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Abstract
This study evaluates the performance of the EU external financing instruments (EFIs) in
the light of the European Commission’s mid-term review and discussions on the post2020 architecture for such instruments.
The evaluation finds that the existing architecture and geographic/thematic coverage
of the EFIs has, overall, been relevant to the EU policy objectives set in 2014, and
provided added value, but has been less responsive than hoped to recipients’ needs.
Adaptations made to the design of the instruments have enhanced the EFIs’ results, but
they have faced recurrent implementation weaknesses (e.g. limited political steering,
lack of flexibility, and capacity issues, as well as disagreements with partner countries).
Lessons across all EFIs include the need to do more to tackle interlinked global
challenges; to adapt instruments to improve leverage of EU-supported reforms; to
ensure the availability and transparency of EU funds; and to strengthen the monitoring
and scrutiny of EU funds. This study provides options for tackling these limitations
and, in the annexed external expert paper, recommendations for how the EU can
engage with civil society in recipient countries more effectively.
The study addresses the need to simplify aspects of the EFIs, ensure the sustainability
of EU action, and strengthen the flexibility of the EFIs while remaining consistent and
committed to the EU’s fundamental values, create multi-actor partnerships, link EU
action to EU strategies, and strengthen EU strategic communication.
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Executive summary
This European Implementation Assessment was prepared at the request of the European
Parliament (EP) Committee for Foreign Affairs (AFET), to accompany the preparation of
the implementation report of Marietje Schaake (ALDE, the Netherlands) on
‘Implementation of the EU external financing instruments: mid-term review 2017 and the
future post-2020 architecture’.
In this context, the study aims to assess whether the EU external financing instruments
(EFIs) have met their set objectives in their implementation, are still fit for purpose, able
to respond to new crises and evolving needs, and to ensure the effective implementation
of EU assistance to third countries. In view of discussions on the post-2020 architecture of
the EFIs, this study also aims at drawing lessons across all EFIs and analysing options to
consider for enhancing the design of potential new instruments for the next EU budget.
The evaluation finds that the existing architecture and geographic/thematic coverage of
the EFIs has, overall, been relevant to the EU policy objectives set in 2014 and provided
added value. However, it has not been as responsive to recipients’ needs as expected.
Adaptations made to the design of the instruments have improved the EFIs’ results, but
the EFIs have nevertheless faced recurrent implementation weaknesses (e.g. limited
political steering, disagreements with partner countries, and flexibility and capacity
issues). The latest instruments, the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
and the Partnership Instrument (PI), have acted as incubators for new forms of
international cooperation and been more flexible in responding to EU interests on the
global scene.
At strategic level, a number of shortcomings in the functioning of the EFIs require EU
policy-makers’ attention when preparing the EFI’s post-2020 architecture. First, it is
important to balance short-term expediency (in terms of protecting EU security needs
and managing increasing immigration flows) with long-term needs (e.g. securing
development goals and EU efforts to support democratisation and its consolidation in
recipient countries). Second, it is key to ensure that EU security needs and interests do
not marginalise EU fundamental values, which are at the centre of EU (external) action.
Third, the EU must safeguard the development-oriented agenda of EFIs, and therefore
continue its work on poverty eradication and ensuring the consolidation of the reforms it
is financing and supporting in recipient third countries. And fourth, in a world facing
numerous new challenges and risks coupled with the decision of the UK to withdraw
from the EU, the EU needs to make sure that EU funding is available and used efficiently.
The EFIs also show some weaknesses at operational level that need to be addressed.
Importantly, the implementation of the EFIs must be streamlined in order to overcome
the ‘silo’ approach. Moreover, the European Commission needs to develop solid
monitoring and evaluation systems that assess the EFIs’ effective impact in recipient
countries, going beyond the assessment of activities and their outcome.
This study provides options for tackling these limitations. It examines elements the EU
could consider when reflecting on the possible simplification and streamlining of the
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EFIs, including ensuring that all thematic, geographic and regional needs are covered by
the new configuration of the EFIs; keeping the possibility of centralising and
decentralising the implementation of EFIs, as needed; not further bureaucratising the
disbursement of EU funds; and defining realistic and specific goals for each instrument.
At the same time, the study cautions against the over-simplification of the EFIs:
simplifying does not necessarily mean creating a single EU external financing instrument.
The study also recommends safeguarding the continuity and sustainability of EU
objectives and reforms in a given recipient country, a practice that goes beyond the end of
specific activities and/or programmes. Furthermore, this evaluation examines the need to
facilitate flexibility in the use of the EFIs to be able to respond to unforeseen needs in the
recipient country. However, such adaptation to a global challenge and/or need in a
recipient country, should not compromise the consistency of EU action. This, in turn,
implies that the EU acts in a way whereby conditionality is applied and does not
compromise respect for EU fundamental values.
Furthermore, this evaluation suggests linking EU action to EU strategies, particularly the
EU Global Strategy. In order to implement EU strategies more effectively, it is important
to build multi-actor partnerships that mobilise and create synergies among the EU
presence in the recipient countries, the EU headquarters, EU Member State embassies,
other international donors active/present in partner countries, and the recipient
government and civil society. The latter will also help ensure local ownership of reforms,
which is key in guaranteeing the consolidation of reforms in the recipient country. Last
but not least, this study calls for stronger EU strategic communication to counter anti-EU
propaganda, but also to ensure that recipient countries (local authorities and population),
as well as EU citizens, are aware of the EU investment made in partner countries and the
achievements of the EFIs.
The annexed expert paper, the topic for which was chosen in agreement with the
rapporteur of the AFET implementation report, analyses the state of affairs in EU civil
society support in Turkey, Ukraine and Egypt and provides recommendations for ways
to engage more effectively with civil society in these recipient countries. (See Executive
summary of the Annex).
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1. Introduction
The European Union (EU) remains the world’s largest provider of external assistance.
Through this assistance, it aims to reduce poverty, promote global and EU interests and
fundamental values (such as democracy, human rights, peace, stability, solidarity, and
prosperity)1 and support the safeguarding of global public goods. EU external action has
also arguably become of greater concern to European citizens in recent years. Armed
conflicts on the EU’s doorstep, foreign fighters returning to the EU from conflict zones,
and, since 2015, a series of terrorist attacks within the EU have combined to place security
and, in particular, terrorism at the top of Europeans’ concerns.
Figure 1: EU citizens’ expectations of the level and extent of EU action

Source: Reproduced and adapted by Samy Chahri, EPRS with data produced by TNS opinion for
the European Parliament’s Eurobarometer ‘The EP and the expectations of European citizens’.

In a 2016 Special Eurobarometer of the European Parliament (EP), 69 % of respondents
felt that current EU action was insufficient on the fight against terrorism, 66 % on the
issue of migration, 61 % on the protection of external borders, 51 % on the promotion of
democracy and peace in the world, and just as many on EU security and defence policy.2
Importantly, regardless of the knowledge they may have had of the EU, a majority of
respondents (74 %) were in favour of the Union intervening more in those areas (see
As defined in Article 3 (5), 21 of the Treaty on the European Union, but also in the overarching EU
strategies governing external action, such as the EU Global Strategy and the European Consensus
for Development.
1

Nancy, Jacques, Europeans in 2016: Perceptions and Expectations, Fight against Terrorism and
Radicalisation, Special Eurobarometer of the European Parliament, reference no.: PE 570423, European
Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, Brussels, June 2016, p. 19.
2
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Figure 1), a figure that remained constant in 2017. As regards foreign policy more
specifically, in 2017, 57 % (+7 % since 2016) considered that the EU should take more
action in this field.3
These results are in line with a more recent opinion poll (dated December 2017) prepared
by the European Commission to survey European opinion on security. According to that
poll, respondents continue to regard challenges to the internal security of the EU as
important, particularly terrorism (95 %) and organised crime (93 %). In addition, more
than eight out of ten respondents (87 %) see cybercrime as an important threat that must
be tackled.4
The EU external financing instruments (EFIs) are the main mechanisms through which
the EU funds its actions on the global stage (see Table 1). In 2014, the overall perspective
was that a set of instruments had been put in place with the potential to be ‘enabling’ and
mutually reinforcing (in terms of synergies and complementarities). 5 In that spirit,
Regulation (EU) No 236/2014 – commonly known as the Common Implementing
Regulation (CIR) – was adopted in March 2014 to establish common rules and procedures
for implementing the Union’s instruments for external action.6
Table 1: Characteristics of EU external financing instruments in 2014-2020 MFF
EU external financing
instrument
European
Neighbourhood
Instrument (ENI)
Instrument for
Pre-accession Assistance
(IPA II)
Instrument contributing
to Stability and Peace
(IcSP or ISP)

Amount
earmarked for
2014-2020 MFF
(in €)
€15.4 billion

€11.7 billion

Scope
European
Neighbourhood Policy
countries
Candidate and
potential candidate
countries

€2.4 billion

Global

Objective

Support to the EU’s
neighbourhood policy
Support to the EU’s
enlargement policy
Support to EU activities
relating to conflict
prevention and crisis
prevention and
management

Nancy, Jacques, Two Years until the 2019 European Elections: Special Eurobarometer of the European
Parliament, reference no.: PE 599.336, European Parliamentary Research Service, European
Parliament, Brussels, April 2017, p. 11.
3

European Commission, European’s Attitudes towards Security, Special Eurobarometer 464b, Survey
carried out by TNS opinion & social, December 2017, p. 4.
4

Bossuyt, Jean et al. Coherence Report – Insights from the External Evaluation of the External Financing
Instruments, report commissioned by the Evaluation Unit of the Directorate-General for
International Cooperation and Development, European Commission, contract no.: 2015/373954,
Brussels, July 2017, p. 2.
5

Regulation (EU) No 236/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014
laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the Union’s instruments for
financing external action, OJ L 77, 15 March 2014, p. 95-108.
6
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EU external financing
instrument

Amount
earmarked for
2014-2020 MFF
(in €)

Scope

Objective

European Instrument for
Democracy and Human
Rights (EIDHR)

€1.3 billion

Global

Promotion of human
rights and democracy in
third countries

Partnership Instrument
(PI)

€0.96 billion

Global

Support to the external
dimension of EU internal
policies (e.g. migration)
and to address global
challenges (e.g. energy,
climate change)

Development
Cooperation Instrument
(DCI)

€19.6 billion

Developing countries
in Asia, Africa
and Latin America

Eradication of poverty

Source: External action financing instruments, DG for International Cooperation and Development,
European Commission.

The need for revisiting the EFIs is also legally mandated: Article 17 of the abovementioned CIR requires that the European Commission presents a mid-term review of
the EFIs (for the January 2014 to June 2017 period) to the European Parliament and to the
Council. This mid-term review was published on 15 December 2017.7
Discussions on the performance of the EFIs and how to adapt them to tackle today’s
challenges more effectively are also taking place in the context of the negotiations of the
next multiannual financial framework (MFF). In May 2018, the European Commission is
scheduled to present its proposal for the post-2020 EU budget and potentially new
detailed proposals on the EFIs.
In line with Parliament’s remit for democratic scrutiny of EU foreign policy, the
Committee for Foreign Affairs (AFET), through the implementation report prepared by
Marietje Schaake (ALDE, the Netherlands), aims to provide policy input on the five
relevant EU instruments financing external actions. These are the European
Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI), the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA II),
the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP or ISP), the European Instrument
for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), and the Partnership Instrument (PI).
This study also analyses the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI), even though it
is beyond the remit of AFET's work, in order to inform the opinion linked to the AFET
implementation report and prepared by the Committee for Development (DEVE) and the
DEVE implementation report on the DCI, the Humanitarian Aid Instrument and the
European Development Fund. The instruments make up a major part of the 2014-2020
MFF Heading 4 on ‘Global Europe’ (€66.2 billion, i.e. 6 % of the MFF). More analytically,
European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council: Midterm Review Report of the External Financing Instruments, reference no.: COM(2017) 720 final, Brussels,
15 December 2017.
7
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the EU instruments analysed in this study, outlined in Table 1, represent a total of
€51.36 billion.

1.1. Evolving European and global context
In assessing the fitness for purpose of the EU external financing instruments, it is
important to factor in major contextual and influential changes that have occurred since
2014, the date of entry of the EFIs in question. In recent years, the EU has faced challenges
tied to increasing migration flows and a growing number of forcibly displaced persons
entering the EU; wide ranging geopolitical shifts, including power shifts towards a
heterogeneous group of countries, ranging from BRICS countries (Brazil, Russia, India,
China and South Africa) to middle-level economies (such as Vietnam, Indonesia, Turkey,
Mexico, Nigeria); the election of President Trump in the United States with the
subsequent shift in US foreign policy; instability in the near neighbourhood (e.g.
unexpected consequences of the Arab spring, destabilisation of Turkey); and internal
existential questions (e.g. the UK decision to withdraw from the EU and the future of the
EU;8 government shifts in Member States and the questioning of the EU rule of law).
The European Parliament has repeatedly pointed to the challenges that threaten the EU’s
security: the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, conflicts in the
eastern and southern neighbourhood, proxy wars, and hybrid and information warfare.
It has also deplored Russia’s multiple violations of international law and its hybrid
warfare (a combination of conventional, irregular and cyber warfare), suggesting how
these issues compromise the EU-Russia relationship.9 In its resolution of 6 July 2016 on
the preparation of the post-electoral revision of the MFF 2014-2020 and ahead of the
Commission’s proposal, Parliament stressed the insufficient budgetary means that had
been deployed to tackle the root causes of the refugee and migration crisis under
Heading 4. It also called for an upward revision of ceilings under Heading 4 in the new
budget to address most notably the political stabilisation of the European neighbourhood
and of sub-Saharan Africa, and to tackle the humanitarian and economic causes of
migration.10
European citizens’ key concerns as summarised in Figure 1 – including terrorism,
extremism, energy security, migration and indeed financial turbulence – point to the
growing links between EU internal and external threats.11 The need to strengthen the link

See, European Commission, White Paper on the Future of Europe. Reflections and Scenarios for the
EU27 by 2025, reference no.: COM(2017)2025, Brussels, 1 March 2017.
8

See, for example, European Parliament resolution of 13 December 2017 on the Annual Report on the
implementation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (2017/2121(INI)), reference no.:
P8_TA(2017)0493, Strasbourg, 13 December 2017 and European Parliament resolution of 13 December
2017 on the Annual report on the implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy
(2017/2123(INI)), reference no.: P8_TA(2017)0492, Strasbourg, 13 December 2017.
9

European Parliament resolution of 6 July 2016 on the preparation of the post-electoral revision of the MFF
2014-2020: Parliament’s input ahead of the Commission’s proposal (2015/2353(INI)), reference no.:
P8_TA(2016)0309, Strasbourg, 6 July 2016.
10

Ioannides, Isabelle, ‘Inside-out and Outside-in: EU Security in the Neighbourhood’, The
International Spectator, Vol. 49, No. 1, March 2014, p. 113-132.
11
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between security and development was expressly stated in the 2003 European security
strategy,12 and has been reiterated since then in every strategic, global and thematic
document of the EU institutions. This has been a concern in the European Parliament as a
number of resolutions reveal,13 and was also mentioned in one of AFET’s most recent
reports on amending the regulation on the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace
(IcSP).14 The three measures that Europeans thought were most urgent for combating
terrorism were the fight against the financing of terrorist groups (42 %), the fight against
the roots of terrorism and radicalisation (41 %) and strengthened control of the EU’s
external borders (39 %).15
In response to this changing international context, the EU defined a new Global Strategy
in June 2016, in which the EU’s core interests and principles for engaging in an
increasingly complex, multi-polar and volatile world are summarised in five core
priorities: (i) various dimensions of security; (ii) resilience of states and societies;
(iii) integrated EU approaches to conflicts and crises; (iv) support to cooperative regional
orders; and (v) a renewed commitment to a multilateral, rules-based system of global
governance. In order to translate this vision into action, it calls for ‘principled
pragmatism’, combining internal and external policies, as well as efforts to ensure joinedup action.16
In addition, the EU has subscribed to the United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs), the universal goals that aim to guide national policies and international
development cooperation, and the EU strongly supported the universal nature and the
thematic scope of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, adopted by the UN
General Assembly (UNGA) resolution of 25 September 2015,17 which underpinned the

European External Action Service and European Commission, Shared Vision, Common Action: A
Stronger Europe, a Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy, Brussels, June
2016.
12

See, for example, European Parliament resolution of 13 April 2016 on the EU in a changing global
environment – a more connected, contested and complex world (2015/2272(INI)), reference no.:
P8_TA(2016)0120, Strasbourg, 13 April 2016. Also see, European Parliament resolution of 23 November
2016 on the implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy (based on the Annual Report from
the Council to the European Parliament on the Common Foreign and Security Policy) (2016/2067(INI)),
reference no.: P8_TA(2016)0440, Strasbourg, 23 November 2016.
13

European Parliament, Report on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the
Council amending Regulation (EU) No 230/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March
2014 establishing an instrument contributing to stability and peace (COM(2016)0447 – C8-0264/2016 –
2016/0207(COD)), reference no.: A8-0261/2017, Brussels, 17 July 2017.
14

Nancy, Jacques, Europeans in 2016: Perceptions and Expectations, Fight against Terrorism and
Radicalisation, Special Eurobarometer of the European Parliament, reference no.: PE 570423, European
Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, Brussels, June 2016, p. 38.
15

European External Action Service and European Commission, Shared Vision, Common Action: A
Stronger Europe, a Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy, Brussels, June
2016.
16

UN General Assembly, Transforming our World: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development,
Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 25 September 2015, reference no.: A/RES/70/1,
Seventieth session, New York, NY, 21 October 2015.
17
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EU Consensus for Development (June 2017).18 Furthermore, through the Paris agreement
on climate, the EU continues to support climate action to reduce emissions and build
resilience to climate change impacts in developing countries.
The fundamental objectives of EU external action remain constant: promoting peaceful
and inclusive societies, promoting sustainable development, and eradicating poverty.
The CIR also emphasises simplified and efficient rules and procedures, increased
flexibility, and a greater overall focus on human rights, democracy and good
governance.19 Thus, in line with the Action Plan on Human Rights and Democracy
(2015-2019), further emphasis is put on the following guiding principles for
implementation: supporting endogenous forces (such as civil society and regional
organisations), leading by example, focusing on the most pressing human rights
challenges, finding a smart and strategic way of using available policies, using more
effective communication, and measuring impact.20
Similarly, in response to the security-development nexus and in the context of EU
democracy support, good governance and effective democratic control and civilian
oversight of the security system, EU support to third countries has taken various forms,
including building sustainable institutions in the field of justice, the security sector, and
border management. These efforts have been undertaken with the understanding that
compliance with universal human rights and the rule of law principles are essential
attributes of good governance in a state. In this context, support for partner countries and
regional organisations takes place through technical cooperation, training, advice, and
the provision of essential equipment and resources − where appropriate − so that they
can develop the capacity to prevent and manage crises.21
When considering the post-2020 architecture of the EFIs, it is also important to consider
what risks and challenges the EU is likely to face in the coming years. The world is
experiencing several parallel trends — including increased violent conflict, democratic
backsliding and technological advancements — that affect the dynamics of organised
crime, corruption, and illicit money.22 Experts warn that war is likely to take place within
The New European Consensus on Development ‘Our World, Our Dignity, Our Future’, Joint Statement
by the Council and the Representative of the Governments of the Member States Meeting within
the Council, the European Parliament and the European Commission, Brussels, 8 June 2017.
18

Cîrlig, Carmen-Cristina, EU Financial Instruments for External Action, reference no.: 130706REV1,
European Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, Brussels, 5 December 2013.
19

European Commission and High Representative for the European Union for Foreign Affairs and
Security Policy, Joint Communication by the European Commission and the High Representative of the
European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy to the European Parliament and the Council, Action
Plan on Human Rights and Democracy (2015-2019), “Keeping Human Rights at the Heart of the EU
Agenda”, reference no.: JOIN(2015) 16 final, Brussels, 28 April 2015.
20

European Commission and High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and
Security Policy, Joint Communication to the European Parliament and the Council, Capacity Building in
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regional clusters, mainly in Africa and in the Middle East, where an asymmetry between
larger, ‘vulture-like’ states that will prey upon smaller states can already be observed.
Experts also hold that civil wars will be more frequent than interstate wars and they will
be longer and more destructive. War is likely to encroach on urban areas, the air and the
cyber domain, with the increasing participation of non-state actors. The pursuit of respect
for human rights will continue to spread around the globe and a high level of
connectivity will increase the pressure on warring parties to minimise civilian
casualties.23
Another key challenge on the international and EU agenda that the EFIs will need to
address is climate change. The EU has already committed in the EU Global Strategy to
‘increase climate financing, drive climate mainstreaming in multilateral fora, raise the
ambition for review foreseen in the Paris agreement, and work for clean energy cost
reductions’, ambitions it would carry out in support of sustainable development. 24 The
same strategy committed the Union to ‘becom[ing] more joined-up across internal and
external policies. The migration phenomenon, for example, requires a balanced and
human rights compliant policy mix addressing the management of the flows and the
structural causes. This means overcoming the fragmentation of external policies relevant
to migration.’25

1.2. Objectives
Against this backdrop, this study aims to assess whether the EU external financing
instruments are still fit for purpose, able to respond to new crises and evolving needs,
and to ensure the effective implementation of EU assistance to third countries.
Accordingly, it examines whether the EFIs have met their set objectives in their
implementation. It does so by focusing on results, efficiency, added value, the scope for
simplification, coherence (including complementarity and synergies between the
instruments), the continued relevance of objectives, and the leverage effect achieved by
the funds.
In the light of discussions on the post-2020 architecture, this study also aims at drawing
lessons across all EFIs and analysing the options to consider so as to enhance the design
of potential new instruments for the next MMF.
The annexed external expert paper evaluates EU support for civil society capacitybuilding in Turkey, Ukraine and Egypt and aims to sketch out the main general
challenges and provide recommendations for the future set of EU instruments.

