals, which have predantly focussed on human
rights related priorities.

A 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
headquartes.

A There seems to be considerable room for improvement in order to achieve complementarity
between the EIDHR and geographic programs.

OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS

A The author of this study recommends a greater strategic focus of the Instrument. There appears t
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.

A It is obvious that the EIDHR on its own cannot fund all priority fields, which could potentially have a
positive impact onhuman rights and democracyThe Commission needs to make careful and
deliberate choices based, on increased and diversified sourfcasatysis 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 fragmented and diluted fashion that its impact and efficiency are
highly questionable.

A Concrete mechanisms of ensuring complementarity with geographical aid should be further
explored in order to focus the EIDHR on issues that might not be suitaljedgraphic instruments
due to their sensitivity.
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A The commitment to the promotion of democracy through the EIDHR requires constant review of its
objectives and the way in which they are implemented.

A In order to prepare the 2010 mittrm review of the EIDHRrategy paper, the Commission should
take stake of what has been done up to date, especially with regards to the relevance and efficiency
of the microprojects 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-ammulil
programming documents during the last decade arexamined The report concludes that the
EIDHR needs t@nhance complementarity with geographical programmes, which represent the
only funding mechanism that can, due to its financial size, proviimiea significant contribution to

the field of democracy promotion and human rights. Similarly, it shows how despite the efforts of
the Strategy Paper @7-2011, democracy support has not been adequately translated by
Delegationsthus calling for greatemternal policy coherence
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