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I nt roduct ion

This paper out lines the key pr inciples upon which CONCORD will base its 
engagem ent  in the St ructured Dialogue.

This pr inciples paper is intended to be a reference docum ent  which CONCORD will 
use within the Working Groups, and which will be supplem ented throughout  the 
St ructured Dialogue process.

This paper was the product  of an extended process of consultat ion with in CONCORD, 
led by the Quadrilogue Task Force, with a broad consultat ion of m em bers, and a 
special event  m eet ing to resolve key “hot  issues” .

The paper gives a br ief int roduct ion to the St ructured Dialogue,  and is then 
organized into three sect ions, reflect ing the St ructured Dialogue’s three working 
groups. I n each sect ion we set  out  our key pr inciples, provide a m ore detailed 
analysis in relat ion to each of the Working Group them es, and present  our 
recom m endat ions for each Working Group.

W hat  is the St ructured Dia logue?

The St ructured Dialogue (SD)  is an init iat ive launched by the EC to discuss the 
involvem ent  of civil society organizat ions (CSOs)  & Local Authorit ies (LAs)  in EC 
developm ent cooperat ion. Conceived as a confidence and consensus-building 
m echanism , the init iat ive aim s at  increasing the effect iveness of a ll 
stakeholders involved in EC developm ent  cooperat ion ,  by building on the 
m om entum  gained by int ernat ional and European debates.

There are four categories of actors involved in the SD ( “The Quadrilogue” ) :

1. European Com m ission:  Headquarters (coordinated by AI DCO)  and EU 
delegat ions

2. European Parliam ent :  DEVE Com m it tee leads.
3. EU Mem ber States:  Representat ives of Minist r ies and Nat ional Developm ent  

Agencies.
4. CSO&LA:  10 Plat form s - CONCORD, Cooperat ives Europe, ENoP, Green10, 

HRDN, I TUC, Plat form a, Red Cross, Youth Forum  and Cham bers of 
Com m erce.

W hat  w e ask for :

CONCORD has the following expectat ions for this process:

- The process m ust  be based upon “policy before funding, but  funding that  
follow s and delive rs policy”. The dialogue should seek to ensure that  funding 
m echanism s m ust  indeed be coherent  with the EC policies as well as with the 
global developm ent  object ives, while recognizing the diversity and nature of 
CSOs.
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- Civil society part icipat ion should be facilitated through the creat ion and 
inst itut ionalizat ion of spaces of dia logue for CSOs, which should provide the 
basis for the definit ion of cooperat ion st rategies and policies, funding 
m echanism s, m onit or ing and evaluat ion m echanism s, etc., thus enabling m ore 
consistency between public policies and st rategies for each type of actor.

- The im portance of this debate is fully appreciated by European CSOs and 
partners, and these stakeholders are fully involved in the debate and have 
ownership of its conclusions (and so build upon previous sim ilar consultat ions and 
the CSO Developm ent  Effect iveness agenda) .

- We welcom e the EU’s recognit ion that  CSOs are legit im ate partners within the 
St ructured Dialogue.1

                                                
1 The EU Council conclusions 27 May 2008 state: “The EU supports and welcomes the involvement of CSO in policy 
consultations and the implementation of development programmes, as they are integral to building accountable and 
responsive States as well as often best able to provide services to more remote parts of society. The Council recognizes 
these actors (incl CSO, LA, private) as legitimate development actors in their own right and invites them to play their role 
in achieving the MDG by exploring ways to maximize their added value and complementarity.
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W G 1 : Roles and added- va lue of CSOs 2 in  ex terna l cooperat ion

1 . Key pr inciples 

Concord would like to em phasise the following key pr inciples in relat ion to this 
Working Group. 