Gaub, Frorence, The Future of Strategic Rivalry and War, in Shaping the Future of Geopolitics:
Foresight and Strategic Game Changers, Hard and Soft Power in a Changing World, European
Strategy and Policy Analysis System, Brussels, November 2017, p. 33.
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European External Action Service and European Commission, Shared Vision, Common Action: A
Stronger Europe, a Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy, Brussels, June
2016, p. 40.
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Ibid., p. 50.
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1.3. Methodology
On account of time pressure, this study relies on the results of the external evaluations
that the European Commission contracted for each of the external financing instruments
and of the CIR. The overall objective of each evaluation was to assess whether the current
instruments were fit for purpose at the start (2014) and whether they are still responsive
to the evolving context at the mid-point, as well as potentially beyond 2020. The focus
was on four aspects: (i) relevance and delivery capacity; (ii) responsiveness;
(iii) consistency; and (iv) added value. A Coherence Report was also produced that
provides a strategic synthesis of these evaluations.26 All these reports were prepared to
support the European Commission’s drafting of its mid-term report.
This study also builds on the European Commission mid-term report evaluating the EFIs.
The European Commission mid-term report analyses whether the EFIs’ objectives have
been met, focusing on the results, their efficiency, added value, scope for simplification,
internal and external coherence including complementarity and synergies. It also
examines the continued relevance of all objectives, their contribution to consistent EU
external action, where they are relevant to EU priorities for smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth, and the leverage effect achieved.27
Furthermore, in addition to using official EU documents, this study draws on examples
of the implementation of the EFIs from secondary literature (including the research of
academic experts and think tanks). Moreover, it provides a synthesised summary of
exchanges with aid workers and NGOs in third countries, which are not intended to be
representative of all 139 EU Delegations and external offices.28 This evaluation also
considers the results and recommendations of relevant reports prepared by the European
Court of Auditors (ECA).
The options for the future are outlined in the last section of the study. They are partly
based on an analysis of EU civil society support in Turkey, Ukraine and Egypt, prepared
by Richard Youngs of Carnegie Europe. This expert paper can be found in the annex to
this study.
The in-house analysis was peer-reviewed by two experts in the field, as with all EVAL
publications. It took into consideration comments received from DG DEVCO and
DG NEAR, in the European Commission; the draft study was sent to them for factual
verification.

The external evaluations that the European Commission commissioned in July 2017 are available
here.
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European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council:
Mid-term Review Report of the External Financing Instruments, reference no.: COM(2017) 720 final,
Brussels, 15 December 2017.
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EU Delegations and Offices around the World, European External Action Service (consulted on
18/12/2018)
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1.4. Structure
The study has already outlined the changing European and global context impacting on
EU external action, in terms of the shift in the risks and challenges faced on the world
stage. In the next chapter (2), it goes on to briefly assess the performance, effectiveness,
efficiency and added value of each of the EFIs in question (see Table 1). In the following
chapter (3), it draws lessons that cut across all EFIs, assessing where the EU has learned
from its experience and where more needs to be done. In a final chapter (4), this
European Implementation Assessment evaluates the key factors to consider when
reflecting on how to enhance the post-2020 architecture of the EFIs.
The commissioned expert paper in the annex analyses a specific case study that was
defined together with the rapporteur of the AFET implementation report. It assesses the
effectiveness, responsiveness, consistency and added value of EU civil society support in
three specific countries: Turkey, Ukraine and Egypt. Accordingly, the commissioned
in-depth analysis provides detailed studies of EU civil society support in Turkey, Ukraine
and Egypt (this order reflecting the density of EU civil society initiatives). In each case, it
provides an overview of the current state of civil society and then outlines the nature of
civil society support channelled through different EFIs. The paper offers an assessment of
civil society support in each country. In a separate section, it outlines general challenges
and draws conclusions on how the EU external financing instruments can best be
reshaped to increase the impact of civil society support.
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2. Evaluating the EU external financing instruments
This chapter assesses the implementation of the three relevant EU thematic instruments −
the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP or ISP), the European Instrument
for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) and the Partnership Instrument (PI) − and
the three relevant EU geographic instruments − the Instrument for Pre-Accession II (IPA
II), the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) and the Development Cooperation
Instrument (DCI).
The European Commission evaluation staff working documents, which are based on the
ten external evaluations that the European Commission outsourced, maintain that the
instruments are fit for purpose (based on the objectives set in 2014) and that some
positive trends are emerging in relation to the instruments’ objectives. The European
Commission mid-term review argues that, overall, ‘the broad nature of the instruments’
objectives covers partner country needs and global and EU priorities, and have partially
enabled the EU to respond to new crises and evolving needs. 29 Nevertheless, these
evaluations and other external sources (e.g. the European Court of Auditors, NGO
workers in recipient countries, academics and think tanks) also point to the limitations
and challenges that EFIs face in their implementation. This section examines each
instrument individually to assess performance strengths and weaknesses.

2.1. Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
With a total budget of €2.34 billion, the IcSP was established in 2014 to take over from the
Instrument for Stability (IfS). As one of the EU’s new generation of instruments for
financing external action, the IcSP focuses on crisis response planning (Article 3 of
Regulation 236/2014); crisis preparedness, conflict prevention and peace-building
(Article 4); and global, trans-regional and emerging threats to peace, international
security and stability (Article 5). The IcSP can provide short-term assistance, for example
in countries where a crisis is unfolding, or long-term support to counter global and transregional threats. It also aims to increase the efficiency and consistency of EU measures by
creating a more explicit link between security and development policies.30
Figure 2 presents detailed information on the break-down of the 2014-2020 MFF budget
earmarked for the IcSP. As of January 2018, 288 projects in 71 countries, primarily in
Africa, the Middle East and Central/South-East Asia, were funded by the IcSP. In the
European neighbourhood, Ukraine (€46.2 million) and Turkey (€45.6 million) were the

European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council:
Mid-term Review Report of the External Financing Instruments, reference no.: COM(2017) 720 final,
Brussels, 15 December 2017, p. 2.
29

For further background information, see Dobreva, Alina with Philip Wegner, Instrument
contributing to Stability and Peace, reference no.: PE 599.331, European Parliamentary Research
Service, European Parliament, Brussels, March 2017; and Immenkamp, Beatrix, The EU’s New
Approach to Funding Peace and Security, reference no.: PE 589.858, European Parliamentary Research
Service, European Parliament, Brussels, 30 November 2017.
30
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biggest recipients of IcSP funding, followed by Syria (€37 million), Jordan and the
occupied Palestinian territory (€31 million for both).31
Figure 2: IcSP indicative financial allocations, MFF 2014-2020

Source: Produced by Christian Dietrich, EPRS, using data from European Commission, Instrument
contributing to Stability and Peace Thematic Strategy Paper 2014-2020, Multi-annual Indicative
Programme 2014-2017 (Annex), 2014, p. 37.

In November 2017, the European Parliament adopted the amendment to the EU Fund for
Stability and Peace, which covers projects in 70 third countries, allocating €100 million for
the support of civilian tasks carried out by the military, under exceptional circumstances.
These civilian tasks include financing the military in third countries to deliver
development activities (e.g. support building hospitals), but not to buy weapons.32
The impact assessment prepared in view of the European Commission proposal for
amending the IcSP supported the IcSP amendments as a short-term option with
redeployment of funds under Heading 4 – Global Europe of the EU budget and without
mobilisation of additional resources.33 However, the EPRS initial appraisal of the
European Commission’s impact assessment maintains that the latter ‘did not make an
entirely convincing case for the need to act now’. The reason behind this is that
See Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace, European Commission (accessed on
10 January 2018).
31

European Parliament, New Ways to Support Stability and Peace Outside the EU, Press release,
Brussels, 30 November 2017.
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Immenkamp, Beatrix, The EU’s New Approach to Funding Peace and Security, reference no.:
PE 589.858, European Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, Brussels,
22 November 2017.
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arguments are not substantiated by sound and comprehensive research and analysis of
the problem, its root causes, and proposed alternative solutions. Moreover, the survey
prepared for the public consultation was criticised for not allowing for ‘appropriate
consideration of the breadth of factors that needed to be addressed’. Additionally, the
options proposed did not appear to be realistic.34
The European Commission-contracted evaluation of this instrument is positive on the
whole. It found the instrument to be responsive and have been able to adjust to and – to a
certain degree – effectively address the recent and emerging threats and trends, including
the rise of hybrid conflicts, the securisation of development and peace, and the increasing
levels of refugee and migration flows. Most actions and programmes across all articles
were deemed as having yielded meaningful outcomes, while using resources efficiently.
Admittedly, since this instrument is relatively new (it was created in 2014), it is difficult
to assess the sustainability of the actions carried out. In terms of coordination and
synergies, IcSP appears to be more coordinated than other EFIs: there are functional
interfaces between the IcSP and Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) missions
and few systemic challenges exist with the EU Member States.35
Despite the clear message that the IcSP ‘makes significant contributions to EU policy
priorities and external action’,36 the European Commission-contracted evaluation
outlined a few weaknesses that need to be addressed. At strategic level, questions remain
as to how to leverage the IcSP’s position to engage in strategic dialogue with other global
peace and security funds on systemic challenges, including funding cuts in the sector;
how to find the right balance between non-securitised and securitised IcSP
actions/programmes that aim to finance EU security priorities and global commitments;
and how to bolster the strategic framework and synergies with the EEAS and other EU
EFIs to strengthen international and regional peace and security structures.
At an operational level, the same evaluation found that improvements are needed in
action/programmes falling under Article 3 of the IcSP so as to tailor measures more
effectively to their contexts (including a more robust assessment of hybrid conflict
dynamics). In addition, the instrument has sometimes met with difficulties in translating
political commitments (e.g. whether to intervene in particular countries or in relation to
specific issues, like migration) into suitable measures that align country needs/priorities
with EU political priorities.37 In that light, the mainstreaming of gender and human rights
in the instrument’s intervention could be improved, as noted in other studies.38
Georgescu, Alina-Alexandra, Revision of the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace, reference
no.: PE 593.776, European Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, Brussels,
December 2016, p. 5-6.
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Consulting Group, Adam-Smith International, Ceval, IOD-PARC, Linpico, Proman, Baastel, and
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2.2. European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights
(EIDHR)
The EIDHR, with a budget of €1.33 billion (i.e. 0.12 % of the total MFF), is one the EU’s
thematic instruments with global coverage. It is designed to support projects in the area
of human rights and fundamental freedoms (including human rights defenders), and to
strengthen the rule of law and democracy (including election observation) in third
countries. Unlike other EFIs, the EIDHR provides assistance mainly for civil society
organisations (approximately 90 % of the budget), is decentralised to the EU Delegations,
and does not require the consent of national authorities. It seeks to address sensitive
political issues and provide flexible assistance, responding to dynamic and complex
challenges to democracy and human rights. 39 These features mean that it is better
equipped to respond to local needs, and has a better chance of instilling local ownership.
As the European Commission-contracted Coherence Report40 argues, and the annexed
expert paper demonstrates, the EIDHR is on the whole aligned with a wide range of EU
policies and priorities – reflecting the well-documented deterioration of conditions for the
fulfilment of human rights and democratisation in a growing number of countries.
Additionally, its worldwide reach has allowed the EU to continue engaging on valuesbased issues in countries that are no longer eligible for bilateral development aid (so
called ‘graduated countries’).
In addition, the EIDHR is seen as being flexible, reactive, adaptable to changing
circumstances, acting in a confidential manner, and providing tailor-made solutions. For
instance, it has been able to provide direct urgent support to human rights defenders at
risk, provide ad hoc grants in difficult and volatile situations, sub-grant to smaller
organisations, and provide eligibility for non-registered CSOs and natural persons in
difficult contexts where EU-recipient government relations and/or civil societygovernment relations in recipient countries have been compromised. This is also
demonstrated in the annex of this study (see section 6.1 Getting the financing instruments
right). Not only has this support for beneficiaries provided the EU headquarters and
Delegations with considerable input into political and other dialogues, it has also
contributed to the ability of civil society and national human rights institutions to
advocate and lobby for reform.41
For further background information, see Dobreva, Alina, European Instrument for Democracy and
Human Rights, reference no.: PE 568.332, European Parliamentary Research Service, European
Parliament, Brussels, September 2015.
40 Bossuyt, Jean et al. Coherence Report – Insights from the External Evaluation of the External Financing
Instruments, report commissioned by the Evaluation Unit of the Directorate-General for
International Cooperation and Development, European Commission, contract no.: 2015/373954,
Brussels, July 2017, p. 4.
39

Moran, Greg et al., Evaluation of the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (2014-mid
2017), Final Report, Volume 1 - Main Report, Evaluation carried out by ADE and PEM Consult for the
European Commission (Contract N°2015/ 375168), June 2017. See, for example, Keukeleire,
Stephan and Tom Delreux, The Foreign Policy of the European Union, 2nd edition, Palgrave Macmillan,
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The EIDHR is the only instrument that provides direct support for election monitoring,
thus complementing support for democracy under geographic instruments. It also has a
strong complementary aspect: it is one of few instruments providing support for civil
society in countries that no longer qualify for support under geographic programmes,
and in countries where there is no Delegation and geographic programmes are not
implemented. Despite the reluctance of a number of EU Delegations to use the new rules,
the EIDHR has also made very good use of the possibilities for flexibility in the CIR and
Financial Regulation to try to respond more quickly to human rights and democracy
crises and emergencies than during the previous legislative cycles.42 For these reasons,
experts have praised the functioning of the EIDHR. 43
Nevertheless, EIDHR has also met with some criticism. The European Commissioncontracted evaluation of this instrument pointed to the need to capitalise on the gains
outlined above in order to consolidate them. This implies strengthening support for the
CSOs and human rights defenders (HRDs) that are most at risk; addressing the shrinking
space for civil society; allocating grants in a more strategic manner; stepping up
diplomacy, political dialogue and other means in ‘graduated countries’; and using the
EIDHR more effectively to follow up on recommendations from election monitoring
operations.44 Experts have also criticised the instrument for its slow reaction essentially
because its grants are disbursed mainly through the standard process of calls for
proposals,45 but also in certain countries (e.g. Armenia) leaving only rather narrow scope
for home grown organisations to obtain funding. 46
Moreover, the European Commission-contracted evaluation provided a contradictory
picture in its evaluation of the impact and sustainability of the EIDHR. On the one hand,
it finds that the EIDHR has managed to make progress on both fronts, even though, on
the other hand, it finds that ‘many of the actions supported under the EIDHR have only
started to be implemented and it is thus too soon at this stage to measure impact and
sustainability’. In addition, although they have been revised, the strategic and
operational indicators measuring results were not yet fully in place or linked to the
Moran, Greg et al., Evaluation of the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (2014-mid
2017), Final Report, Volume 1 - Main Report, Evaluation carried out by ADE and PEM Consult for the
European Commission (Contract N°2015/ 375168), June 2017.
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EIDHR performance assessment framework. As a result, the contractors who prepared
the evaluation of the EIDHR for the European Commission found it difficult to measure
effectiveness.47 Another methodological limitation compromising the evaluation’s
credibility is the fact that over half of the ‘external stakeholders’ consulted are funded by
the EU, which contradicts the stated goal of providing an ‘independent assessment of the
instrument’.48 According to an annex that provides a comprehensive list of the
stakeholders consulted, seven of the twelve organisations listed as ‘external
stakeholders/partners’ receive EU funding – of these at least three have received EIDHR
funding in the past year.49

2.3. Partnership Instrument (PI)
With a budget of €954.76 million (0.09 % of the total MMF envelope), the PI is the smallest
instrument available for all third countries. Created in response to the evolving
international context and the need to establish relations with emerging partners (such as
the BRICS countries) necessitating the adaptation of partnerships, the PI is especially
aimed at middle- and upper-income countries (UMICs) that are of current or potential
strategic interest to the EU. Notably, it has covered countries in the Asia Pacific region
(€137 million) and the Americas (€60.5 million).50 Its global reach renders the PI less
restrictive than its predecessor, the Instrument for Cooperation with Industrialised
Countries. It aims to address issues of ‘global concern’ and pursue EU objectives set out
in the Europe 2020 strategy related to sustainability, trade and innovation, and EU public
diplomacy.51 Moreover, the PI seeks to promote civil society and academic contacts
between the EU and partner countries (see Figure 3).
The European Commission-contracted evaluation found that the PI was (and remains) a
directly relevant tool to respond to a renewed emphasis on EU diplomacy capability by
supporting its bilateral, regional and multilateral agenda as set out in particular in the EU
Global Strategy and in line with Agenda 2030. Moreover, the introduction of the PanAfrican Programme filled a critical gap in the coverage of the overall set of instruments in
terms of providing funding for activities of a trans-regional, continental and global
nature in the strategic partnership between Africa and Europe. 52 The key element of the
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PI is its ability to adapt to the new and changing policy priorities that have arisen since its
adoption, because of the correct implementation of its programming.
Figure 3: PI indicative budget in 2014-2020 MFF according to objective (€ in million) 53

Source: Fotheringham, Jamie et al., External Evaluation of the Partnership Instrument (2014 – mid 2017),
Final Report, Evaluation conducted by Economisti Associati Srl and Coffey International
Development Ltd for the European Commission, June 2017, p. 20.

The same evaluation also found that priority setting and decision-making on the PI has
gradually evolved from an initially demand-driven to a more strategic approach, with
high levels of engagement from the European External Action Service (EEAS), line
Directorates General (DGs) in the European Commission, and EU Delegations within
partner countries. ‘The approach taken has proved instrumental in encouraging the
participation of multiple Commission stakeholders and achieving ownership of the
Instrument.’54 These inclusive and participatory decision-making processes have helped
the PI to facilitate coherence, consistency, complementarity and synergies in terms of
linking EU policies both across a wide spectrum (climate, research, cultural diplomacy,
market access and investment) and across the different EFIs (in particular with DCI) and
other instruments relevant to EU internal policies.
The same evaluation, however, argues that while ‘few actions have been completed, and
most remain in progress, the PI is proving to be effective in delivering results, with a total
of 53 identified outcomes achieved from the 174 finalised and on-going actions,
addressing specific EU priorities across all four specific objectives of the PI’. Furthermore,
although the PI is also expected to contribute to the horizontal themes defined in the CIR,

€88 million of the total PI amount has been earmarked for the promotion of the international
dimension of higher education through the Erasmus+ programme, whose implementation,
monitoring and evaluation is outside the scope of the management of the PI.
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it does not systematically mainstream these key themes and has interpreted the
implementing regulation flexibly, applying the provisions relevant to its action.
The evaluation also found that although the PI has been implemented fairly coherently,
interventions by other actors (notably EU Member States) have been limited.
Furthermore, some aspects need additional improvement: increasing provision of
resources and input by policy-making services to ensure their full involvement in
designing, programming and implementing action; enhancing the active role of EU
delegations in the formulation of actions; and improving the visibility of PI actions,
within the EU institutions and also externally. In addition, its limited budget means that
its measures need to be targeted, focused and realistic.55
Beyond the challenges faced in the management and implementation of PI programmes,
there are also questions about the overall effectiveness of the instrument in boosting
partnerships, especially with strategic partners where the relationship as of late has been
strained. A case in point is Russia, which is a key strategic partner of the EU and where
the PI has been implemented.56

2.4. European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI)
The ENI’s financial envelope of €15.4 billion funds efforts to further advance towards an
area of shared prosperity and good neighbourliness between the EU and 16 countries and
territories on its southern and eastern neighbourhoods.57 It does so through long-term
bilateral relations based on cooperation, peace and security, mutual accountability and a
shared commitment to the universal values of democracy, the rule of law and respect for
human rights. The aim is to make these countries more democratic, more prosperous and
more stable by incentivising reform and economic integration into the EU market. 58
The main strengths of the ENI, as outlined in the European Commission-contracted
evaluation, include the merits of focusing on differentiation, which is seen as a key
principle of the instrument and which is assessed as pragmatic and realistic. Moreover,
the same evaluation argues that the EU political dialogue – used to leverage political and
policy engagement and reform in partner countries – financed by the ENI has been
Fotheringham, Jamie et al., External Evaluation of the Partnership Instrument (2014-mid 2017), Final
Report, Evaluation conducted by Economisti Associati Srl and Coffey International Development
Ltd for the European Commission, June 2017.
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relatively well aligned to the recipients’ priorities (notably with Morocco and Georgia). It
is also assessed as being coherent on the whole, with limited progress in the coordination
and division of labour between the EU institutions and the EU Member States.59
The ENI has however, faced a number of limitations. One of the challenges of assessing
the value and adequacy of ENI spending is deciding whether a lack of progress towards
reform objectives justifies more investment or less, and whether targets that have been
met can be objectively attributed to EU investment. Since 2011, the Commission has
applied the principle of ‘more for more’ to ENI investment, rewarding partner countries’
progress on reform with greater investment, a method that ‘has not proven a sufficiently
strong incentive to create a commitment to reform, where there is not the political will’ in
recipient countries.60
The ‘less for less’ principle, whereby EU relations are downgraded with governments
engaged in violations of human rights and democracy standards, including by making
use of targeted sanctions and other policy measures, while in parallel aiming to
strengthen support for civil society,61 was abandoned in the revised ENP communication.
The recent European Commission-contracted evaluation on ENI found that although the
focus on differentiation in the EU’s relations with countries in the neighbourhood is
realistic and pragmatic, the effectiveness of the incentive mechanism (conditionality)
based on respect for the shared values of democracy and human rights is limited. 62
Furthermore, while the new ENP communication called for a more agile and responsive
ENI to urgent and unforeseen needs, the European Commission-contracted evaluation
found that ENI’s response capacity had not improved sufficiently in terms of flexibility to
meet the particular challenges of crisis and conflict prevention. In the near future,
financial needs to which the EU will be called to contribute are likely to be much higher
than the resources made available to ENI in the present MFF: reconstruction and treating
the root causes of radicalism and terrorism, among others. 63 The ENI had already been
heavily criticised, especially in its ineffective role in tackling EU migration challenges in
the southern and eastern neighbourhoods. The European Court of Auditors (ECA)’ first
report on external migration, which specifically covered Algeria, Georgia, Libya,
Moldova, Morocco and Ukraine and examined 23 projects representing a contract value
Lieckefett, Michael et al., External Evaluation of the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI)
(2014-mid 2017), Final Report, Evaluation contracted to the consortium composed of Particip GmbH,
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60

Ioannides, Isabelle, L’Union Européenne Face Aux Mutations Dans Le Monde Arabe, in Hasni
Abidi and Manon-Nour Tannous (eds), Où va le monde arabe ? – Les enjeux de sa transition, Editions
Erick Bonnier, Paris, 2012, p. 141.
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of €89 million (out of a total amount of €742 million) found that while the ENI was partly
concerned with migration, it did not include migration-specific goals.64 This was to a
certain degree remedied in the new ENI, which has included migration objectives into its
programming and has contributed to the EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa and the
Trust Fund for Syria.65
Experts have questioned the ENP’s broader rationale of influencing and encouraging
reform in countries on the EU’s frontiers with no clear prospect of EU accession. 66 For
instance, a 2016 ECA special report on EU assistance for strengthening public
administration in Moldova concluded that EU funds had had limited impact owing to
flawed use of conditionality and failure to align the EU approach with Moldova’s
strategic objectives.67 This report is one of a number of country-specific and thematic
reports that ECA has published on EU spending in ENP neighbourhood countries, either
partly or wholly funded via the ENI. Similarly, a draft of the European Commissioncontracted evaluation on this instrument argued that the complex set of documentation
that defines the ENP policy framework had somewhat diluted the essence of what the
ENI strategy and programming documents are expected to communicate to partner
countries and EU Delegation staff.68
Other challenges that experts argue the ENI faces include the divergence between EU
Member States, with differing historical, economic and geopolitical ties to the ENP
countries, with respect to the vision for the ENI and the geographical focus of ENI
resources. In that context, France and Spain, for example, are seen as focusing on the
southern neighbourhood countries, while Germany and Poland centre on the eastern
partnership countries.69 Moreover, ‘despite progress and formal commitments in some
countries, in most cases EU Member States have not introduced major changes to readjust
the focus of their diplomacy and cooperation on their national interests’. Thus,
coordination challenges remain in Algeria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Jordan, Morocco
and Ukraine. Also, more focus is needed on human rights (including gender) dialogues. 70
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2.5. Instrument for Pre-Accession II (IPA II)
The IPA II supports reform in countries that are candidates for EU accession by means of
capacity-building projects. These are designed to promote the candidates’ progressive
development and economic and political reform, ultimately leading to the adoption of
the acquis communautaire. The amount allocated to this instrument for the 2014 to 2020
period is €11.7 billion, earmarked as indicated in Figure 4.71 It should be noted, however,
that in 2014, the aid package for Bosnia-Herzegovina did not cover the period beyond
2017.
Figure 4: IPA II indicative budget allocation per country, MFF 2014-2020

Source: European Commission, Indicative Country Strategy Papers 2014-2020, 2014.

The IPA II played an instrumental role in EU migration crisis management in 2015 to
2016, when migration flows affected Turkey, Serbia and the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia. Despite the absence of a clear reference to migration in the thematic list of
priorities in the IPA II Regulation, the mobilisation of IPA II fund is a unique example of
EU reactiveness and joined-up action.72 In Serbia, for instance, a total of €24.5 million of
EU pre-accession funds were allocated to better border management, swifter transference
of people to asylum centres and improved reception conditions. Similarly, in Turkey,

For further background information, see Svášek, Martin, Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance
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€650 million earmarked in IPA II for in non-humanitarian aid fed into the Facility for
Refugees in Turkey (FRT) that was set up in 2016.73
The IPA II has faced a number of geopolitical challenges and profound resistance by
recipient governments to reform. An ECA meta-analysis of administrative capacity in the
Western Balkans, which also took developments under the programming period (20142020) into account, found that ‘the IPA generally delivered the outputs that were
contractually planned and its support for the rule of law and public administration
reform was partly sustainable’. The same report found that the absorption of IPA I
funding was hampered by weak administrative capacity in some recipient countries. 74
The European Commission faced even bigger difficulties in Turkey. The 2014-2020 IPA
strategy paper for Turkey, for example, recognises the challenge of the closing civic space
and states that: ‘EU support for legislative reforms to improve the enabling environment
for civil society and to encourage more inclusive governance will be provided mainly
through institution-building measures (technical assistance and twinning) or the TAIEX
instrument.’75 As Youngs shows in the expert paper in the annex, IPA II has found ways
to counter heavy bureaucratic funding application procedures for non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) through the Sivil Düşün programme. This programme has given
non-organised civil society and organisations with limited administrative capacity, and
even individual activists, the opportunity to have access to necessary EU funding.
Importantly, it has also channelled funding to NGOs banned by the Turkish authorities.76
As the rule of law constitutes one of the key priorities of the enlargement process, the
European Commission contracted a thematic evaluation of the IPA in 2015 to assess IPA
assistance in the fight against corruption in Turkey and the countries of the Western
Balkans. The overall assessment was that although some progress has been made in
adopting anti-corruption laws and establishing and/or strengthening the institutional
capacity of recipient countries and IPA mechanisms (twinning, training, project
financing) had worked well, these efforts had not yet produced the desired results and
impact: corruption levels remained high; the adequacy of staffing and retention of skilled
staff remained low, and enforcement of adopted laws was poor. 77
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2.6. Development and Cooperation Instrument (DCI)
Framed within EU obligations to developing countries arising from the UN millennium
development goals (MDGs) and post-2015 development agenda, the DCI (€19.6 billion for
2014 to 2020) is a key financing instrument for the implementation of EU development
policy, of which the principal objective in general is to alleviate poverty. More
specifically, the DCI also aims to contribute to fostering sustainable economic, social and
environmental development, and support democracy, good governance, and respect for
human rights and international law in recipient countries.
Figure 5: DCI budget for 2014-2020 according to programme type (in € million)

Source: Annex IV, Regulation (EU) No 233/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
11 March 2014 establishing a financing instrument for development cooperation for the period
2014-2020, OJ L 77, 15 March 2014, p. 44-76.

As illustrated in Figure 5, through its geographic programmes (€11.8 billion or 60 % of
the total envelope), the DCI is open to all developing countries not covered by the
European Development Fund (EDF),78 ENI or IPA. A smaller portion of the DCI budget is
also dedicated to thematic programmes (€7 billion or 36 % of the total envelope) for
supporting global public goods, such as good governance and supporting civil society
organisations and local authorities. The thematic programmes and a pan-African

The EDF, while significantly larger than the DCI with a 2014-2020 budget of €30.5 billion, is
intergovernmental in nature and outside the EU budget (therefore subjected to limited EP
scrutiny), and is aimed mainly at the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP) and the
overseas countries and territories (OCTs) of the EU. For further information, see D’Alfonso,
Alessandro, European Development Fund – Joint Development Cooperation and the EU Budget: Out or
In?, reference no.: PE 542.140, European Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament,
Brussels, November 2014.
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programme (€845 million or 4 % of the total envelope) are open to recipients in EDF, ENI
and IPA countries. 79
The evaluation that the European Commission contracted on the DCI to measure the
extent to which it has achieved its objectives against results delivered, and its efficiency
and added value,80 found that the DCI has thus far been relatively successful in
addressing the commitments made in the agenda for change and concerns raised by a
2011 impact assessment of the previous DCI. 81 In that respect, the expert paper annexed
to this study confirms the strategic relevance of the thematic programmes (under the
DCI) dealing with Global Public Goods and Challenges (GPGC) and Civil Society
Organisations and Local Authorities (CSO-LA). The DCI has also allowed the EU to add
value through its unique expertise in regional economic and political integration.
However, the same evaluation called for closer alignment with the priorities set by
recipient countries and for less fragmentation of thematic programmes. The DCI was
designed to address a very broad range of issues, spanning from policy priorities in the
agenda for change to EU policy concerns as diverse as migration and climate change.
Despite the ambition of creating a universal multi-actor partnership instrument, the DCI
remains limited to being an instrument that reflects the donor-beneficiary relationship
that underpinned ODA.
Added to this, the 2015 ECA evaluation of EU development aid noted that the European
Commission identified the correct risk areas related to a results-oriented approach for EU
development and cooperation action. These included: consistency of terminology; clarity
of results chain; complexity arising from cross-cutting issues; harmonisation of
instruments between development partners; reporting and evaluation; data
consolidation; data quality; and focus on budgetary outturn; and changes in the context
of EU actions. However, further action should be taken to harness the full potential of the
Commission’s initiatives to improve EU cooperation action and results. 82 This action,
which chiefly affects the evaluation of programme design, implementation and lesson
learning, is cross cutting and is therefore analysed in section ‘3.6 Strengthening the
monitoring and scrutiny of EU funding’.
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The European Commission-contracted evaluation found that the DCI has made progress
in developing a framework for monitoring development goals at implementation level.
While, overall, goals in alignment, results-orientation and differentiation have been met,
mainstreaming democracy and human rights, including gender equality, lags behind, as
other experts have already shown.83 In the same vein, the consultants argue that the role
of civil society and local authorities in governance should be strengthened, and that
climate change and environmental objectives should be streamlined across all sectors of
EU cooperation.
On a similar note, the compartmentalisation between the DCI and the other EFIs has
undermined complementarity, even though there has been progress on joint
programming with the Member States. At the same time, little progress has been
achieved so far in building effective partnerships with the private sector, as already noted
in studies on EU gender action in EU development cooperation.84
Furthermore, while sustained EU engagement under the DCI has succeeded in creating
possibilities for leverage at the level of sectoral policy, political leverage (e.g. on
democracy and human rights) has weakened. Moreover, a number of recent trends, such
as the declining number of countries eligible for ODA and the diminishing role of Official
Development Assistance (ODA) in overall resource flows, has further weakened the
operational and political foundations of the DCI.
In terms of efficiency, flexibility and capacity, the evaluation contracted by the European
Commission found that the DCI was a complex and administratively demanding
instrument, with limited flexibility to adapt to new conditions and emerging concerns.
A significant factor hampering the DCI’s performance was limited staff capacity both in
EU Delegations and at headquarters.
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3. Cross-cutting lessons identified
While the previous chapter evaluates each EFI’s strengths, weaknesses, performance and
impact separately, this chapter seeks to draw horizontal lessons that are common to all of
the EFIs and/or that result from their parallel implementation and/or interaction with
each other.

3.1. Tackling interlinked challenges effectively
In an attempt to adapt to a challenging and evolving international context, the EU’s
capacity to promote and mainstream its ‘values’ agenda (human rights, democracy, rule
of law) in third countries may be declining. The two chief challenges in this respect are,
first, establishing mutually beneficial partnerships with the rising number of upper
middle-income countries and, second, balancing pressing internal EU political priorities
with the growing need for stability, security and resilience in recipient countries without
marginalising the development agenda. Responding to such challenges means adopting
holistic approaches, limiting the fragmentation of instruments, and ensuring coherence of
action.85
The responsiveness of EU instruments gained a particularly high profile in the handling
of the increasing migration flow, for example.86 The European Commission-requested
report on coherence explains that rather than pooling the EFIs together to work in
parallel to address challenges, trust funds were created that also mobilised funding from
different EFIs. These new modalities (e.g. trust funds) resulted, however, in major tradeoffs relating to: (i) the nature of development-oriented EFIs; (ii) the tension between longterm and short-term needs; and (iii) the risk of jeopardising EU values as the security
agenda becomes prominent.87
This lack of complementarity among EFIs has also been observed in conflict, post-conflict
and transitional societies, despite the commitments made in the New European
Consensus for Development on addressing the security-development nexus.88 For years,
professionals on post-conflict reconstruction have been arguing that it is extremely
difficult to achieve inclusive growth and sustainable development – and thus achieve
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long-term impact – without addressing conflict, insecurity, and weak rule of law in the
communities, states and regions for which development support is provided. 89
Increasingly, the countries that the EU supports are facing diverse challenges that require
the use of an array of EFIs working in combination rather than in silos. As the European
Commission-requested report on coherence argues, ‘some EU [Delegations] strategically
combine EFIs – thus demonstrating the usefulness of a “mix” of instruments with
different mandates and added value); others do not manage to optimally exploit these
complementarities – thus giving credence to those who argue that there are too many
instruments, leading to ‘silo’ approaches’. 90 This situation, in turn, also requires that
instruments be adapted to the local context.

3.2. Adapting instruments to needs
The design of the existing EFIs has allowed for some adaptation to the evolving
international and EU context described in the introduction to this study (see section 1.1
Evolving European and global context). In principle, each thematic instrument is
complementary to all the other thematic instruments (EIDHR, PI and IcSP). In parallel, all
thematic programmes seek to be complementary to the regional and country-based
programmes with a specific regional focus, such as the ENI (i.e. Europe’s south and east),
the DCI (i.e. developing countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America) and the IPA (i.e.
Western Balkans, Iceland and Turkey). While the regulations on the EFIs usually include
a standard clause on the need for coherence and complementarity between the Union’s
instruments for external action, as well as the creation of synergies with other Union
instruments for financing external action and other EU external action policies, there have
been noticeable problems in the implementation of EFIs because of the lack of synergy
among instruments.
Novelties introduced in the existing EFIs and demonstrating a certain degree of
adaptability of the EU external action have included: a) the responsiveness to global
challenges by the newest instruments (IcSP, PI); b) the establishment of new common
programming principles in the DCI; c) the introduction of greater differentiation in the
DCI, ENI and IPA; d) a focus on sector approaches in the IPA; e) the clarification of
specific objectives and enhanced flexibility in the EIDHR; and f) greater consistency and
complementarity between the IcSP and CFSP. Some instruments (IcSP and PI) have acted
as incubators for new forms of international cooperation based on mutual interests or
given more prominence to European interests in external action. 91
The growing complexity of international cooperation obliges the EU to consider the
resources – in terms of both the mix of skills and capacities and the availability of
funding – needed to deliver consistent and effective EU external action. Overall, the
See, for example, Mac Ginty, Roger and Andrew Williams, Conflict and Development, 2nd edition,
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architecture of the EFIs and their related geographic/thematic coverage was relevant to
the EU policy objectives set in 2014 and are largely congruent with partner needs.
However, despite the use of the above-mentioned triggers to adapt the delivery capacity
of the instruments, the performance of the existing EFIs has been hampered by recurrent
implementation weaknesses – e.g. limited political steering, disagreements with partner
countries (especially IPA and ENI recipients), and flexibility and capacity issues.
The disconnect analysed in the previous section can be observed in the implementation of
the EFIs. It is also interesting to note that most evaluation reports do not expand on the
possible synergies with other instruments under Heading 4 (except ENI).92 When tackling
migration flows, several programmes can be mobilised in parallel (albeit not always in
the same geographical region; see Chapter 2. Evaluating the EU external financing
instruments). These include the ENI, the EIDHR, the IPA the DCI, and the IcSP. With
more funding being channelled through existing instruments, only €45 million was
earmarked for the specific goal ‘development and migration management’. These
recognised limits to existing instruments have led to the creation of ad hoc mechanisms,
such as trust funds93 and the better-known Facility for Refugees in Turkey set up in
February 2016,94 to help boost EU responsiveness in the face of new pressures. More
recently, in September 2017, the European Fund for Sustainable Development was
established to provide further leverage capacity.95 In line with the internal-external
security nexus, a notable part of Heading 3 also went towards assisting Frontex operate
abroad.96
Experts have found that the scope of the EIDHR and IcSP programmes largely overlap in
the field of democracy and the rule of law. Other programmes also fund democracy and
the rule of law (albeit the IcSP’s main focus is on assisting countries with conflict
prevention, crisis preparedness and pre- and post-crisis responses). Furthermore, as
underlined in Regulation (EU) No 235/2014, the EIDHR is intended as a way of
integrating human rights work and development aid, an increasingly important trend in
international assistance programmes around the world. There is therefore also a link
Bossuyt, Jean et al. Coherence Report – Insights from the External Evaluation of the External Financing
Instruments, report commissioned by the Evaluation Unit of the Directorate-General for
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between EIDHR and the DCI. Similarly, the IcSP creates the conditions for the
implementation of other EU programmes and instruments in the area of development
cooperation and foreign policy, including Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). 97
Another challenge in the existing configuration of EFIs has been the lack of necessary
funds for upper middle-income countries (UMICs), especially because once they reach
this status they no longer qualify for bilateral aid programmes under the DCI, despite the
governance challenges they may face. The UMICs are a diverse group of countries, each
with their respective needs in development cooperation despite the homogeneous
approach the EU seems to take.
The same study also argues for the clarification of the overall objectives and eligibility
criteria of the EFIs, particularly those pertaining to the UMICs. It shows that the PI has so
far mainly targeted mainly EU strategic partners, while the thematic and regional
programmes of the DCI hardly fill in the gap left following the graduation of some
countries from bilateral aid programmes. The same analysis also notes that exceptions,
which have been granted to some upper middle-income countries, are strongly
problematic, even if it might be possible to extend these exceptions to the 2017 to 2020
period.98