 Defin it ion and character ist ics of civil society org anizat ions:
o Civil society  organisat ions have four  m a in cha racter ist ics :  

1. they are established volunt ar ily by cit izens seeking to prom ote their  
concerns, values or ident it ies;  

2. they are organised around t he prom ot ion of an issue or the interests of 
a part icular sect ion of society;  

3. they are autonom ous from  the state and public authorit ies;  
4. and they do not  aim  at  opt im ising profit s.

o Diversit y of CSOs :  the diversit y of CSOs should be recognised as an int egral 
part  of their  definit ion. CSOs are diverse in their nature, size, organisat ion, 
financing, role, and added-value within developm ent  and external cooperat ion 
and partnership relat ions. 

o Global civil society: in an int erdependent  world, a global civil society is now 
em erging, and the sim plist ic North /  South term inology should no longer be 
used to divide CSOs. What  is im portant  is to respect  the diversit y and to 
prom ote synergies and cooperat ion between CSOs act ive and engaged at  
different  levels whether local, regional or global.3

 Role of CSOs in developm ent : 
CSOs em power people and organisat ions in the fight  against  poverty, the 
prom ot ion of hum an r ights and dem ocracy4:
o They play a key role in ensuring developm ent  and poverty- reduct ion.
o They play a wat chdog role in holding governm ents to account .
o They also raise awareness about  issues relat ing to developm ent  within 

society.

 Added va lue  of CSOs:
CSOs bring added value to external cooperat ion through the following elem ents:
o A r ight s based approach to developm ent
o Outreach to the m ost  m arginalised
o Support ing good governance
o Em powering grass- roots organisat ions
o The power t o innovate
o An abilit y to react  rapidly and flexibly
o The abilit y to link local needs with global issues

                                                
2 In this principles paper, we analyze only the added value of CSOs and not that of Local Authorities.
3 The Open Forum on CS development effectiveness offers a good example of such an approach (http://www.cso-
effectiveness.org ).
4

The Accra Agenda for Action states that: “We [official donors and governments] will deepen our engagement with CSOs 
as independent development actors in their own right whose efforts complement those of governments and the private 
sector. We share an interest in ensuring that CSO contributions to development reach their full potential. To this end: (i) 
We invite CSOs to reflect on how they can apply the Paris principles of aid effectiveness from a CSO perspective. (ii) We 
welcome the CSOs’ proposal to engage with them in a CSO-led multistakeholder process to promote CSO development 
effectiveness. (ii) We will work with CSOs to provide an enabling environment that maximizes their contributions to 
development”.
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o Direct  access to cit izens

 I n order  to create an enabling environm ent  for  CSOs  to deliver  these  
added va lues, the follow ing pr inciples should be re spected:
o Support ing a r ights based approach to developm ent 5 :  all developm ent  

program m es should ensure that  pro-poor and sustainable developm ent  
prevail over short  term , narrow or elite European int erests;  that  sustainable 
developm ent  and the fulfilm ent  of hum an r ights form  the basis for EU policy-
m aking. 

o Generat ing rea l par tne rships am ong developm ent  acto rs and 
specif ica lly am ong a ll CSOs from  a ll over  the w or ld :  partnership im plies 
m ore than com plem entarity, but  rather the need to build partnerships of 
equals, which are not  const rained by donor procedures.

o Prom ot ing I nclusiveness :  inclusiveness is needed within the consultat ion 
and dialogue process with CSOs. 

o Recognising independence and legit im acy of CSOs :  Prom ot ing hum an 
r ight s and dem ocracy in difficult count r ies often involves cr it icism  of 
governm ent ’s policies and act ions. I n such cases, it  is especially im portant  to 
support  and assure that  external cooperat ion is channelled through 
independent  and legit im ate CSOs.

o Acknow ledging the need for  an inst itut iona lized dia logue betw een 
CSO and European inst itut ions at  a ll levels (st rategy definit ion, 
pr ior it isat ion [ etc] , inst rum ents, im plem entat ion, m onit or ing, evaluat ion;  at  
European, nat ional, regional and local level) . CSOs welcom e and encourage 
the creat ion of all spaces of perm anent  dialogue.

2 . Them at ic Analysis 

Them e I  - Roles and added- va lue of CSOs in developm e nt

1.1. Civil society is an im portant  actor  in em powering people and organisat ions in 
the fight  against  poverty, the prom ot ion of hum an r ight s and dem ocracy, adding 
value through its independent , autonom ous, non-governm ental nature. CSOs are 
also im portant  due to their  closeness to grassroots and abilit y to provide bet ter 
coverage to rem ote and m arginalized groups. CSOs have a crucial role to play in 
building ownership and part icipat ion in nat ional developm ent  st rategies as well as 
holding decision-m akers and public bodies to account , and assessing the im pact  of 
policies at  the grassroots level. CSOs receive resources from  a wide range of donors 
including the general public in order to fulfil these roles.