3.3. Programmatic priorities as political leverage
The EU has attempted to create financial leverage in Turkey, where there has been a shift
toward authoritarian rule, through the management of IPA II resources – IPA II is the
biggest external source of funding for the candidate country. However, the leverage
effect in Turkey has been limited since in most (but not all) sectors of IPA, allocations are
small compared to the size of national investments in the same sectors. The leverage is
more significant within the sectors where there is an overlap with Turkey’s priorities.
The inability of EFIs to meet their objectives was one of the reasons for which, in its
resolution of November 2016 concerning the freezing of the accession process with
Turkey, Parliament called for a formal suspension of the accession negotiation with
Turkey without delay, if the constitutional reform package was implemented unchanged.
In cases of a suspension of accession negotiations, the European Parliament also
advocates in favour of a suspension of pre-accession funds.99
On a more positive note, the PI has managed to achieve political and policy leverage by
acting as an enabler and opening up areas for political and policy dialogue and
cooperation. More specifically, there was consensus among stakeholders consulted by the
European Commission’s external evaluators that the strengthening of policy dialogues,
Burnay, Matthieu et al. Does the EU have the Right Instruments to Finance Assistance in Protracted
Crises and the Needs of Upper Middle Income Countries?, reference no.: PE 578.027, Policy Department,
Directorate-General for External Policies, European Parliament, December 2016, p. 55.
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also used as a consensus-building mechanism, and because of its specialisation is the
most obvious example of the political leverage of the PI. At the same time, however, the
PI is also one of the only instruments to explicitly pursue EU and mutual interests with
partner countries, most of which are countries that are no longer eligible for bilateral
development aid.100

3.4. Ensuring the availability of EU funding
The European Commission’s communication on the new MFF holds that the EU would
need to increase the current volume of financing for external instruments beyond
€100 billion over the period of the new EU legislature for the EU to meet the existing and
new ambitions.101 Particular attention will need to be given to supporting the EU’s
strategy for the Western Balkans as well as the EU’s stabilisation efforts in its
neighbourhood and in Africa.
While the thematic instruments appear to have had better results, less money is available
for these instruments compared to the geographic instruments. The EIDHR, IcSP and PI,
which support countries around the world, differ from the rest of the EFIs in the size of
their budgets. The budgets of the EIDHR, IcSP and PI are €1.3, €2.3 and €0.96 billion
respectively, while the funds available for each of the three geographic instruments
exceed €10 billion each.
The European Commission mid-term report states that the ‘limited resources and
financial flexibility, combined with a multiplication of crises, have stretched the
instruments to their limits.’ 102 In this light, the limits of the impact of EU funding and of
the added value of the EFIs in their current configuration became especially clear in the
management of the EU migration crisis. As the relevant ECA report stresses, resources
devoted to assistance for non-EU countries fell far short of the rapidly expanding needs
caused by the significant increase in refugee and migrant flows in the Mediterranean
region, especially after 2013. This was because projects were part of a number of thematic
priorities in many countries and, therefore, it was impossible to focus a critical mass of
funding on any given partner country. This situation limited the EU’s ability to ensure
that its intervention produced a genuine incentive effect in third countries, or to develop
effective cooperation with them on migration concerns.103
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Moreover, as a proportion of the EU’s wealth, EU development aid still falls short of its
own targets and UN goals. In 2015, it reached 0.47 % of EU collective (EU institutions and
Member States) gross national income (GNI), far below the target of ODA flows of at
least 0.7 % of GNI to ODA by 2030.104 While experts have argued that the EU and its
Member States will need to increase their ODA quota in order to come near the global
poverty eradication goal more quickly,105 the European Commission stated in its latest
communication on the next MFF that ‘the EU would maintain its current share of 20 % of
Official Development Assistance’.106 The European Commission-contracted evaluation on
the ENI also argued in favour of increasing the availability of funds.107
To this must be added the UK decision to withdraw from the EU, which is likely to have
substantial budgetary consequences for the EU external action. Depending on the
outcome of the negotiations on what is referred to as the UK’s financial settlement and,
by extension, the overall ceiling for payments in the next MFF, it is estimated that Brexit
will leave a permanent shortfall in the EU budget of €10 billion per year.108 The European
Commission estimation is more conservative, at €40 billion over seven years. 109

3.5. Increasing the transparency of EU funding
In a recent report on the management of the EU migration crisis, the European Court of
Auditors argued that it was impossible to determine total EU expenditure. While the EU
uses a wide spectrum of financing instruments, it does not have precise data on the
amount each one contributes to migration spending. The auditors estimate that total
expenditure was €1.4 billion for 2007-2013, but they were only able to determine exactly
how much was spent in the case of the thematic programme (€304 million). Owing to
weaknesses in the Commission’s information systems, they were also unable to ascertain
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to what extent EU funds were allocated to the main thematic or geographical priorities
through the thematic programme on migration.110
Similarly, a study conducted for the CONT Committee in 2016 on pre-accession funding
in Turkey argued that the European Commission’s management of EU pre-accession
funding suffered from a lack of transparency. This situation hinders the dialogue
between Turkey and the EU on EU funding to Turkey. The same study deduces that this
lack of transparency also adds costs to the different EU institutions/organs and
EU-funded third parties. Finally, it is likely that the lack of transparency constrains the
ability of the Commission itself to manage pre-accession funding efficiently.111

3.6. Strengthening the monitoring and scrutiny of EU funding
The constant need to adapt relations with third countries calls for well-functioning
learning mechanisms, in terms of processes, information gathering and information
exchange. It implies that the EU needs monitoring and evaluation systems that are less
activity-driven and more outcome-oriented. This is required at both instrument level and
for the EFIs as a package.
The lack of solid monitoring and evaluation systems has hampered the proper
assessment of instrument-level outcomes. The 2015 ECA report reviewing EU
development and cooperation recommended that the European Commission ‘improve its
guidelines to ensure the consistent use of terminology regarding results (outputs,
outcomes, impacts) and, where relevant, to formulate [specific, measurable, achievable,
relevant and timed] SMART objectives and clear indicators for its interventions at all
levels’. Equally, ‘through its internal guidelines, practical tools, project formulation and
monitoring processes, the Commission should ensure that a clear link is established
between actions and expected results, including cross‑cutting issues’. The information
system for reporting results and lessons learned, ensure data availability and quality, and
assess the risks inherent to implementation before committing financial resources. 112
Where monitoring and evaluation frameworks exist – which is the case for the EU’s
democracy and rule of law programmes and activities primarily funded by the EIDHR
and the IcSP – lessons identified do not appear to feed back into the design of new
programmes. According to a study prepared at the request of the Committee on
Budgetary Control (CONT), there is only limited evidence of lessons being systematically
and formally used to improve programme implementation of the EIDHR and the IcSP, as
required in EU procedures. The same study argues that while there is evidence of an
impact in these two fields, there remains a gap between the impacts that should be
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measured through monitoring and evaluation arrangements and the results reported at
national level, due to perceived security, confidentiality and diplomatic constraints.113
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4. Evaluating options for the post-2020 architecture
The European Commission mid-term review admits that ‘limited resources and financial
flexibility, combined with a multiplication of crises, have stretched the instruments to
their limits.’114 The negotiations on the next MFF will be particularly challenging on two
fronts. First, if as expected the UK withdraws from the EU, it will leave a major hole in
the EU finances. Second, there will be strong pressure to expand levels of EU spending in
areas that were not an EU priority in the past, most notably migration and external
security.115 Given these circumstances, this section analyses the factors that are key to
consider in the light of the preparation of the next MFF and options already on the table.

4.1. Opting for simplification, but not over-simplification
The need for a more flexible and simpler budget in parallel with a realisation that ‘silo
approaches’ to EU external action are ineffective, have led to discussions on reducing the
number of existing EFIs or, more radically, on merging existing EFIs into a single
instrument. In addition, simplification of the set of EFIs may be politically attractive at
the moment, given the UK decision to withdraw from the EU and the financial
consequences this decision entails. However, the European Commission-contracted
evaluations demonstrate that overall the different EFIs are fit for purpose. Equally, a 2016
study on the needs of the upper middle income countries, which do not seem to have
access to the necessary funding to tackle shortcomings (especially in governance issues),
argues that there is currently no need for the creation of a new instrument that would
target these countries exclusively.116
In addition, over-simplification, in particular the merging of EFIs into a single
instrument, entails limits and risks. As the European Commission-contracted report on
coherence maintains, instrument design is not necessarily the main impediment to more
effective EU external action. Rather, most challenges occur at the level of strategy,
programming and implementation, and where EU interests and the priorities of multiple
counterparts in partner countries diverge. The limited autonomy and weight of EU
Delegations and the ad hoc exploration of synergies among different instruments are also
problematic.117
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While the current structure of the EU external financing assistance package may seem
complex and compartmentalised, and therefore in need of simplification, a number of
factors must be considered when reforming it. This would especially be the case if
simplification were to become equivalent to creating a single EU instrument for
assistance to third countries.
 A first challenge will be to ensure that EU financing instruments target the needs
of recipient countries, cover regional cooperation, and acknowledge the regional
specificities (e.g. European neighbourhood, candidate countries, Africa, Latin
America), and the level of development of recipient countries (e.g., fragile states,
upper and middle income countries, least developed countries, etc.). Equally, the
special features of the thematic instruments should be safeguarded in any
possible reconfiguration of the EFIs.


Second, it will be important to retain the possibility of centralising certain
instruments at headquarters level in Brussels (whether in DG DEVCO or in
DG NEAR, or in the Service for Foreign Policy Instruments) while allowing for
others (such as the EIDHR) to be decentralised and for this parallel system of
disbursement of moneys to co-exist in a coordinated and coherent manner.



Third, a bigger instrument should not be equivalent to more bureaucratisation; it
should not in any way compromise flexibility, especially since a number of
instruments have already proven to be flexible to geopolitical and local realities
(e.g. the EIDHR, the IPA and the IcPS).



Fourth, the goals of any new configuration must be in line with realistic
expectations on the gains of the instrument design. 118 For example, a new
configuration of the EFIs cannot assume that development cooperation (the use
of DCI) can curb irregular migration.119

A certain level of simplification of the EFIs will be necessary to allow for greater political
guidance (see section 4.5 Linking EU action to EU strategy). It will also need to ensure
that such simplification does not lead to a shrinking of the overall resources of EU
external action (see section ‘3.4 Ensuring the availability of EU funding’). Furthermore,
over-simplification of the EFIs, in whatever form, should be avoided: simplifying does
not necessarily mean creating a single EU external financing instrument. In that context,
it should be noted that all of the European Commission-contracted evaluations found all
EFIs to be fit for purpose. Instead, the key challenge will be to streamline instruments to
avoid overlap. It will be important to cover the grey areas – the transition from
humanitarian aid to development and from security to development – without EFIs
overlapping each other. The complementarity of IPA II with the action of other
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instruments, notably the EIDHR and the IcSP, is good but coordination during both the
planning and programming phase has not been sufficient.120

4.2. Ensuring continuity and sustainability of reforms
A flagrant limitation of EU assistance today is that it is project-based (with short
deadlines), tied to programme-based objectives linked to very broad overarching
strategies. The problem with this approach is that the sustainability of
activities/projects/programmes in recipient countries is not secured. Youngs points to
perennial criticisms of civil society actors in third countries, including the fact that ‘such
support is too dependent on training; that EU projects are too short to generate
sustainable change; that too many tangible and quantitative outputs are requested; that
the EU depends too much on predetermined and rigid calls for proposals; that support
produces a culture of dependency; that inflexible probity standards mean the EU tends to
favour larger NGOs, not grassroots organisations; and that funding rules take away from
recipient CSOs any proactive involvement in project design’.121 Unsurprisingly, civil
society organisation (CSO) projects, as is argued in the Annex, appear to be disconnected
from the recipient countries’ broader reform dynamics.122
In addition, the EFIs in their current configuration have not ensured the sustainability of
reforms – be it civil society support or rule of law reforms – in disruptive and volatile
environments. More particularly, when it comes to CSO funding, a sector where the EU is
a dominant donor at global scale,123 while the EU has increasingly promoted the
mainstreaming of civil society support into what are referred to as sector actions,
including those targeting governmental institution-building, a laudable change, concerns
remain about EU funding for CSOs being used as announced. In some cases, it seems that
monies intended to support rule of law reforms and democratisation efforts were instead
channelled to support economic development or migration management (as is the case in
Turkey).124
In addition to ensuring the sustainability of projects per se, the EU needs to reflect on
how to ensure the sustainability of democracy-building efforts so that they lead to good
governance being effectively consolidated in recipient countries. Experts have repeatedly
criticised the EU of pushing for ‘stabilitocracy’125 rather than democratisation, notably
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when referring to EU reform efforts in the Western Balkans. 126 Consolidating democracybuilding in recipient countries also implies that the civil society sector thrives. Despite
noteworthy EU Commission efforts to respond to the shrinking space for civil society,
Youngs calls in the annex of this study for increased investment in prevention: ‘[t]he EU
also needs early warning procedures to spot imminent threats to CSOs and mechanisms
to ensure that these trigger concrete responses’.127

4.3. Facilitating flexibility
As with past negotiations of the MFF, the need for more flexibility in the EU budget, one
that can actually ensure that the necessary funding can be deployed and implemented
quickly and as needed, will figure prominently. A general lesson from the current MFF is
that ‘the degree of flexibility depends very much on the existence of an appropriate level
of ceilings. The low ceilings set for the current MFF have forced EU annual budgets to
operate close to the spending limits, leaving few margins to cover sudden needs.’ 128
As Youngs demonstrates in the expert paper in the annex to this study, the EU has
recognised the need to enhance linkages ‘downwards’ from formal CSO sectors to
informal and grassroots bodies. The EU has sought to circumvent this by encouraging the
applicants to introduce generous re-granting schemes to support small, grassroots bodies.
While this is a welcome trend, the financing instruments could and should still facilitate
more direct EU outreach to the informal, community-level of CSO activity. Re-granting is
important and useful, but cannot in itself ensure sufficient linkages between informal
activism and the NGO sector.129 With this in mind, the instruments should be reformed to
create dedicated pockets of money for ‘experimental’ civil society support. Support
should focus on strengthening citizen movements’ links with other actors – moving both
upwards into the political sphere, and downwards to individual citizens. 130
The EU does not have straightforward mechanisms under the existing financing
instruments to fund ‘fluid, informal groups or the capacity to assess which are relevant
among the large number of groups that emerge. As civil society itself has evolved around
the world, the EU external financing instruments and rules have not kept pace. The EU
will need to look beyond traditional kinds of grant support to the new actors’.131
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4.4. Balancing consistency with flexibility
The European Commission-contracted evaluations admit that responsiveness has been a
major challenge, as most instruments have had to try to incorporate unforeseen needs
and pressing EU internal political priorities. Although flexibility was accommodated
through the creation of new implementation modalities (e.g. trust funds) to which several
EFIs contributed, it resulted in major trade-offs (see the sections 3.1 Tackling interlinked
challenges’ and ‘3.2 Adapting instruments to needs’). A key challenge in the
implementation of the EFIs is to ensure results, especially when recipient governments
resist compliance with conditionality and/or implement reforms. At government level,
this has been as much an issue in countries in the EU’s immediate neighbourhood, where
arguably the EU has more political leverage on account of the accession perspective, as in
more distant geographical areas. It has therefore been an issue for EFIs across the board.
EFIs often include conditionality measures, which call for the respect of EU fundamental
values and over which there is much discontent and misunderstanding at the local level
in recipient countries. Youngs explains that a long-standing criticism made of the EU is
that it instinctively favours the civil society organisations it is most familiar with (and
that share its agenda), a statement particularly pertinent to CSO capacity-building in
Ukraine. This, it is argued, hurts EU credibility and therefore hinders sustainable reforms
but also distorts the way civil society develops in a non-EU country. ‘The EU needs both
to show itself open to a wider range of civic partners, but also to establish firmer red lines
– that is, standards for determining what kind of values the Union cannot accept as part
of its civil society funding initiatives.’132
While such reactions have been particularly vocal in the EU’s neighbourhood, it is also
important to note that some of the opposition movements and activists left outside of
government coalitions and structures established following the elections in the post-Arab
spring countries have called for conditionality to be exercised to ensure that the rights of
all citizens are upheld.133 It is in this framework that a balance needs to be found between
respecting EU fundamental values (and the interests of the suppressed in third countries)
and the EU security agenda (including EU Member States’ concerns, for example, on
issues of border management and human mobility). 134
There are limits to what money can do. As Youngs correctly argues on EU support to
civil society in Egypt, ineffectiveness in disbursing EU funding can be less about the EU’s
modalities than matters of political will and high-level EU foreign policy approaches
(both on the side of the recipient country and on the side of the EU and EU Member
States for not exercising sufficient pressure). In these circumstances, it is unlikely that
formal restructuring of EU financing instruments per se would have a major impact in
freeing CSO support.135
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Nonetheless, it would be useful to have provisions that allow more aid to go to civil
society when governments fail to implement conditions and to do so flexibly, as has been
done with the European Endowment for Democracy, and as Youngs demonstrates in the
annex. This would also prevent the EU from having to cut aid off altogether. While the
EU has talked about the need for this kind of flexibility, according to Youngs, experience
in Ukraine shows that such switches are often not made in practice. On the other hand,
experience in Turkey shows that this sort of flexibility is possible, when there is EU and
EU Member State political will and leadership, and the necessary pressure from the
European Parliament.
Three categories of funding are suggested to tackle these limitations:
 First, it might be useful to strengthen public diplomacy and the role of civil
society in mediation efforts. The EU increasingly funds ‘dialogue’ between CSOs
and the public sector. On rights-based reforms, which are more difficult to
negotiate in restrictive, authoritarian or volatile environments, this could be done
through the inclusion of rules in the financing instruments, requiring senior EU
officials to engage in active diplomacy and representation when host
governments perpetrate specific negative actions against EU-funded civil society
projects or organisations.136 This is a situation where EU leadership (at
institutional and Member State level) is needed.
This would also help respond to the shrinking space that civil society has faced in
recent years. For instance, civil society actors present in what could be argued are
less challenging transitional contexts, such as in the Western Balkans, argue that
it is not enough to support civil society through aid. They expect aid to be
coupled with diplomacy: ‘the EU needs to facilitate our relationship with our
governments’.137


Second, it would be useful ‘to ring-fence a certain amount of funding to include
civil society organisation within EU institutional funding – separate from other,
standard CSO support. This share could be increased over time. This would act
as a stronger incentive for reformers within the state and those within the civic
sphere to cooperate more systematically than is currently the case – indeed, the
lack of such harmonious linkages between different parts of pro-reform
constituencies often acts as one the principal brakes on far-reaching change’.138
All three of the cases examined in the annex show evidence of this weakness.

On technical reforms in non-EU countries, EU support to CSOs for their participation in
dialogues with government has on occasion been successful. Belarus is a case in point. EU-funded
CSOs worked well with the Belarussian Ministry of Social Affairs on developing the current social
contracting legislation in the country. (Information communicated by the European Commission.)
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Third, ‘[t]he EU could present two categories of support in the future, one to
‘civil society’ and one to, what might be termed ‘state-civics.’ This term refers to
‘civil society’ organisations that are not fully autonomous for from the state. In
some cases there may be a real benefit in funding this sort of ‘civil society’
organisations, since, in especially challenging circumstances, it can be a way to
keep some channel of leverage open over civic-type work. Nevertheless, the EU
should not so unquestioningly pass this off as CSO support that is genuinely
oriented to improving core political and liberal-personal rights’. In order to
improve accountability and transparency to the European Parliament and
European citizens, the European Commission could be asked to separate its
reporting into these two categories – each could then be judged and evaluated on
their own merits and not confused with each other. 139

4.5. Linking EU action to EU strategy
Consistency in the use of the EFIs assumes first and foremost consistency in support for
EU objectives and fundamental values. However, funding was diverted to projects that
have questioned the nature of development-oriented EFIs either to support urgent needs
(e.g. migration crisis) or security needs in recipient countries; tensions between long-term
and short-term needs became apparent; and the consistency with which the EU ensures
and protects fundamental values was jeopardised to the benefit of the security agenda. 140
Of all the EFIs, the newest EU instrument for external relations, the PI, is the one that has
most connected its actions to the EU Global Strategy, as the European Commissioncontracted evaluation found.141 The fact that it is still relatively new and that its logic and
objectives differ from the logic of other external action instruments, gives the PI the
necessary scope for innovation and further adaptation of processes and mechanisms.
However, on numerous occasions, goals are not targeted enough and can therefore not
meet needs in a given recipient country. The case of democracy promotion in the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia is a case in point. 142
In that context, the EU Global Strategy (published in June 2016) came late into the MFF
cycle, which could be the reason for the disconnect between instruments and overall
objectives or strategy. Another is that ‘[m]any EU strategic goals are so generic that there
is no convincing way to measure the utility of current approaches to supporting civil
society. Almost any type or degree of support can be justified as consistent with strategic
goals as general as stability or resilience. Reforms to the financing instruments should
139
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work to devise more specific indicators capable to redressing this problem’.143 It is now
important that the EU Global Strategy be followed up by an action plan for its
implementation, to which the EFIs can link back to more concretely.
In addition, expediency and short-term needs (security and humanitarian) have pushed
the EU to act in ways that have been perceived by some observers working in non-EU
countries, as pushing CSOs to focus on refugees’ basic humanitarian needs and, in return
for the huge influx of emergency aid, step back from sensitive rights-based campaigning.
This is also supported by the analysis in the annex. Consequently, for example, the need
for CSOs to work with the EU and the Turkish authorities to aid Syrian refugees has led
to a dilemma whereby, on the one hand, support for CSO core capacities is put on the
backburner, while on the other hand, EU refugee management is seen as playing into the
government’s aim to constrain civil society. 144
Similarly, it is felt that ‘if civil society partnerships become too closely aligned with or
instrumental to EU security goals, they are likely to lose much that makes them useful in
the first place’. Increasing amounts of money are being channelled into projects to contain
migration and counter-terrorism. Where such funding has a civil society component then
CSOs become vehicles for immediate EU strategic aims, and are not supported as checks
on power as such – the standard liberal rationale for strong civil societies. Very
importantly, the credibility and efficacy of EU civil society support risk being
undermined, without much tangible strategic gain.145 Nevertheless, the evidence
presented in this study (including in the annex) tells us that, although EU security needs
and interests are high on the EU agenda, the use of extraordinary means in the name of
security has not become pervasive across all aspects of EU external action.

4.6. Creating multi-stakeholder partnerships
As the EU Global Strategy notes, ‘[a]n inclusive political settlement requires action at all
levels. Through CSDP, development, and dedicated financing instruments, we will blend
top-down and bottom-up efforts fostering the building blocks of sustainable statehood
rooted in local agency. Working at the local level – for instance with local authorities and
municipalities – can help basic services be delivered to citizens, and allows for deeper
engagement with rooted civil society. Working in this direction will also improve our
local knowledge, helping us distinguish between those groups we will talk to without
supporting, and those we will actively support as champions of human security and
reconciliation’.146
The lack of an overarching political strategy for the EFIs (i.e. the absence of the EU Global
Strategy before mid-2016) has meant that ‘silo’ approaches were used in their
implementation, leading to major fragmentation of interventions through multiple
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instruments – as is the case with migration. Some see the on-going concern over the
complementarity of the EU’s instruments for external action as part of a broader issue of
lack of coherence in EU external action, and of ambiguity in its definition of democracy.
While joined-up action with Member States is showing progress, limitations persist.
There is therefore a need for effective ‘multi-actor partnerships’ including civil society,
local authorities and the private sector. 147 This idea is further developed in section
4.6 Creating multi-stakeholder partnerships’. The European Commission-contracted
evaluations, like the expert paper included in the annex, show that ‘win-win’ situations
can be created by ensuring local (recipient country, government, non-governmental)
ownership of projects/programmes through innovative participatory approaches.
At the level of EU inter-institutional cooperation, the implementation of the PI has shown
that EU Delegations have a key role to play in identifying and designing actions for
funding, given their knowledge of the local context in partner countries and the critical
role they have played in implementing measures to date. The implementation of the
same instrument has demonstrated that ‘there is also scope for client DGs to provide
more support to the implementation of the actions, as many projects need a technical
steer that Delegations are not always in a position to provide, though there are resource
constraints that may limit the ability of line DGs to provide additional support’.148
For the ‘whole of society’ approach to work, formal and consistent relations with
women’s NGOs and CSOs are also needed. While this is carried out in the context of the
Instrument contributing to Security and Peace (IcSP), it is not the case for other EU tools.
In most SADC countries,149 while NGOs are recognised, their relationships with the
national mechanisms are not spelled out and proceed on an ad hoc basis. 150 The need for
a growing role for women in local communities and female NGOs in monitoring and
holding government and authorities accountable and acting as catalysts for change, is an
issue that comes up repeatedly when speaking with activists and experts in the field. 151
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4.7. Strengthening EU strategic communication
The revised European Commission communication on the ENP called for ‘improved
public diplomacy [to] contribute to better explaining the rationale of EU policies and the
positive impact of concrete EU actions. EU should seek to ensure greater visibility for the
use of EU funds for the neighbourhood in the period 2014-2020. Visibility for the EU
should be made a condition of working with implementing partners’.152 This element is of
primordial importance and has not so far been effective. Research has demonstrated that
the visibility of EU programmes and projects is still low and that there is a need for a
strategic EU approach to communication because of intensified propaganda and
disinformation campaigns seeking to discredit the EU and eventually undermine its
position.153 Public awareness of the existing European cooperation programmes is also
relatively low, measuring an average of 42.5 % in the Maghreb countries, 37.5 % in the
Mashreq countries and 8.75 % in Egypt.154
In parallel, the EU’s international standing has suffered because of the financial and
migration crises and perceived ineffective EU management of these crises, as well as the
UK’s decision to withdraw from EU membership. There is also growing scepticism
towards Western models of democracy in general, which feeds into the alternative
narratives and political models being developed. Russia’s discourse on multipolarity and
its focus on sovereignty, for example, challenge Western discourse on respect for liberal
values and aim to contain the dominance of the West. Moreover, the ‘Beijing consensus’,
that is, the hybrid model of development in China that combines capitalist ideas with
government control but very limited political liberalisation, is appreciated for having
generated economic growth of almost 9 % in 2009 when the rest of the world faced
economic slowdown. Saudi Arabia’s state-backed proselytisation efforts have been
instrumental in spreading a particularly rigid brand of Salafism and in turning it into a
state doctrine that is highly critical of Western values. 155
EU support could come in the form of promoting independent, reliable and credible
media through its external action, including by ensuring that public awareness funds are
directed to such media outlets. The EU could also support the strategic communication
capacity of governments in recipient countries to understand public opinion better, and
by extension, to plan and adapt campaigns communicating the benefits of reform. The
public diplomacy agenda could engage with governments, civil society, the business
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community, academia and other citizens in partner countries, in particular youth,
including through science diplomacy.
On the IPA front, the European Commission should communicate the use of funds in
recipient countries more clearly and strongly, outlining the objectives, their use and
results. It is important that the EU presence, aid and ‘successes’ are communicated to the
citizens of recipient countries (e.g. in Turkey) more effectively. In countries where other
powers, such as Russia, have infiltrated or are accused of infiltrating partner countries,
especially where EU integration efforts for the accession countries are undermined by
other non-EU countries (i.e. the Western Balkans), targeted counter-propaganda and
strategic communication efforts are needed. This would imply working with partners
(other international organisations, EU Member States, the recipient government and local
authorities) to expose the misinformation.
The 2015 European neighbourhood policy called for disinformation to be exposed and a
response made whenever it targets the EU: monitoring and analysing media content;
examining perceptions and narratives in partner countries; and explaining the benefits of
each country’s cooperation with the EU while ultimately creating a positive narrative. It
also called for increased people-to-people contacts, university and school exchanges, and
the creation of young leaders’ programmes.156 The Arab StratCom Task Force has taken
up some of this work.157 Similar efforts are underway on and in the eastern
neighbourhood countries (Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, Georgia, Azerbaijan and
Armenia). The East StratCom Task Force in the EEAS monitors and analyses media in
Russia and the eastern partnership countries, and focuses on proactive strategic
communication campaigns whose aim is to demonstrate the EU’s commitment to the
region’s security, stability and prosperity. They do so by highlighting the tangible
benefits of closer cooperation with the EU, including in education, training and research,
youth employability, innovation and entrepreneurship through the Erasmus+, Creative
Europe and Horizon 2020 programmes. 158
A successful communication policy would ideally build on the other options mentioned,
notably the strengthening of learning processes in the EFIs and making good use of EU
resources and relevant stakeholders (EU Delegations, civil society networks, EU Member
State embassies, etc.). In addition, it is also important to create a dynamic strategic
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communication that is able to adapt itself constantly to local needs (there are no ‘onesize-fits-all’ solutions) and to ensure that the impact is sustainable.159

See, Pawlak, Patryk, Communicating Europe in Third Countries, reference no.: PE 599.340,
European Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, Brussels, March 2017.
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5. Conclusions
In the EU Global Strategy, the Union outlines the scope of its action, its objectives and its
perception of future challenges. It has committed to take action and to do so, it will need
the right instruments. Accordingly, the next generation of instruments will need to
respond to the need for more flexibility in a volatile world in order to address the
challenges the EU and recipient countries face.
This study concurs with the European Commission’s mid-term report that the current set
of instruments has proven in general to enable change.160 It finds that the existing
architecture and geographic/thematic coverage of the EFIs has on the whole been
relevant to the EU policy objectives set in in 2014 and provided added value, but has
been responsive to recipients’ needs to a lesser degree. Adaptations made to the design of
the instruments (e.g. differentiation, concentration) enhanced the EFIs’ results, but the
instruments faced recurrent implementation weaknesses (e.g. limited political steering,
disagreements with partner countries, and flexibility and capacity issues). The newer
instruments (the IcSP and the PI) acted as incubators for new forms of international
cooperation and were more flexible in responding to EU interests on the global scene.
In order to remain relevant, however, this study argues that the implementation needs of
EFIs be adapted to the new global crises and realities in recipient countries; that
programming should be more clearly linked to EU (regional and overarching) strategies;
and that coordination between EU institutions, with EU Member States and with other
donors active in recipient countries be further strengthened.
At the strategic level, weaknesses requiring attention in the post-2020 architecture
demand action to: a) balance short-term expediency with long-term needs; b) ensure that
EU security needs and interests do not marginalise EU values; c) safeguard the
development-oriented agenda of EFIs; and d) in a world faced by numerous new
challenges and risks and the decision of the UK to withdraw from the EU, ensure that EU
funding is available and is used efficiently. At the operational level, the EFIs need to:
a) overcome the ‘silo’ approach to implementation; and b) develop solid monitoring and
evaluation systems that assess the EFIs’ impact in recipient countries.
This study outlines possible ways to tackle these limitations. It examines the options for
simplification, cautioning against over-simplification. It recommends ensuring the
continuity and sustainability of the implementation of EU objectives in recipient
countries, going beyond the end of given programmatic priorities. The study also
examines the need to facilitate flexibility in the use of the EFIs, while ensuring
consistency of action, and using political leverage successfully without compromising EU
fundamental values. It also suggests linking EU action to EU strategies, involving all
relevant stakeholders by creating multi-actor partnerships, and strengthening EU
strategic communication to enhance EU visibility and understanding of EU action in
recipient countries.
See, European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council:
Mid-term Review Report of the External Financing Instruments, reference no.: COM(2017) 720 final,
Brussels, 15 December 2017.
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Executive summary
This in-depth analysis of EU civil society support sheds further light on the reasons why
EU external financing instruments (EFIs) need updating. It provides a concrete
illustration of some of the themes covered in the main body of the report, and also adds
further reflections specific to the sector of civil society support.
EU support to civil society in Turkey, Ukraine and Egypt has improved in recent years
but now struggles to meet a series of new challenges. Funding for civil society in these
three countries is now delivered with greater flexibility and to a wider range of recipients
than previously.
Amounts allocated to civil society are significant, if rather modest as an overall share of
the external financing instruments relevant to the three cases. Support to civil society
actors has undoubtedly been valuable, even if it has not been sufficient to avoid
complications to political reform in these three countries or to contribute in a major way
to the EU’s stated strategic objectives.
In Turkey and Egypt, external support has done little to temper government assaults
against civil society. In both these cases, the EU has shown some creativity in an effort to
circumvent the new obstacles to external support. Yet on-the-ground support has been
effective only at the margins, not least because European strategic and diplomatic
engagement in many senses now pulls in the opposite direction to the kind of reform
objectives associated with civil society.
In Ukraine, the EU has helped foster an impressive degree of civil society dynamism and
this has been a leading edge of the country’s reform process since 2014. At the same time,
EU support to civil support has in other ways played into and magnified the
shortcomings and imbalances of Ukraine’s reform process.
Neither radical simplification of the EFIs nor a dedicated civil society instrument would
necessarily improve civil society support, and may involve serious drawbacks.
In re-designing its financing instruments the EU needs to find procedural ways of
helping link civil society more effectively with other reform-oriented aid; support new
civic actors; temper the current assault on civil society organisations; and establish more
nuanced links between civil society and strategic goals.
The EU external financing instruments should be reformed with a number of
considerations in mind:
 While the broad structure of the current financing instruments should not be
changed with regards to this sector, the EU should consider introducing ways of
cohering civil society organisation (CSO) support more tightly within this
structure.


The EFIs should be better designed to help linkages between CSO support and
other areas of funding.
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Developing progress already made, the EFIs could still help add further
flexibility to EU civil society support.



The EFIs need to add elements more specifically aimed at protecting CSOs from
the increased levels of repression they are today facing.



The EU should broaden its CSO support beyond its traditional range of natural,
pro-European partners.



The EFIs should be reformed to help the EU identify and support new types of
civil society actors beyond professional advocacy NGOs.



The EFIs need better mechanisms to understand how CSO support feeds into
overarching aims of the common foreign and security policy (CFSP).
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1. Introduction
This study assesses the effectiveness, responsiveness, consistency and added value of EU
civil society support in three specific case studies: Turkey, Ukraine and Egypt. The study
addresses the question of how the EU’s external financing instruments can best be
reshaped to increase the impact of civil society support.
The report provides detailed studies of EU civil society support in Turkey, Ukraine and
Egypt (this order according with the respective density of EU civil society initiatives). In
each case, it provides a very brief overview of civil society’s current health to give some
context for EU policies – although it is beyond the remit of this report to examine the
general political situation in each country. It then outlines the nature of civil society
support channelled through different EU external financing instruments (EFIs). The
report offers an assessment of civil society support in each country.
The instruments that provide civil society support in these cases include the European
Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI), Instrument for Pre-Accession (IPA), the Civil Society
Organisations and Local Authorities (CSO-LA) thematic programme of the Development
Cooperation Instrument (DCI), the European Instrument for Democracy and Human
Rights (EIDHR), and to a very modest degree the Instrument contributing to Stability and
Peace (IcSP) and ECHO humanitarian relief. While outside the EU institutions, the
European Endowment for Democracy (EED) is also examined, as this is designed to be a
primary channel for civil society support and offers a vital point of comparison to
funding governed by the formal EU financing instruments.
The report adopts a broad definition of civil society, taking this to apply to organised
entities operating in the space between the individual and family, on the one hand, and
the state and political sphere, on the other hand. Civil society organisations (CSOs)
include professional, advocacy NGOs (Non-Governmental Organisations) but also other
civic organisations like informal activist networks, community organisations and also
trades unions.161 The report draws on information and opinion provided by both policymakers and civil society representatives through interviews conducted on condition of
anonymity.
The Commission’s mid-term review of the external financing instruments, published in
December 2017, does not cover civil society support in any detail but advocates generic
improvements to ensure that all EU aid is delivered with greater flexibility, greater
complementarity between different types of aid, and with greater attention to security
issues.162 This report teases out what these broad principles imply for the design of civil
society support.

For definitions see M. Edwards (ed), The Oxford Handbook of Civil Society, Oxford University
Press, 2011, especially the chapters in section one.
161

European Commission, Mid-term review Report of the External Financing Instruments,
COM(2017)720, 15 December 2017.
162
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The report offers a series of guidelines to orientate future civil society support:
 The broad structure of the current financing instruments would be best retained,
with the EU introducing ways of cohering CSO support within this structure.


The EU could and should consider ways of deepening the linkages between its
CSO support and other areas of funding;



The EU has some scope for introducing more flexibility in its financing
instruments that may, at the margins, help improve the effectiveness of CSO
support.



The EFIs need to evolve to help better protect CSOs from the increased
repression they are suffering from governments in many countries today.



The EU’s support to civil society should caste a wider net to find ways of backing
groups beyond the circle of traditional civic partners.



The EFIs should be changed to help the EU more specifically get support to new
types of civil society actors.



The EU needs more carefully to measure and understand how CSO support
relates to its overarching strategic goals and must avoid securitising the civic
sector.
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2. General background
This section briefly outlines the EU external financing instruments that have been used to
support the civil society sectors in Turkey, Ukraine and Egypt.
The European Commission’s communication of September 2012 on Europe’s engagement
with Civil Society in External Relations lays out the basic policy goals for CSO support. 163
This document establishes the broad policy guidelines that currently guide the EU’s
commitment to support CSOs and the generic thematic priorities of this support.
The IPA includes several forms of specified support for civil society. Of the three cases
examined in this report, it operates only in Turkey – the section on Turkey outlines its
civil society provisions. The IPA is organised around a wide range of thematic priorities,
but pays particular attention to supporting civil society to play a positive role in a
country’s pre-accession preparations.
Under the ENI, the EU commits to strengthening the capacity of local CSOs to ensure
government accountability and local ownership over domestic reform processes. 164 For
this purpose, ENI guidelines stipulate that CSOs are to be involved in preparing,
implementing and monitoring EU assistance in the priority sectors of cooperation
identified with partner governments. Since 2014, the EU has generally allocated 5 % of its
ENI bilateral envelopes to civil society. The ENI has a new flexibility cushion of 10 % for
unforeseen needs, offering the potential for further CSO support, nominally delivered
with greater speed and agility.
The Neighbourhood Civil Society Facility (NCSF) ran from 2011 to 2013 under the
European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument, the predecessor of the ENI, and
specifically aimed at civil society development in the ENP region. 165 Some NCSF projects
are still running.
The EU renewed its commitments at the Eastern Partnership summit on 24 November
2017. In its ‘20 deliverables for 2020’ promise, stronger support for civil society is listed as
the first aim; the EU committed €170 million for CSOs up to 2020 and indicated that it
would aim much of this at new forms of social innovation in EaP countries.
The CSO-LA thematic programme funded under the DCI aims at strengthening CSOs
and local authorities so that they can better respond to people’s needs and participate in
policy-making at different levels in support of internationally agreed development
European Commission. The Roots of Democracy and Sustainable Development: Europe’s Engagement
with Civil Society in External Relations. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament,
the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions, Brussels, 12
September 2012.
163

European External Action Service and European Commission. Programming of the European
Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) - 2014-2020: Regional East Strategy Paper (2014-2020) and Multiannual
Indicative Programme (2014-2017).
164

165 European

Commission, Action Fiche for Neighbourhood Civil Society Facility 2011.
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goals.166 For flexibility, the DCI leaves 5 % of its funds unallocated and can use fast-track
processes for crisis situations: both these provisions offer the possibility of additional
funding for civil society.
The EIDHR is the main tool of support to local and international organisations promoting
human rights and democratic freedoms through country-based programmes and global
calls for projects. In contrast to other instruments, the EIDHR has a specifically rightsbased remit and can fund CSOs without host-government approval.
The IcSP is aimed at short-term crisis responses that go beyond humanitarian aid, yet
short of long-term development aims. Civil society is one potential recipient is such
support.
Since it became operational in August 2013, the European Endowment for Democracy
has funded 544 initiatives. The EED offers the benefit of quick, collaborative and flexible
support to a broad range of actors, including political movements and individual
activists, media and non-registered CSOs in an attempt to target those actors that are not
financed by other donors or under other EU aid instruments. The EED is supported by
the European Commission, 22 EU Member States, Canada, Norway and Switzerland. One
core aim is to help emerging CSOs later to obtain larger support from the European
Commission.