1.2. A com m on vision between the EC and Mem ber States should be developed 
out lining the roles and added value of CSOs and the rat ionale for support ing civil 
society. On that  basis a joint  support  st rategy and division of labour between the 
nat ional and European levels could be agreed upon.

                                                
5

CONCORD definition of this concept is: “A rights based approach builds on the belief that all human beings have certain 
rights which cannot be taken away from them and which enable them to make claims on others when their rights are 
being denied or violated. Human rights touch upon every aspect of life. They are about giving every human being the 
chance to live free from want, from fear and from discrimination. A rights based approach creates a framework for a more 
inclusive, participatory way of doing development, and highlighting the accountability of governments and other 
development actors to fulfill obligations and responsibilities toward their citizens according to international commitments”.
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1.3. Civil society par t icipat ion represents an area of enorm ous added-value which 
goes far beyond one single them at ic program m e or a mere funding exercise, it  
should be a basic pr inciple and r ight . Policy dialogue and CSO engagem ent  cannot  be 
lim ited to discussing the provision of developm ent  and aid program m es, it  should 
include all aspects of the re la t ions between the EU and third count r ies that  have 
an im pact  on poverty reduct ion and respect  for hum an r ight s, including governance,  
t rade negot iat ions, m anagem ent  of natural resources and environm ent ,  
internat ional finance, ext ract ive indust r ies, corporate responsibilit ies, etc. I t  should 
be recognised within the St ructured Dialogue that  CSOs are legit im ate
stakeholders in the ir  ow n r ight .

1.4. Civil  society organisat ions br ing added value to the defin it ion, execut ion, and 
eva luat ion of public policies in their  nat ional context  being in partner count r ies or 
in Europe. CSOs also cont r ibut e to st rengthening the funct ioning of the EU 
inst itut ions and provide a link between them  and the EU cit izens. 

1.5. While developm ent  program m es are st ill an im portant  com ponent , the 
com plem entary and support ing im por tance of advocacy w ork , developm ent  
educat ion and cam paign ing in the delivery of sustainable system ic changes at  the 
global level should be acknowledged. The focus on effect iveness has to shift  from  aid
effect iveness to developm ent  effect iveness ,  in line with the argum ent  put  forward 
by CSOs that  effect ive developm ent  requires m ore than “ just ”  effect ive inst itut ional aid. 
Enshrined in a r ights fram ework, CSOs argue that  developm ent  effect iveness is 
about  the im pact  of the policies and act ions of developm ent  actors, including donors 
and governm ents, on im proving the lives of the poor and m arginalised. I t  prom otes 
sustainable posit ive change that  addresses, within a dem ocrat ic fram ework, the root  
causes as well as the sym ptom s of poverty, inequality and m arginalizat ion.

1.6. The role of European CSOs is to advocate for just  and sustainable global 
developm ent  and policies, to support  CSOs in other regions, to support  the 
im plem entat ion of program m es by m utual sharing of knowledge, experiences and 
lessons learned, to build awareness for cit izen’s r ight s and to em power and foster 
the part icipat ion of all cit izens to becom e actors of change in world-wide poverty 
eradicat ion. Furtherm ore, European CSOs play a role in r igorous m onitor ing and 
evaluat ion of developm ent  act ivit ies and projects in order to lead to an im proved 
effect iveness and involvem ent  of their  local partners.

1.7. CSOs play a specific role, which is com plem ent ary to that  of loca l 
author it ies in relat ion to developm ent . Each has its own role, added value, and 
legit im acy.

Them e I I  - Com plem entar it ies betw een Northern and So uthern actors

2.1. A global civil society is now em erging, and the sim plist ic Nor th /  South  
term inology should no longer  be used to divide CSOs. We prefer to use t he word 
cooperat ion rather than division of tasks. This dialogue concerns collaborat ion 
between European CSOs on one side, and partner CSOs in developing count r ies on 
the other, and the necessity to develop a com m on agenda.