European Commission, Multiannual Indicative Programme for the Thematic Programme “Civil Society
Organisations and Local Authorities” for the period 2014-2020, C(2014) 4865 final, Brussels.
166
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3. Turkey
3.1. Civil society state of play
Turkey’s professionalised civil society sector has grown exponentially in the last two
decades. The country now counts just over 11 000 registered organisations, run by an
expanding staff. During the 1990s and early 2000s, EU support was of significant help in
creating a large formal, professional NGO sector, a large part of which was moulded
around the agenda of EU harmonisation and accession preparations.
The most common types of civic organisation in Turkey are, in order, professional
associations, sports associations and then religious associations – with a big drop off then
to other types of CSO. In 2016, Turkish CSOs had just over 37 000 paid staff and 17 000
volunteers. Of the total 111 000 CSOs, 22 000 are based in Istanbul, just over 10000 in
Ankara and around 6 000 in Izmir; other CSOs are spread around the country but in very
much smaller numbers.167
Newer forms of movements have gradually come to the fore in Turkey, with young
people moving from one issue campaign to another, using ad hoc methods and
organisational forms. The Gezi Park protests in 2013 indicated the emergence of a less
structured civil society and the spread of loose social movements focused on a different
set of issues from those of formal NGOs. Only a small percentage of the protestors were
members of an NGO or any other civic or political organisation. The protests gave birth
to a series of public assemblies that consciously rejected the formal and hierarchical
structures of traditional civil society initiatives
Government repression contained the protest wave, and as the clampdown has become
even more pervasive in the last two years, it has left civil society in a more tenuous
position. Civil society finds itself in a highly precarious situation in Turkey. In the last
two years, the government has closed down over a thousand NGOs. Civil society has
been caught up in the government’s moves against the cult-like Gülenist movement.
Many accuse the government of sidelining critical CSOs through trumped up charges
that they are linked to the Gülenists – and, in particular, the latter’s supposed
orchestration of the July 2016 attempted coup against president Erdoğan. In contrast, the
government has increasingly sponsored many conservative-religious civic organisations,
helping to create a ‘civil society’ more aligned to the incumbent AKP (Adalet ve
Kalkınma Partisi - Justice and Development Party) administration.
At the same time, some observers detect a new layer of localised civil society activity
organised around community-level concerns and less overtly political agendas. The
overall political situation has pushed activists towards issues like urban renewal and
development; these areas of activity confront nepotism and corruption through the prism
of concrete, local issues. Formal organisations focused on human rights and democracy
make up a relatively small part of Turkish civil society today. The political divide

167

Department of Association, Turkish Ministry of Interior
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between the ruling AKP and opposition secularists has begun to afflict the civic sphere.
This has prompted a further move to low profile, small and flexible citizen self-help
initiatives.168
Protests flared again after the referendum in April 2017 that handed Erdoğan vastly
increased presidential powers. These revolts emerged out of local community ‘No’
campaigns, as well as involving NGOs and some opposition parties. Many CSOs
continue to meet without active campaigning, simply to keep their groups together in
‘wait and see’ mode. Some of the Gezi ‘forums’ still exist, although most have fractured
as differences emerged over whether or not more permanent NGO-like structures were
needed.169

3.2. EU support to civil society: facts
3.2.1. IPA
For 2007-2013, the IPA allocated €4.8 billion to Turkey. IPA II covers 2014-2020 and
makes €4.5 billion available for the country. Under IPA II, civil society has become a
specified sub-sector of support within the democracy and governance sector of funding.
IPA II contains two elements of CSO support. The first element is the civil society subsector, under which funds are managed through Turkey’s Ministry of EU Affairs; the
ministry introduced a Sector Planning Document to guide CSO support under IPA II.
This allocates the civil society sub-sector €190 million for 2014-2020. Most CSO support is
now channelled as part of this sub-sector, even though CSOs can and do receive support
under other thematic sectors. The EU’s three professed aims are to enhance the
organisational capacity of Turkey’s CSO sector; ensure a more conducive environment
for CSOs; and improve dialogue between CSOs and state authorities.170 As of autumn
2017, IPA II had dispersed €92.3 million to civil society, through 1015 projects.
The second IPA II element is the Civil Society Facility (CSF). Unlike the sub-sector funds,
the CSF is managed by the EU Delegation, not the Turkish ministry. This means that the
EU Delegation can have direct relations with CSOs and ensure that their projects are
funded. The CSF awarded €5 million in 2014, €10 million in 2016 and €16 million in 2017.
Its main component is the so-called Sivil Düşün programme, which is described below.
The CSF also has a regional dimension, through which Turkish CSOs are supported to
participate in regional networks and long-term projects.
The largest item of funding is that which aims to increase CSOs’ engagement in
harmonisation processes with EU rules. Under the ‘democracy and governance’ category
of IPA funding, the largest share of support goes to themes such as student and academic
exchanges and town twinning - these might properly be defined as civil society only in a
O. Zhinioglu, Resuming Civic Activism in Turkey, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
2017.
168

169

Ibid.

European Commission, DG Enlargement Guidelines for EU Support to Civil Society Enlargement
Countries, 2014-2020, in Brussels, 14 October 2013.
170
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very indirect sense as they are not the kind of direct civic capacity-building work
normally labelled as civil society support. However, there is currently a reorientation
towards more basic rights-based work. The Commission signals that it is beginning to
direct more funds to the themes of media independence, freedom of expression, personal
rights and groups working against torture and unlawful imprisonment, defending
grassroots rights-defenders, children’s and refugee rights.
One of the main IPA interventions is its support to a Civil Society Dialogue programme
that since its launch in 2008 has financed 350 projects in Turkey, bringing together civil
society organisations from Turkey and the EU around common topics, to exchange
knowledge and experience. This Dialogue has received €42.5 million from IPA and IPA
II, and is now in its fourth phase. In another example of IPA funding, the EU helped set
up a Civil Society Development Centre a decade ago.
Funds from the Civil Society Facility include the TACSO (Technical Assistance for CSOs)
programme. This has been more narrowly aimed at facilitating specific training and
capacity needs of CSOs and improving the environment for active citizenship. TACSO
finished in November 2017; the Civil Society Development Centre will now carry out its
functions.
A shift in EU emphasis is occurring. IPA institution-building projects have struggled to
retain momentum, not least because the government’s purge of supposed Gülenists from
ministries has ejected most of those with experience and interest in cooperating with the
EU. Of particular concern has been the approximately one third of Ministry of Justice
officials that have been forced to leave – seriously complicating the running of the EU’s
crucial rule of law initiatives. As such, officials have been replaced with inexperienced
staff; momentum has been lost in cooperation between Turkish institutions and EU
capacity-building programmes. This is leading the EU to look at ways of shifting more
funds into civil society, outside the sub-sector funds.
Turkey’s Central Finance and Contracts Unit is responsible for the overall budgeting,
tendering, contracting, payments, accounting and financial reporting related to most EU
funded programmes. The unit is administratively linked to the Treasury unit responsible
for the financial management of EU funded programmes. Many activists complain that
this unit is not fair or inclusive, repeatedly denying support to some types of civil society
and gradually stifling civil society funding. Moreover, due to general political challenges
and a backlog of funding decisions, the EU is set to re-centralise control over a part of the
civil society budget.
The EU supported the preparation of a ‘code of conduct’ for civil society involvement in
decision-making, in particular related to the EU harmonisation agenda; implementation
of this code was blocked. Indeed, more broadly, the IPA II strategy recognises the
challenge of the closing civic space and states that: ‘EU support for legislative reforms to
improve the enabling environment for civil society and to encourage more inclusive
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governance will be provided mainly through institution-building measures (technical
assistance and twinning) or the TAIEX instrument.’ 171
As a reaction to the worsening conditions for democracy and civil society, in November
2017 the EP passed a resolution suggesting that accession talks should be suspended and
more IPA aid diverted to Turkish civil society. The EU has already reduced IPA funds to
Turkey for 2018.
Sivil Düşün is a civil society programmes funded from IPA II’s Civil Society Facility. The
initiative is designed to be flexible and respond to CSOs’ direct needs, and indeed those
of more informal movements and even individual activists. It was launched in 2013
specifically to offer the improvements most requested by CSOs, after an extensive
consultation process involving over 700 such organisations. The main innovations were
to make access to funds less bureaucratic; to make funds available to smaller
organisations; to provide project grants, technical assistance and knowledge-sharing in a
combined fashion; to cover some core operating costs; to allow CSOs to propose their
own priorities; and to help network-building between CSOs. The programme awards
funds under a service contract to a private company that then supports CSOs; this gives
the EU greater flexibility in terms of the programme’s end beneficiaries.
From 2013 to the start of 2017, the programme supported 311 activities: 227 of these went
to CSOs (including ‘initiatives without a legal entity’) and 84 to individual activists.
These initiatives were relatively well spread out across Turkey, unlike with other funding
instruments. The most generously supported themes were peace, anti-discrimination and
women’s rights. Many of the funded projects have an original and innovate feel: cycle
activism, citizen journalism, an open source platform that monitors politicians’ use of
social media; the use of art in participative peace forums; a campaign exploring ‘What
activism means’.172
The application process is easy, with the application form containing only 10 questions.
The Sivil Düşün programme now accepts applications in different languages and officials
can even help applicants fill out the form over the telephone. Applicants are not expected
to be advanced computer users or have experience in project writing. Almost half of the
applications have come from individual activists – a figure that diplomats see as a
testimony to the success of the programme, as the aim is to ensure that funds reach those
individuals whose NGOs have been banned and can no longer apply as part of a formally
registered association. This process is not as flexible as that of the EED, but draws on
some elements of the Endowment’s procedures.
The EU is set to increase Sivil Düşün’s budget, although this remains modest compared
to the sub-sector funds that go through Turkish state bodies. The first phase of the
Aktivist Support Program lasted from November 2014 to November 2016 with a total

European Commission, Instrument for Pre-Accession Indicative Strategy Paper for Turkey (20142020), p. 19.
171

172

See website of Sivil Düşün (in English)
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budget of €2 million. The second phase started in March 2016, will end in 2018, and will
have a significantly increased budget of €5 million.
The political context presents major challenges. Some groups funded by the Sivil Düşün
have been shut down by government decree. The most affected groups are those working
on human rights. Applications have shifted towards less sensitive types of work –
meetings, networking, information sharing and generic training programmes. The focus
has shifted towards less confrontational issues like children and peace or women and
peace instead of directly confronting specific human rights violations. The list of EU civil
society projects reveals very few overtly political initiatives. Nearly all are going to
generic dialogues and work with refugees, along with fairly general rights aims, like
gender, environment, non-discrimination, somewhat divorced from the current political
situation.

3.2.2. EIDHR
The EIDHR allocates around €3 million and 20 contracts a year in Turkey. It has mostly
supported projects focusing on human rights and fundamental freedoms, including
freedom of expression, securing justice, cultural diversity, minority rights, gender
equality, LGBT rights, Roma citizens and youth. So far, the EIDHR has in total allocated
approximately €17 million for over 100 projects in Turkey since 2014.

3.2.3. Humanitarian aid
The EU’s €3 billion aid package to help Turkey manage migration flows includes some
support to civil society. The total dossier of funding for refugee-management in Turkey
includes funds from a number of sources: the support comes mainly from ECHO funds,
although with smaller contributions from the IcSP and the IPA, while some EIDHR
projects have been awarded to CSOs working on these issues.
Some of the €3 billion package amounts in effect to indirect CSO support. The EU has
large contracts with international organisations to deliver humanitarian relief; some of
these in turn use Turkish CSOs to help deliver the EU funds. This support goes to
provide education for refugees and the host communities. It has also offered new funds
to Turkish NGOs supporting integration and dialogue programmes for Syrians displaced
by their country’s war. The EU has shown some notable flexibility: in December 2015,
€140 million from the IPA budget was transferred to the EU Regional Trust Fund in
response to the Syrian crisis. In general, support to humanitarian NGOs is a growing part
of EU external aid. As many CSO workers move into humanitarian organizations as
international aid flows into this sector, some policy-makers are concerned that this is
weakening capacity for rights-related work. In this sector, the EU supports CSOs for a
specific function, to deliver aid on the ground, and is not concerned with the
development of civil society per se.

3.2.4. EED
Because of the well-structured funding frameworks linked to accession, the EED did not
initially focus on Turkey as much as on other states in the neighbourhood. This situation
has now been revised, as the political situation in Turkey has become more challenging
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and civil society restricted since the attempted coup of July 2016. One especially key
priority for the EED is to help Turkish media organisations under threat, in terms of both
core funding and legal support, and funding to media reporting on local-level activism.

3.3. Assessment
EU support has helped consolidate civil society’s role in decision-making in Turkey. Civil
society representatives value EU support that is not necessarily about huge amounts of
funding. The TACSO initiative, the Civil Society Development Centre and, to a certain
extent, Bilgi University’s Social Incubation Centre all help channel advice on
communication, strategy planning and the like.
However, CSOs’ inclusion in government decision-making remains in the form of ad hoc
consultations and is now increasingly restricted to a narrow group of ‘safe’ CSOs. The
Turkish Sector Planning Document does not acknowledge the worsening environment
for CSOs – indeed, it reads as if the democratisation process were continuing in positive
fashion and the AKP government were genuinely committed to boosting the civil society
sector. The EU institutions acknowledge this is a challenge to be addressed.
Bridging initiatives between cooperation on technocratic harmonisation and civil society
support are largely absent. The EU has proposed steps towards opening its institutionbuilding initiatives to civil society participation and scrutiny. However, in Turkey this is
proving very difficult to do.
While the EU funds projects on the generic value of dialogue and peace, its efforts to
engage with CSOs in South-East Anatolia have been complicated by Turkey’s
overarching political situation, and in particular the stagnation of peace talks.173
Research on the ground has found that many Turkish CSOs are concerned that external
funding is pushing them to focus on refugees’ basic humanitarian needs and, in return
for the huge influx of emergency aid, step back from sensitive rights-based campaigning.
The EU policy shift has presented CSOs with a dilemma: they recognise the need to work
with the EU and the Turkish state to get help to Syrian refugees, but worry that support
for their own core capacities is now being somewhat left aside – and that the EU’s
management of the refugee issue is unwittingly playing into the government’s aim to
constrict civil society.174
Most EU funds (especially under the IPA) are still short-term and activity-based,
although there is an incipient trend towards some longer running, 4-year grants. Their
aims are oriented towards visibility and output. They have in this sense certainly boosted
the visibility of CSOs in Turkey. How far they have boosted core CSO institutional
capacity is more debatable. The short timelines and output requirements militate against
See H. Akay, Ten Years with the European Union: Financial Assistance, Civil Society and Participation,
TAV, Istanbul, 2016.
173

H. Mackreath and S. Gulfer Sagnic, Civil society and Syria refugees in Turkey, Istanbul, Citizen’s
Assembly-Turkey, March 2017.
174
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sensitive rights-based work. According to many activists, these issues need more time
and political flexibility than EU funds allow for. Again, EU funding may inadvertently be
pushing Turkish civil society into less sensitive functions. The EED’s new work in Turkey
may help offset this situation, at the margins.
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4. Ukraine
4.1. Civil society state of play
Ukrainian civil society is strong and has become stronger in recent years. The 2014
Maidan protestors largely rejected the direct involvement of political parties in the revolt
and most were not involved in professional NGO activism. Some sceptics lament that this
broad civic movement has increasingly narrowed into a smaller group of professional
CSO activists keeping pressure on the government, against a backdrop of broader social
apathy.175 A Chatham House study concludes that Ukraine still suffers ‘a gap between
organised advocacy and concerned citizens’ and a sense that ‘CSOs are disconnected
from local communities, and that activity on behalf of citizens rather than with citizens
prevails’.176
The Ukrainian government has begun to place constraints on some CSOs, particularly by
placing onerous financial reporting obligations on those organisations working against
corruption. In recent months, physical attacks have spread against anti-corruption
activists; even if the government is not directly orchestrating these, the overall political
climate seems to be generating a sense of impunity amongst the perpetrators.
Still, there are vibrant new strands of civic activism across Ukraine. Many new initiatives
based on volunteerism have sprung up related to the on-going conflict in Donbas. Selfhelp volunteerism has funded ‘citizen soldiers’ in the conflict against the separatists. A
new area is the growth of CSOs supporting dialogue across the line of contact in Donbas,
an antidote to the more nationalist groups that have emerged wanting a tougher
Ukrainian approach against separatist forces.
More broadly, Ukraine has experienced a growth both of CSOs monitoring the
government and those undertaking services for different ministries. The Reanimation
Package for Reforms has provided coordination between different parts of Ukraine’s
burgeoning CSO sector with a view to monitoring the reform process and advocating
areas of policy change. Recently, CSOs have focused particularly on health and education
reforms, along with women’s rights. Many new civic initiatives are rooted in local
communities, financed by Ukrainian not foreign funds and run by citizens rather than
professional NGO personnel. ProZorro is a volunteer initiative that worked in
partnership with the government to introduce a transparent and competitive electronic
system of public procurement, using innovative commercial platforms to attack
corruption.
Ukraine’s civil society is stronger than its overall level of democracy. Despite being
classed as a ‘flawed democracy’ in the Economist Intelligence Unit’s Democracy Index,
Ukraine scores as highly for political participation and civil liberties as EU members
Poland and Slovenia, and higher than Romania. 177 Influential new organisations have
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emerged, including Crimea SOS, Vostok SOS, Krylia Feneksa and Legal Hundred
working inter alia on minority rights, judicial reform and services for war veterans. A
broad potential for civic mobilisation persists. In October 2017, more than 5 000
protestors lay siege to the Parliament in Kyiv, angry at President Poroshenko’s failure to
enact anti-corruption laws.

4.2. EU support to civil society: facts
In 2014, the EU Delegation to Ukraine, together with EU Member States and in
consultation with civil society and national authorities, agreed the EU Country Roadmap
for Engagement with Civil Society in Ukraine for a three-year period.178 In Ukraine, the
EU has substantially increased its allocations to civil society from €12 million in 2010-2013
to over €20 million in 2014-2017 through the ENI, DCI and EDIHR.

4.2.1. Civil Society Support Programme (CSSP)
In April 2014, the EU supported Ukraine with a State Building Contract with the budget
of €355 million. Complementary to this, the EU launched a Civil Society Support
Programme of €10 million ‘to enhance the role of civil society promotion and monitoring
democratic reforms and inclusive socio-economic development in Ukraine’. 179 The CSSP’s
first call for proposals with the budget of €5 million was launched in March 2015. In this
call, the EU envisaged a re-granting scheme encouraging CSOs to design projects
supporting smaller, geographically remote organisations outside the capital. A current
EU priority, for the 2018-2020 period, is to make sure the CSSP reaches out to more grassroots organisations.

4.2.2. ENI
Around €15 million went to CSOs in Ukraine from the ENI between 2014 and 2016. 180 The
aid was awarded to civil society organisations from Kyiv and nine regions both from the
east and the west of the country. Two projects focused on promoting local governance
reform and capacity building for civil society organisations at the community level. In
2016, ENI funds contributed €15 million to boost the civil society component of the EU
Anti-Corruption Initiative implemented by Danida (Danish International Development
Agency) – the aim here is to mobilise CSOs behind the anti-corruption architecture
created by the Ukrainian government.181 The EU has supported the participation of
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Ukrainian civil society in the EU-Ukraine Civil Society Platform and Ukrainian National
Platform of the Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum.