2.2. The im plem ent at ion of developm ent  projects and program m es is best  
done by local actors, including local civil society and, if possible, local authorit ies, in 
partnership with European CSOs. However, this will depend on the context , and in 
m ore fragile environm ents European CSOs st ill have an im portant  role to play in 



June 2010                                         CONCORD                                                7

actually support ing the im plem entat ion of program m es while building local CSOs 
capacity and alliances. European CSOs also cont inue to work in hum anitar ian relief 
and to uphold hum anitar ian pr inciples.

2.3. Cooperat ion between European CSOs and partners includes:  responding to and 
em powering partners through support ing their  act ivit ies and the developm ent  of 
their  capacit ies and com petences;  engaging in joint  advocacy work and support ing 
advocacy and ‘watch dog’ work;  prom ot ing developm ent  educat ion and awareness 
raising act ivit ies in partner count r ies;  facili tat ing access to funding, to inform at ion 
and to decision-m akers. We also work together to share inform at ion, expert ise and 
skills for em powering cit izens to becom e actors of change. 

Them e I I I  – The involvem ent  of CSOs in the EC develo pm ent  Cooperat ion  
cycle

3.1. There is st ill m uch progress to be m ade in order to ensure an effect ive 
engagem ent  with civil society in program m ing and reviewing EU aid st rategies in a 
system at ic, t ransparent , ongoing and inclusive w ay .

3.2. Discussions on the program m ing and review of aid st rategies should clearly 
provide for  adequate t im e to engage civil society ,  and this should be sustained 
throughout  the whole process,  including m id- and end-of- term  reviews. The system  
of engagem ent  with civil society should be inst itut ionalised and allow for repor t ing 
back to civil society on the result s of engagem ent . Understanding count ry contexts 
is essent ial and a ‘one size fits all’ approach to engaging civil society in EU aid 
st rategies and program m ing m ust  be avoided. I n som e very repressive 
environm ents, a confident ial m echanism  of consultat ion could be helpful. 
Respect ing ex ist ing processes for  consulta t ion is e ssent ia l.

Them e I V - Mapping as a tool for  t he ident if ica t ion of re levant  actors

4.1. Mapping of the nat ional CSO landscape is needed on an ongoing basis 
( regular ly updated)  in order to ident ify the m ost  relevant  actors, as well as reflect  
the diversit y of civil society. This m apping should be carr ied out  in consulta t ion
w ith CSOs and othe r  re levant  actors (co- responsibilit y) , and draw upon the 
exist ing experience of m apping which have been undertaken by CSOs and 
internat ional organisat ions. Mapping should take account  of the exist ing networks 
which have been built  between CSOs (nat ional and regional plat form s and them at ic 
plat form s)  and the exist ing dialogue processes. This consultat ion should be based on 
a part icipat ive approach and at  different  levels, as the definit ion of the aim s of the 
m apping (only to ident ify actors or also their  needs?) , the rules and procedures to 
update it  and the cr iter ia to define “ relevant  actors” . The EU should build upon 
exist ing knowledge within the count ry. The m apping m ust  go beyond a stat ist ical 
survey and include analysis and assessm ent . I n part icular, the recom m endat ions of 
the Capit alisat ion Study on Capacit y Building Support  Program m es for Non-State 
Actors under the 9 th EDF should be taken into account  (chapt er 3) .

4.2. The m apping of CSOs needs to be done by sector and enough data needs to 
be held that  m ight  produce a 'm atching' service which m ay allow organisat ions 
working in part icular sectors to bet ter co-operate with one another - or if a part icular
CSO is interested in working in a different  sector that  they can see who they m ay 
partner with in that  sector to st rengthen it  and provide bet ter expert ise.
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4.3. Whenever possible, we should avoid an over-dependence of the EU’s m apping, 
as it  should not  be the role of the EU to m ap CSOs in any given count ry, but  i t  would 
rather be the role of the governm ent  from  the count ry concerned. The EU can of 
course advise and support  the exercise but  the ownership should be at  the 
governm ental level. Mapping exercises should involve civil society actors from  their 
incept ion, they should be fully t ransparent  and their  outcom es should be publicly 
available. I n very repressive environm ents, such a tool could prevent  or repress 
CSOs from  carrying out  its work, and steps should be taken to keep som e data 
pr ivate.