4.2.3. CSO-LA of DCI
For 2014-2017, the European Commission allocated €6.5 million to enhance CSOs’
participation in Ukraine’s public policies and programmes under the CSO-LA. This is
more than a threefold increase compared to €1.85 in the pre-Euromaidan period of 20102014.182

4.2.4. EIDHR
For 2014-2017, the European Commission allocated to Ukraine €4.39 million through the
EIDHR country-based programme (a similar amount to the €4.2 million allocated for
2010-2013). In 2015, the EU launched a call for expressions of interest under EDIHR with
a budget of €2 million, under a simplified procedure to respond to the conflict in eastern
Ukraine. The call applied to CSOs working on human rights, gender equality and
women’s rights, and psychological assistance for children affected by the conflict. The EU
encouraged CSOs to reach out to remote and rural areas, and implement projects through
a CSO network, using sub-granting.
In November 2016, the EU announced a new call combining CSSP, CSO-LA and EIDHR
funds, with €8.2 million allocated to CSOs.183 The thematic focus was on anti-corruption
reforms, local level activism, internally displaced persons, women and youth, social
entrepreneurship, torture, and human rights promotion in the conflict affected areas and
Crimea. The EU again encouraged applicants to provide support to smaller organisations
through re-granting, as well as to build links with the media and business. In addition, in
summer 2017, the EU awarded a contract of €1.75 million to a consortium of three
consultancy companies from Sweden, Belgium and UK.184

4.2.5. IcSP
While the IcSP has not directly funded CSOs, it provided a €10 million grant to the
United Nations Development Programme for a project on UN Women ‘Restoration of
Local Governance and Reconciliation in Crisis-Affected Areas of Ukraine’ that included
some civil society support.185 In addition, the IcSP funded two projects by international
NGOs – International Alert on psycho-social support to conflict affected population and
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the Thompson Foundation on conflict sensitive media reporting – that are carried out in
cooperation with Ukrainian civil society organisations. 186

4.2.6. EED
Since it became operational in 2013, the EED has funded 68 initiatives in Ukraine – the
country being by some margin the biggest recipient of EED funds. The EED has
prioritised support for new civil society initiatives and leaders that emerged in the
protests of 2013-2014. During and after the Euromaidan protests, EED provided
emergency assistance to civic activists, media and journalists in Ukraine, including from
Crimea and the east. The EED has put an emphasis on emerging civic groups and
activists outside the capital. Over three-quarters of projects supported by the EED are
located in the regions. Grants have been awarded to grassroots political movements,
independent media, anti-corruption, good governance and human rights initiatives, civic
hubs and community spaces that promote communication, exchange and networking
among civic activists and youth.187 The EED has also supported CSOs representing
people displaced from the conflict in Donbas.
Most EED grants now go to CSO start-ups and the Endowment has provided not only
financial assistance, but also capacity-building through coaching, training, networking
and exposure to international institutions. Applicants can submit a relatively simple form
for request for funding in Ukrainian or Russian and coaching on grant and budget
proposals is provided, if necessary, by locally-based EED consultants in the course of the
application process. In 2014, Canada put funds into the EED for a five-year project
providing support for Ukrainian CSOs.

4.3. Assessment
The EU has undoubtedly helped civil society become one of the key players in Ukrainian
reforms. The situation in civil society is far better than in relation to other sectors where
Ukraine’s reform process remains problematic – for example, the country’s fractious and
captured parliament, the need for electoral reform and stalled constitutional reform. EU
support has enhanced CSO anti-corruption campaigns and this has slowly pushed the
government into make progress on corruption, for long Ukraine’s Achilles heel. The
amounts spent on civil society support in Ukraine are significant, even if they are
relatively limited compared to other sectors of support (including EU funds for
government institution-building initiatives) – they are also more modest than the IPA II
sub-sector funding for civil society in Turkey.
Ukrainian CSOs have matured in recent years and become more robust. More funding
comes from internal Ukrainian sources than previously. Ukrainian CSOs have been in the
lead in pushing back against Russian misinformation, often imparting their knowledge
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and experience to civil society within the EU – a reversal of the standard lesson-sharing
direction of influence.
While an assessment of EU institutional support to Ukraine’s overarching reform process
is well beyond this report’s remit, it is worth noting that EU and Member State CSO
support in Ukraine is now much better aligned to the government’s own reform
priorities. The EU used simplified procedures in Ukraine as a response to the crisis in a
way that introduced a significant degree of flexibility. In addition, the EU has
significantly enhanced the use of re-granting schemes across Ukraine in order to enhance
flexibility and reduce the burden of reporting requirements. In order to encourage CSOs
to apply for EU funds, it now publishes its calls in local languages and the EU Delegation
has expanded the reach of its CSO activities to the regions.
Civil society support is still hindered by the politicisation and rent-seeking of state
institutions. Even in Ukraine’s relatively benign context, CSO support can get dragged
into nepotistic battles. This is not the EU’s fault nor in its own gift to remedy. Yet, CSOs
certainly hope for more EU support in undercutting oligarchs’ influence over the
country’s politics.
One outstanding challenge is to get CSO support linked more strongly and seamlessly to
efforts to reform parliamentary and political party structures, and to ensure it operates
less as a stand-alone area of funding. Policy-makers are aware of this challenge, and
indeed highlight its importance. Yet for now the EU has steered clear of any significant
work in such political domains. In addition, as the EU only has a mandate to fund
projects up to but not beyond the line of contact in Donbas, it is difficult for it to fund
bridge-building initiatives between civil society groups on different sides of the conflict.
The EU has to strike a difficult balance on pressure and conditionality in Ukraine – too
much conditionality could dampen reform momentum, but so could too little. It would,
in this context, be useful to have provisions to allow for more aid to go to CSOs when
governments fail to implement conditions but the EU does not want to hold back aid
altogether. The EU has talked about the need for this kind of flexibility, but the
experience in Ukraine shows that such switches are often not made in practice still.
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5. Egypt
5.1. Civil society state of play
Of the three cases examined in the report, Egypt has the weakest and most constrained
civil society; the relative brevity of this section reflects how hard it has become to
maintain CSO support in this case. This is sobering because in 2011 civil society protests
in Egypt achieved one of the most notable reform achievements in recent years in
dislodging the regime of Hosni Mubarak from power. For some time after, it seemed that
Egyptian civil society was flourishing like never before.
In 2013, another round of revolts took place across Egypt, this time against the elected
government of the Muslim Brotherhood, under President Morsi. The military backed
these protests, which were one part of a state campaign against the Muslim Brotherhood
rather than a completely spontaneous form of uprising.188 The protests were again
successful in the sense that they pushed President Morsi out of office in June 2013. The
EU’s reaction was uncertain in 2011, although it did eventually support CSOs’ push for
change; in 2013 the EU did not challenge the military take-over and seemed to accept the
argument that this was necessary to save the democratic transition.
Since 2013, however, the military-dominated regime led by President Abdel Fattah al-Sisi
has gradually squeezed the lifeblood out of Egyptian civil society. It has put down
periodic, small-scale protests with lethal state force. President Sisi now rules by decree on
an increasingly wide range of measures. Civil society freedoms have been dramatically
curtailed. Many of the organisations that helped coordinate the 2011 and 2013 protests
have been closed down or now struggle to operate in any meaningful way. While a
degree of civic ethos persists, Egypt is more authoritarian that it was before Mubarak was
ejected from power.
The government reintroduced state of emergency provisions in April 2017 that involved
further restrictions on civic freedoms. A Protest Law restricts freedom of assembly. Many
civil society leaders have been placed on trial and/or convicted. Many others have been
prevented from travelling; yet others have left the country. In May 2017, the government
signed a law restricting NGOs in multiple ways. This has eviscerated the human rights
community. The government is planning another tightening of this law; there is currently
uncertainty of the exact shape of these new legal provisions.
The clampdown on NGOs has begun to encourage very loosely organised civic activity,
on an almost underground basis. Today, most activist initiatives in Egypt are selfconsciously local, secretive and keep their exchanges deliberately ad hoc to evade regime
repression and work on practical local issues in a highly charged political environment.
New student and youth groups, professional associations and workers have been more
active especially on the deteriorating human rights situation, as reformers increasingly
N. Ketchley, Elite-led Protest and Authoritarian State-capture in Egypt, From Mobilization to Counterrevolution, Pomeps Studies 20, 2016.
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lose hope in opposition political parties and the latter become less critical of the regime.
Even if a repeat of the mass protests of 2011 may now seem unlikely, other forms of
activism have intensified, like petitions, strikes, assemblies, sit-ins, campus protests,
vigils, competition around student elections, and some momentary eruptions of citizen
anger in response to killings perpetrated by the security services. 189
The Muslim Brotherhood remains Egypt’s most powerful movement at community level,
and is now focused on helping Brotherhood prisoners. The organisation has splintered;
today, local, community-level circles linked to the Brotherhood run very practical servicerelated activities, with little meaningful connection to any over-arching political
organisation.190

5.2. EU support to civil society: facts
The EU currently has €1.3 billion worth of projects running in Egypt. For 2017-2020 the
EU has allocated Egypt €432-528 million under a new single support framework (SSF).191
Nearly three-quarters of overall EU support is defined as being targeted at economic
development; employment and social protection is another key priority. One particular
priority is to increase support for SMEs. As Egypt has accepted an IMF accord, the EU is
set to release more economic assistance. 10 % of ENI funding is allocated to governance,
human rights, justice and public administration.
Since 2000, around €46 million has been committed to supporting Egyptian civil society
from all applicable budget lines. Currently the EU has just over 31 projects running with
CSOs, from the ENI, CSO-LA and EIDHR instruments.

5.2.1. Single Support Framework (SSF)
The EU fought hard to retain the ability to fund CSOs under the new SSF. The Egyptian
government agreed to allow this after tough negotiations and after the EU agreed to
marry CSO support to ‘capacity development’ for government institutions – aimed to
make public administration more efficient. Of the 10 % allocated to ‘capacity
development and civil society’, half will go the civil society – so, 5 % of the total aid
package (around €20-25 million). This amount will be complemented with support to
CSOs under the other thematic sectors of economic development, employment and social
protection – for example, the Rural Development, Urban Upgrading and Emergency
Employment Investment programmes all include some support to civil society
organisations.
Sectors supported include women and children’s rights, youth, local governance, legal
protection and social services; culture; and economic cooperation. The EU’s main priority
of economic development includes some support to CSOs, albeit not with the direct aim
A. Hamzawy, Egypt’s Evolving and Resilient Social Activism, Washington DC, Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2017.
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of civil society capacity-building per se. The Commission is about to award €3.5 million
for CSOs covering community-based initiatives aiming at economic and social
empowerment of women and community-based initiatives aiming at combating all forms
of violence against women.

5.2.2. ENI
The ENI’s Civil Society Facility has contracted 7 million euros in Egypt since 2012. The
Spring programme – introduced as a temporary funding boost after the Arab spring –
accounts for 7 of the total 31 projects, worth €10 million. These projects reach several
hundred very small CSOs, through micro-grants and are concentrated in Upper Egypt.
Spring has supported organisations like Save the Children Italia, Fundacion contra el
Hambre, Plan Denmark and Care Osterreich for sub-granting to Egyptian CSOs working
on socio-economic rights projects.

5.2.3. EIDHR
The EIDHR has allocated an average of €1 million a year to Egypt since 2012 and
currently has 20 projects running in the country; Egypt is one of the five largest
beneficiaries of emergency support under this instrument’s Human Rights defenders
mechanism. The EIDHR has supported projects recently on women’s empowerment,
disability rights and fair trade and socioeconomic rights advocacy. 192

5.2.4. CSO-LA of DCI
The CSO-LA instrument currently has 8 contracts in Egypt in the fields of socio-economic
rights, youth and gender rights. The CSO-LA instrument has supported recent projects
with CSOs working on rural low-income youth and housing shelter for street children.
A July 2017 Report on EU-Egypt relations contains no specific section on civil society
support.193 Other areas of funding receive attention and have some momentum. The
document alludes to civil society support going to CSOs ‘active in the employment and
service delivery domains’. Another indirect angle is represented by the EU’s support for
18 capacity-building initiatives for Egyptian universities. The EU is still a major funder of
the Anna Lindh Foundation that engages with cultural CSOs. The EU has a bilateral
human rights programme with the government amounting to €17 million for 2011-2018.
For 2016-2019, it also has a €10 million Citizens’ Rights project, signed with the
government. These programmes include CSOs, but mainly more government-oriented
support. For example, €2.5 million of the Citizens’ Rights project goes to the National
Council for Human Rights.194
ENI funds have switched from government ministries to service-delivery CSOs working
on social and economic issues. Most recipients are now relatively apolitical – this is a
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function of the government’s increasingly restrictive NGO registration laws that prevent
overtly critical civil society groups from gaining official recognition and thus being
eligible for EU funds. With the partial exception of EIDHR funding for rights-focused
projects, most EU support goes to CSOs working at a relatively local level on
development projects; these groups may not be expressly controlled by the government,
but neither do they seek to act as a counterbalance to the regime.
The EU’s general preference to avoid directly supporting unregistered groups de facto
rules out many human rights groups keen to keep a low profile in the current climate.
Egyptian officials require the details of EU open calls and of who has applied, dissuading
critical groups. The present uncertainty over a further tightening of the NGO law makes
life even more difficult for the EU, as it waits for clear new by-laws to govern its relations
with Egyptian civil society.

5.2.5. EED
The EED has supported initiatives monitoring and documenting human rights violations
committed against religious minorities, enforced disappearances, and limited access to
health care especially in rural areas. It supports networks of lawyers working collectively
to provide legal support to human rights defenders who face false charges because of
their activism. Another area of EED response focuses on supporting independent media
outlets. EED support is also provided to a young group of blogger activists using
Facebook closed groups to disseminate socio-political commentary on Egyptian local
news infused with pop culture. It has provided support to a lead Egyptian human rights
initiative that attempts to involve a large number of politically active youth to engage in
human rights activism. EED also supports Al Maraya, a unique Arabic language
magazine targeting young readers of Egyptian leftist groups. It provides a number of
small and new human rights groups with digital security training and support. The
endowment also backed a lead figure of Egyptian civil society in exile to carry out
advocacy meetings with international officials about the highly repressive conditions in
Egypt.

5.3. Assessment
The Egyptian government’s clampdown on civil society has, of course, made it
increasingly difficult for the EU to smoothly cooperate with CSOs. The Union has had to
expend much political leverage simply to keep open the possibility of supporting CSOs.
Funding structures have become more complex as small parcels of support specifically
for CSOs are now combined with more indirect routes into CSO support through the
economic and social development sectors. The situation in Egypt is both highly restrictive
and legally uncertain at present, presenting twin obstacles to external actors.
In this context, the EU has decided to keep open channels and funding to civil society,
even though many CSOs critical of the government are no longer able or minded to
register – Egyptian laws now effectively mean that most rights-oriented CSOs are not
able to apply for or obtain EU funds. While some groups continue to seek EIDHR and
EED funds, in general support for sensitive political issues has become markedly more
difficult and constrained.

88

EU external financing instruments and the post-2020 architecture

Opinions on this strategy differ. Human rights and democracy activists in Egypt
complain that the EU risks legitimising the clampdown on civil society by funding the
CSOs that are still officially recognised and registered. The EU’s position is that it can still
do valuable work with local CSOs, helping them achieve poverty and development
related goals and working on select rights issues mainly through the EIDHR and EED.
In Egypt, the focus has shifted away from CSO funding to diplomatic pressure. The EU
and its Member States have spoken out forcefully against the Egyptian regime’s assault
on civil society and issued highly critical demarches. They have also helped endangered
activists either defend themselves or escape the country. Of course, these laudable efforts
are sometimes offset by security goals, which lead Member State governments to
cooperate on broader strategic interests with the al-Sisi government.
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6. General challenges and recommendations
The case studies show both the reach and limitations of EU civil society support. In most
countries the EU offers two types of civil society support. One type is funding that aims
directly to enhance the political influence of civil society as a counter-veiling power to the
state. The other type is funding that goes to CSOs under other thematic priorities and that
supports civil society as a means towards those other aims. The two types overlap but are
subject to different policy dynamics. The EU’s direct support to CSOs generally amounts
to a few million euros out of total aid packages of several hundred million euros per
country. Officials often find it difficult to quantify the second, more indirect type of
support. In general, it is possible to say that EU funding to civil society is significant, but
not a major percentage of overall aid.
The basic level of CSO support is a matter that is of greater importance than any finetuning of the EFIs. However, beyond the amount of CSO support the EU offers, the
impact of its current funding could be increased, in accordance with a number of
guidelines.

6.1. Getting the financing instruments right
The EU will need to balance gains and losses from any potential re-ordering of the EFIs.
There may be some benefit from having a single dedicated instrument for civil society.
Certainly, many officials allude to the need for simplification in order to improve
administrative efficiency and avoid duplication.
In general, however, the current division of CSO support into different instruments is not
a major source of problems. The current structure may suffer some drawbacks in terms of
its complexity and multiplicity of managerial layers. Restructuring the financing
instruments to have one instrument dedicated to CSO support would certainly bring
advantages of simplicity, administrative streamlining and accessible for civil society
actors. But any such restructuring would bring other shortcomings into play, and would
probably not redress the most serious problems that EU civil society support currently
suffers – which are explained below.
In practice, indicative envelopes exist for CSO support within the ENI and IPA creating a
‘soft’ form of dedicated civil society focus. The Sivil Düşün programme in Turkey and the
CSSP in Ukraine suggest there is scope for dedicated thematic initiatives for civil society
within the scope of current instruments. This might be viewed as some kind of emergent
best practice: keeping civil support formally embedded within other aspects of EU
funding, but carving out more specific sub-initiatives that can be more easily presented to
civic organisations as a meaningful commitment to the non-governmental sector.
The case for a dedicated civil society instrument is raised in part because there are
concerns that civil society components of EU funding can easily be diluted when they are
wrapped up in all-purpose, geographical instruments. Indeed, there is an obvious and
growing temptation to do this when political conditions become more challenging – as is
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the case in two of the three cases studies examined here (Egypt and Turkey), and in many
other recipient states besides.
The potential downside of this option would be that it could isolate CSO support from
other areas of funding. This would be a significant drawback because a key imperative
for EU support is to tighten such a link – a point developed below. If there were to be a
dedicated instrument for civil society support, would no CSO support then be available
under geographical instruments? If so, this could be constraining in terms of supporting
links between state, political society and civil society.
To some extent, there is benefit to having several different instruments working with
contrasting modalities. Would a single civil society instrument allow the EU to fund
CSOs without government consent? If not, this would over-ride the main added value of
the EIDHR and CSO-LA instruments. In Turkey, the IPA gives the government control
over much of civil society funding, making CSO support less threatening to the
administration. Smaller pockets of money under EIDHR and EED are more independent
and thus able to focus more on sensitive rights work. The resulting balance can be uneasy
(see below) but in difficult political contexts does seem to enable the EU to get a modest
degree of help to genuinely independent civic voices.
Egypt is a more negative case in this sense, where the government has essentially
neutered EU funding and the EU’s modalities have only very partially allowed for a way
round this. The question remains open as to whether something akin to the Sivil Düşün
could be devised in Egypt. Arguably, this is more a question of political will and highlevel EU foreign policy approaches rather than expecting any formal re-structuring of the
EFIs per se to have a major impact in freeing CSO support.
An inverse risk lies with reducing the number of instruments – a possibility alluded to by
the Commission in its mid-term review of the EFIs.195 The problem here is that radical
simplification of the instruments might significantly downgrade CSO funding: if there
were to be only one external financing instrument then civil society support could end up
without any specific initiatives or processes of its own. This may risk an oversimplification, with civil society support made more difficult, as it would be subject to
very generic rules that might be suitable for other areas of EU funding but not to the
political challenges of CSO support.
Overall then, there is not an overwhelmingly strong case for a major re-ordering of the
EFIs. But further improvements could be made within the existing structures. For
example:
 A more explicit ring-fencing of CSO support under geographical instruments
could help both in terms of presentational clarity and as a way of safeguarding
against any temptation to side-line civil society in challenging contexts.

European Commission, Mid-term Review Report of the External Financing Instruments,
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More use could be made of CSO sub-initiatives within the mainstream
geographic instruments. As shown above in the cases of Turkey and Ukraine
these have been a relatively successful innovation of recent years. The EU could
commit to increasing the share of funds ring-fenced for such dedicated civil
society initiatives in the future.



The balance between modalities might also be re-examined. While there is a case
for having some CSO support channelled in cooperation with governments,
where the latter are acting explicitly against international freedom of association
norms the EU may need to shift a greater share of its CSO support into the
various instruments that require less official involvement or can be implemented
without any official authorisation at all.



An annual report could be compiled for each recipient country presenting all the
support for CSOs from different EU sources and an assessment of whether the
state of civil society has improved or deteriorated in each case. Unlike other
assessments, like the Commission’s annual country reports, an outside body
could compile these.