Them e V - Creat ing an enabling environm ent  for  CSOs

5.1. An enabling environm ent  requires the st rengthen ing of the  par t icipat ion  of  
civil society in developing count r ies ,  to support  their  role in building people’s 
part icipat ion in their  own developm ent . This m eans that  funding should be m ade 
available i.e. for CSO-determ ined capacity building act ivit ies, st ructur ing, networking 
and coalit ion building. This should include the part icipat ion of sm aller  CSOs and 
grassroots organisat ions in nat ional dialogue. However, whilst  local CSOs need 
support  in building both understanding and capacity, it  is u lt im a te ly polit ica l 
recognit ion that  can m ake the dif ference to ensuring the dialogue is m utually 
beneficial. Greater  donor  coordinat ion and coherence is needed to enhance an 
enabling environm ent  for CSOs. This should include providing secure, sustainable 
and responsive funding m echanism s, which are aim ed at  adopt ing an im pact -
or iented approach, by focusing on addressing system ic problem s on a longer- term  
basis.

5.2. A process approach should be em braced, as well as an im pact - or iented 
approach to assess the effect iveness of intervent ions that  would:

- provide m ore flexibili t y in project  and program m e im plem entat ion and 
report ing;

- provide long- term  funding;
- provide resources to finance organisat ional st ructures;
- support  im pact -studies and im pact -or iented m onit or ing and evaluat ion 

system s;
- support  peer- to-peer exchange of experiences or dissem inat ion of experiences, 

m ethods or knowledge 

5.3. The EU lacks a com m on overarch ing vision and st ra tegy o n the role of 
civil society in developm ent , hum an r ights, dem ocrat izat ion, governance and 
conflict  t ransform at ion, which recognizes and values its diversity and r ichness. There 
is also a lack of overall st rategy on how to support  these roles in developing 
count r ies and in the EU. The EU should ensure t he autonom ous role of CSOs and a 
conducive space for civil society, especially in order to support  the dem ocrat ic 
scrut iny of governm ent  policies. The EU m ust  create spaces to engage in a genuine 
and inst itut iona lised policy dia logue w ith CSOs and acknowledge and harness 
the expert ise of local CSOs in the planning, budget ing, im plem entat ion, m onit or ing 
and evaluat ion of developm ent  program m es and projects and int ernat ional policies. 
I n order to ensure this, the existence of com petent  staff ( in the EEAS, EC 
headquarters and EU delegat ions)  on developm ent  issues and dialogue facili tat ion 
with civil society is essent ial. This is why the European CSOs great ly appreciate the 
efforts of the EC to set  up and achieve successfully the St ructured Dialogue.
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5.4. The EU should also support  t he creat ion of, and use exist ing m ult i- stakeholder  
policy spaces for  CSOs and m ake it  m andatory for partner  governm ents to 
engage. These spaces should be developed at  several levels:  a polit ical and st rategic 
dialogue on the partnership with the EC;  a dialogue on the inst rum ents/ program m es 
to be defined and the stakeholders concerned as well as the funding m echanism s, 
the m onit or ing and evaluat ion of the project s;  and a local dialogue between CSO and 
EU delegat ions ( to define the im plem entat ion and evaluat ion of st rategies and 
funding m echanism s)  and between CSO and local governm ents ( to define the 
im plem entat ion, m onitor ing and evaluat ion of public policies) . Ult im ately, it  is 
expected that  these dialogue spaces are progressively form alized and 
inst itut ionalized, as to build full partnerships. Their object ives, rules and procedures 
should be clearly defined and explained.