6.2. Links to other funding
Evaluations of EU civil society support have often expressed concerns over funding for
civic organisations functioning on a ‘stand-alone’ basis – creating islands of rightsoriented advocacy that are not fully plugged into countries’ broader reform dynamics.
This is not a new problem, but it is one that appears to be getting more serious as the
political context surrounding CSO support becomes more taxing.
Policy-makers generally acknowledge that funding needs to move in this direction and
insist that they have fine-tuned EU support so that civil society components are built-into
other areas of funding – especially those targeting governmental institution building. The
EU has increasingly promoted the mainstreaming of civil society support into so-called
sector actions. Such mainstreamed civil society support does not necessarily take the
form of direct financial allocations for CSOs, but rather increased civil society
involvement in funding for other sectoral aims.
This is a laudable shift in direction and is one of the most welcome changes in EU
funding in recent years. By giving itself stronger provisions within the financing
instruments to take further steps in this direction, the EU could place itself firmly in the
vanguard of fully holistic approaches to civil society support – something all main
donors recognise to be necessary.
Such changes would bring EU civil society support into line with much recent research
on the state of global democracy. This has concluded that traditional measures of civil
society – the kind of quantitative indicators that make up the bulk of EU evaluation
criteria – only capture part of the necessary picture. The more qualitative impact resides
in the relationship between civil society organisations, on the one hand, and others actors
such as political parties, parliaments and looser citizen networks, on the other hand.
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Donors may help civil society develop a relatively solid presence in terms of traditional
measurements, but CSOs can then still fail to build good quality linkages – both upwards
into the political sphere and downwards to grassroots communities.
Reforms of the financing instruments could include modifications to facilitate such
linkages – even though such formal, procedural changes cannot in themselves suffice to
move policy far enough in this direction.
One idea could be to ring-fence a certain amount of funding to include civil society
organisation within EU institutional funding – separate from other, standard CSO
support. This share could be increased over time. This would act as a stronger incentive
for reformers within the state and those within the civic sphere to cooperate more
systematically than is currently the case – indeed, the lack of such harmonious linkages
between different parts of pro-reform constituencies often acts as one the principal brakes
on far-reaching change. All three of the cases studies examined above show evidence of
this weakness.
Another idea would be to offer especially streamlined rules under the financing
instruments for CSOs to access funds as and when they incorporate non-CSO actors into
their activities. This would place a premium on collaboration across different areas of
society.
The EU has also recognised the need to enhance linkages downwards from formal CSO
sectors to informal and grass-roots bodies. The summaries above show that this level of
civic activism is arguably becoming the most dynamic area of citizen engagement. The
EU’s CSO support now embraces local, grassroots organisations much more than before.
As the minimum amounts of most EU grants to civil society remains rather high, the EU
has sought to circumvent this by encouraging the applicants to introduce generous regranting schemes to support small, grass-roots bodies. While this is a welcome trend, the
financing instruments could and should still facilitate more direct EU outreach to the
informal, community-level of CSO activity. Re-granting is important and useful, but
cannot in itself ensure sufficient linkages between informal activism and the NGO sector.

6.3. Flexibility – what does it really mean?
The evidence presented above suggests that in some cases the EU can develop and has
developed more flexible instruments – but also that in some contexts it chooses not to. In
all three countries ‘flexibility’ has advanced in the sense of the EU switching more of its
funding to civil society as and when governments stall on or reverse reforms. But each
case also demonstrates limits to how far the existing EFIs facilitate or ease such reallocation.
This is a perennial issue, of course, that has been a core criticism of EU funding for two
decades. Indeed, this issue is nested within a series of generic criticisms made against EU
civil society projects that have all existed for a long time. These include standard
accusations that such support is too dependent on training; that EU projects are too short
to generate sustainable change; that too many tangible and quantitative outputs are
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requested; that the EU depends too much on predetermined and rigid calls for proposals;
that support produces a culture of dependency; that inflexible probity standards mean
the EU tends to favour larger NGOs, not grassroots organisations; and that funding rules
take away from recipient CSOs any proactive involvement in project design.
These criticisms are still predominant in CSO perspectives on EU civil society support.
While the EU has introduced some reforms to enhance flexibility, CSOs still complain. It
might be that they will inevitably complain at a lack of flexibility, however far the EU
revises its financing instruments. It is hardly surprising that CSOs want funds on easier
terms, with fewer reporting requirements, with full freedom to use the money as they
want and to put into salaries instead of having to commit to project work. However, even
though the EU is justified in seeking a balance between flexibility and rigorous control of
funds, there remains scope for additional doses of useful flexibility.
To some extent, ensuring greater flexibility is primarily a matter of political will. It is not
clear there is any clever institutional fix or capable of circumventing political choices
adopted by member states and some EU institutions. There is certainly scope for more
flexibility; but neither would this be a panacea capable of resolving the most pressing
difficulties that civil society support now faces.
The most flexible avenue for European civil society support is the EED. More support
could be given to the EED – as well as other democracy foundations that run good
quality flexible support programmes for civil society actors. And this could be the subject
of core support outside the current instruments (ENI), along similar lines to the way in
which the US National Endowment for Democracy relies on congressional support. Of
course, in the past several EU institutions and some Member States have resisted this
option. If flexibility were really a priority they could easily do so through this route,
without any major overhaul of existing financing instruments. In short, flexibility could
and should be increased, but this is not today the main weakness of EU civil society
support.

6.4. Threats to civil society
The shadow hanging over EU civil society support is that the civic sphere is now subject
to regime restrictions in most countries where the Union’s external financing instruments
operate. These restrictions can be sweeping and brutal in countries like Egypt and Turkey
that are heading in an authoritarian direction, and more subtle in countries like Ukraine
where some degree of political reform is taking place – the Ukrainian government has
introduced a new law requiring CSOs to reveal financial details as part of an effort to
constrict CSOs critical of government corruption.
These clampdowns on civil society are a game changer for EU funding mechanisms.
Limiting their negative effect must be a crucial priority when the EFIs are reformed for
the post-2020 period.
The EU is implementing a series of admirable and proactive responses to the so-called
‘shrinking space’ problem. However, the three case studies above suggest that the
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endemic threat to civil society still needs to mainstreamed within many of the EU
external financing instruments. Certainly, in Egypt and Turkey it is not clear that the EU
has had any success in diluting governments’ attacks on civil society. And indeed there is
evidence that the EU is now continuing to fund a lot of traditional civil society projects
that regimes then effectively scupper or close down.
Other reports have examined the shrinking space in greater detail.196 In the context of this
report, the essential point to register is that tweaking the procedures of financing
instruments like the ENI, IPA and EIDHR may no longer make a really significant
difference. The EU is unlikely to change its core rule that national laws must be
respected. The key will be to explore what changes might be possible within the
financing instruments, but crucially to all these with a high-level EU diplomacy that is
willing to engage much more actively on this issue.
In this vein, both aid officials and CSOs have commonly called for the EU external
financing instruments to be better linked to the instruments of ‘political pressure’.
Indeed, this was probably the recommendation most frequently conveyed to this author.
To achieve this, rules could be included in the financing instruments to require the high
representative and other senior officials to engage in active diplomacy and
representations when host governments perpetrate certain specified negative actions
against EU-funded civil society projects or organisations.
A key imperative is to dovetail the external funding instruments with the EU’s new
‘shrinking space’ initiatives – like the Human Rights Defenders Guidelines, the HRD
protection mechanism funded from the EIDHR, and the new flexible funding rules under
several EU budget lines, including a dedicated Civil Society Facility. Where funds are
allocated to CSOs in a particular country, there could be stricter requirements that the
Human Rights Defenders Guidelines are then actively used by all Member States and the
EU Delegation. The post-2020 instruments might allow for particularly draconian
clampdowns on civil society to be classified as a ‘crisis’ or ‘emergency, that would trigger
the use of flexible procedures. The EU also needs early warning procedures to spot
imminent threats to CSOs and mechanisms to ensure that these trigger concrete
responses.
In the meantime, the evidence suggests that in states like Egypt and Turkey at least some
EU civil society support is becoming less political, in response to government
clampdowns on CSOs working in the most sensitive areas of political and human rights.
On the positive side, this has enabled the EU to retain some connection to the civic
sphere. More problematically, this can play into regimes’ insistence that ‘civil society’ is a
vehicle for implementing government policies rather than for personal citizen
empowerment.
There is no easy solution to the dilemma. In some contexts, the apolitical route may be
justified and help the long-term development of civil society; in others it may undercut
R. Youngs, Shrinking Space for Civil Society: The EU Response, Policy Department for External
Relations, European Parliament, Brussels, 2017.
196
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genuine reform potential. As this is set to become a more constraining and generic
dilemma for EU funding, the external funding instruments could at least acknowledge
the trade-offs the Union faces in this regard.
One way forward might be for post-2020 rules to include a provision for a group of
locally based civil society experts to feed into EU Delegations its view on whether or not
it is beneficial for the Union to keep CSO funding going by stepping back from sensitive
political issues.
As part of a fine-tuned approach to this thorny question, the EU could avail itself of the
means to disaggregate independent and less-independent CSO support. In some cases
there may be a genuine benefit in funding ‘civil society’ organisations that are not fully
autonomous from the state; this is a tactic that in especially challenging circumstances
can keep some channels of leverage open over civic-type work. But, the EU should take
much greater care when it chooses this route and not so unquestioningly pass this off as
CSO support that is directly oriented to improving core political and liberal-personal
rights. In order to meet the EU’s discourse about its own fundamental values, the Union
should evaluate whether or not maintaining such cooperation with these types of noncritical CSOs does actually help soften regime rights abuses.
These are in essence two different types of support and, because they reflect very
different policy logics and aims, should be distinguished as such. The EU could present
two categories of support in the future, one to ‘civil society’ and one to, what might be
termed ‘state-civics.’ It may be that the latter can still be useful; but in order to improve
accountability and transparency to the EP and European citizens, the Commission could
be asked to separate its reporting into these two categories – each could then be judged
and evaluated on their own merits and not confused with each other.
Another tactic the EU increasingly uses is to fund a great deal of ‘dialogue’ between
CSOs and the public sector. This has become a more notable aspect of EU civil society
support, and in general its represents a well-conceived attempt to close gaps between the
civic and political spheres. The EU is certainly right to seek to rebuild trust between CSOs
and the state as part of its response to the shrinking space. Again, however, mechanisms
will be needed regularly to assess the utility of such dialogue in situations where the EU
is pushing CSOs into formal talks with the very government actors that are then
attacking and intimidating an increasing number of civil society actors. Moreover,
funding dialogue is less likely to have any positive impact without accompanying
diplomatic back up in such restrictive environments.

6.5. Beyond familiar civil society?
A long-standing criticism made of the EU is that it instinctively favours pro-European or
pro-Western civil society organisations. European policy-makers often insist this is not
actually the case, but they are well aware that it is a widespread perception among CSOs
and have made efforts to correct the problem.
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This matter is becoming more pressing. Arguably, it was a dilemma that the EU should
have addressed a decade ago. Today, however, many strands of civil society are growing
stronger that do not mould their identities so tightly around an EU-oriented identity. The
above case studies show this is true not only in Egypt, but also in Turkey and Ukraine –
countries where during many years a whole civic arena has been closely associated with
European values and identities.
The situation is Ukraine is especially significant: even in a country where civil society
undertook a major revolt in the name of EU partnership, there are other areas of civil
society that have grown on the back of more nationalist identities – many new grassroots
initiatives have strongly nationalistic identities, and some new political party structures
are rooted in conservative-nationalist civic groups. The EU might need to consider how it
could do more to influence such groups, reaching out beyond the circle of CSOs with
which it traditionally engages.
The EU needs a clear line and rules on this emerging phenomenon of nationalistic,
illiberal or simply conservative civil society. It would undoubtedly increase the EU’s
legitimacy with many parts of the population in countries like Egypt, Turkey and
Ukraine to support a wider range of civic actors. But the EU should not be actively
encouraging overtly illiberal or anti-democratic civil society. The EU needs both to show
itself open to a wider range of civic partners, but also to establish firmer red lines – that
is, standards for determining what kind of values the Union cannot accept as part of its
civil society funding initiatives.
The EU could fund a large-scale, multi-year initiative through which to engage with such
civic actors. This could be an initiative termed along the lines of ‘National Identity and
Civic Values’. Such a label would have a relatively catch-all flavour that might enable a
wide range of civil society movements to be engaged in a relatively non-confrontational
manner to explore the nature and implications of these rising nationalist-conservative
elements of civil society.

6.6. New civic actors
The European Commission’s 2012 communication The Roots of Democracy and
Sustainable Development: Europe’s engagement with Civil Society in external relations’
promises that support will be directed at both ‘formal and informal organisations’, and
that EU policy must respond to the emergence of ‘new and more fluid forms of citizens
and youth actions’.197 The EU’s 2014 Democracy and Human Rights Action Plan commits
expressly to increasing European support for new civic actors. The EU Action Plan on
Human Rights and Democracy, as updated in December 2015, commits to prioritising
support for ‘citizen movements’.198 Many of the EU’s Civil Society Roadmaps contain
promises to increase EU support for ‘volunteer movements’ and for the broader
population to engage in ‘active citizenship’ beyond formal civil society bodies.
European Commission, ’The Roots of Democracy and Sustainable Development: Europe’s engagement
with Civil Society in external relations’, COM(492), Brussels, 2012.
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European Commission, Action Plan on Human Rights and Democracy, Brussels, December 2015.
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Despite these generic commitments to funding new kinds of civil society actors – of the
type increasingly prevalent across the three case studies, as shown above – the financing
instruments do not directly help or guarantee this. There is certainly some evidence of
support for ‘new’ actors. The Sivil Düşün initiative channels some of its funds to
innovative civic actions in Turkey and the EU’s support for the EED is an indirect form of
backing for emergent non-NGO kinds of activism.
Yet, like most other donors, the EU remains unsure and hesitant in supporting new
actors. Officials typically fear that many new movements are too radical, too political, too
confrontational, too fluid and too local to be appropriate recipients of EU support. There
are genuine concerns that outside support could easily undermine these movements’
distinctive appeal to local people. Many of the new groups explicitly reject outside
support. The European Commission’s 2017 report on its global civil society support
makes no mention of this issue.199 Civil Society Europe, the umbrella organisation for
European CSOs, complains of the EU resisting changes that would qualify the new wave
of volunteerism-based movements for funding.200
The EU does not have the mechanisms under the existing financing instruments easily to
fund fluid, informal groups or the capacity to assess which are relevant among the large
number of groups that emerge. As civil society itself has evolved around the world, the
EU external financing instruments and rules have not kept pace.
The EFIs should be reformed to create dedicated pockets of money for ‘experimental’ civil
society support. The EU will need to look beyond traditional kinds of grant support to the
new actors. Support should focus on strengthening citizen movements’ links with other
actors – moving both upwards into the political sphere, and downwards to individual
citizens. The EU will need to be more open to civic actors that are critical of EU policies
and of their own governments. It will need to be less risk averse, at least in a part of its
funding – yet without being overly partisan. More flexible rules could be available for
such experimental funding than for the funds going to large international NGOs.

6.7. Strategic links
A key theme in many recent EU foreign and security policy documents is that of making
all external funding more strongly valuable to European strategic objectives. This is
emphasised in the Commission’s mid-term review of the EFIs.201 There is mixed evidence
on whether EU civil society support is ‘strategic’ in the optimal sense.
At the most basic level, it is difficult to conclude that CSO support has taken the EU
nearer to its own stated strategic aims in the three countries examined here. All three are
some way from being resilient states. Egypt is suffering its most alarming wave of
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European Commission, EU Engagement with Civil Society, Brussels, 2017.

Civil Society Europe, ‘Civil Society Paper on Budgetary Control of Funding NGOs from the EU budget,
Brussels’, CSE, 2016.
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European Commission, Mid-term Review Report of the External Financing Instruments,
COM(2017)720, Brussels, 15 December 2017.
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nationalism for many decades, is more authoritarian, more brittle, more explosive and
less predictable than some years ago. Turkey is more belligerent, more authoritarian, less
tolerant and less EU-oriented. Ukraine is fragile, divided and left in a geopolitical limbo
between the EU and Russia. In all three countries, civil societies have become more
polarised and fractious than they were a decade ago.
Of course, it may simply be too much to expect of civil society support that it can
contribute in a major way to the EU’s ambitious, overarching strategic goals. It is hardly
the fault of CSO support in itself that trends point is such worrying directions in much of
the Union’s immediate neighbourhood. Yet there is a more indirect problem that
certainly is relevant. This is the fact that many EU strategic goals are so generic that there
is no convincing way to measure the utility of current approaches to supporting civil
society. Almost any type or degree of support can be justified as consistent with strategic
goals as general as stability or resilience. Reforms to the financing instruments should
work to devise more specific indicators capable of redressing this problem.
Very generally, in recent years, and especially with the Global Strategy, the direction of
travel in EU and Member State policies has been towards a more strategic use of external
funding, including civil society support. There is evidence that this has forced policymakers to consider the strategic impact of CSO support more carefully that was the case
some years ago, when it tended simply to be assumed that any civil society work was
axiomatically beneficial.
Critics talk of an emergent downside to this, however. This is the danger of securitisation.
If civil society partnerships become too closely aligned with or instrumental to EU
security goals, they are likely to lose much that makes them useful in the first place. This
risks undermining both the credibility and efficacy of EU civil society support, without
much tangible strategic gain in return.
The evidence presented in this report tells us that the EU is not yet guilty of an allpervasive degree of securitsation. But increasing amounts of money are being channelled
into projects to contain migration and counter-terrorism. Where such funding has a civil
society component then CSOs become vehicles for immediate EU strategic aims, and are
not supported as checks on government power as such – the standard liberal rationale for
strong civil societies.
Some in the EU would argue that there is no necessary incompatibility here, that the
strategic-instrumental and structural value of civil society can be strengthened
simultaneously. Yet, there are inevitably tensions. There is some risk that the EU is
boosting civil societies’ short-term usefulness not their long-term resilience.
There is also the question of how CSO support relates to the strategic aim of bringing
neighbourhood states closer to the Union. CSO support has in large measure been
instrumental to countries’ overall harmonisation with and approximation to EU rules and
norms. This might be seen as a core and distinctive strength, to the extent that CSO
support is aligned with overall EU strategic objectives.
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But, this logic is increasingly criticised. This approach often diverts the EU from
supporting what civil societies consider to be their own most pressing needs. People
increasingly ask whether the EU really support civil society as beneficial in itself (as the
EU claims when it presents such support as a vital part of democracy-building) or as a
means to certain strategic EU aims. The obvious complaint is that CSOs are forced to
adopt projects oriented to EU harmonisation when Member State governments and some
EU institutions are hostile to the really vital kind of political harmonisation, namely
accession (in the case of Ukraine, being against offering it; and in the case of Turkey,
being hesitant actually to deliver on the promise).
The EFIs need to help the EU lay out more meaningful indicators for the strategic impact
of civil society support and specify better procedural firewalls against securitisation.
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7. Conclusion
Despite notable EU policy improvements in recent years and despite a challenging
political environment in many third countries, scope remains for EU civil support to be
made more effective.
While improvements are feasible, expectations in this sector must remain measured. In
itself, civil society support can hardly act as an antidote to high-level political problems
or ensure the smooth advance of overarching EU foreign policy aims. Yet with this
caveat, fine-tuning and tactical adjustments are possible that would make EU civil society
better value for money, more politically effective and more closely aligned with strategic
aims.
The recommendations proffered here hope to strike a note of realism, in the sense of
recognising that organisational and procedural changes to the structure of the EFIs are
only a modest part of what is needed. Indeed, implementing more effective civil society
support will depend mostly on whether EU leaders and member state ministers’ show
the political will to make the necessary strategic choices to prioritise civil society
cooperation to a greater degree.
Modest but meaningful reforms to the external financing instruments can play a
facilitating role in this sense, opening up better tactical options if and when EU
diplomacy shows itself willing to prioritise the defence of civil society more
unequivocally. As trends are likely to remain challenging, and indeed will probably
worsen in the civil society sector, so questions around civil society support are likely to
assume greater strategic weight and present more difficult CFSP choices in the future.
This is a sector where trends in third countries make an update to the EFIs increasingly
unavoidable.
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