5.5. Securing an enabling environm ent  for civil society m eans respect ing well-
defined in ternat iona l pr inciples protect ing civil society which are em bedded in 
internat ional law, including norm s and convent ions that  regulate and protect  civil 
society from  governm ent  int rusion. These principles include:  the r ight  of CSOs to 
ent ry ( that  is, the r ight  of individuals to form  and join CSOs) ;  the r ight  to operate to 
fulfil their  legal purpose without  state interference;  the r ight s to free expression and 
to com m unicat ion with dom est ic and internat ional partners;  the r ight  to seek and 
secure resources, including the cross-border t ransfer of funds;  and the state’s 
posit ive obligat ion to protect  CSO right s, through the elaborat ion of a charter of 
r ight s for CSOs. The European inst itut ions m ust  hold these principles high in ALL 
their  relat ionships with third count r ies. I t  m ust  be a pr ior it y and understood as so by 
their  partners.

3 . Specif ic Recom m endat ions

- EC obligat ions and com m itm ents towards the consultat ion of civil society and 
non-state actors should be respected and put  int o pract ice by all inst itut ions, in 
part icular by the new European External Affairs Service. A clear com m itm ent  to 
a  regular  st ruct ured and inst it ut iona lised dia logue  betw een the  EEAS and 
civil society should ensure that  appropriate consultat ions are held at  both 
headquarters and delegat ions levels. This will allow the m eaningful part icipat ion 
and cont r ibut ion of civil society actors in Europe and in developing count r ies in all 
aspects of EU external act ions. As far as possible, the EU Delegat ions should t ry 
to send their  staff in peripheral regions of the count ry.  Direct  contacts are 
m eaningful for the com m unit ies and send a st rong m essage to the nat ional, 
regional and local authorit ies.

- There is a need to st rengthen the policy fram ework for CSOs’ engagem ent  in all 
count r ies. This fram ework could be based on best  pract ices of dialogue in the 
fram ework of the Cotonou Agreem ent  and the EDF ( for ACP count r ies) .  Special 
at tent ion should be devoted to st rengthening the policy fram ework for CSOs’ 
engagem ent  in pre- and accession count r ies ( I PA)  to enable their  full and 
effect ive part icipat ion in the reform  process,  thus im proving the quality and 
speed of the accession of their  count r ies.  

- Exist ing m easures should be proper ly im plem ented and repor ted on ,  such as
the “Guidelines on Principles and Good Pract ices for the Part icipat ion of Non-State 
Actors in t he developm ent  dialogues and consult at ions” .
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- Stable m echanism s should be set  up for dialogue at count ry level, such as the 
creat ion of m ult i- stakeholder  com m it t ees to discuss on a regular basis all 
issues concerning CSO engagem ent  at  count ry level. Such com m it tees would be 
inst rum ental in exam ining m apping and typology, eligibilit y cr iter ia, dialogue 
st ructures, com m unicat ion and inform at ion tools, capacity building needs 
assessm ents and funding m echanism  and procedures. These com m it tees should 
include all donors (not  only the EU)  and ensure that  watchdog and hum an r ight s 
groups, who m ay not  be recognized or in the interest  of Governm ents, are also 
included, as well as a range to ensure inclusion of representat ives or 
spokespersons for all the m ost  vulnerable groups.

- The creat ion  of an inter- service netw ork  on civil s ociety par t icipat ion in 
EC headquarters would increase coherence of approaches and awareness of EC 
engagem ent  with CSOs. 

- Adequate suppor t  to EU w ide pla t form s is required to ensure cont inuous 
dialogue between the full  range of civil society organizat ions across Europe and 
the EU inst itut ions.

- Financia l and polit ica l suppor t should be given to civil society for inform at ion 
sharing and gathering, st ructur ing, int ernal dialogue m echanism s and capacity 
building.
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W G 2 : Com plem entar it y and coherence w ith in the Accra  
Agenda for  Act ion

1 . Key pr inciples 

Concord would like to em phasise the following key pr inciples in relat ion to this 
Working Group:

 Developm ent  effect iveness ( rather than the m ore lim ited issue of aid 
effect iveness)  should be the guiding pr inciple.

 Policy coherence between public policies and developm ent  object ives is 
essent ial.

 Right  of I n it ia t ive : the r ight  of init iat ive is int r insic to the nature of CSOs and 
should be respected in all circum stances keeping in m ind that  CSOs follow quality 
standards and respond to the local needs.

 Credibilit y and legit im acy :  the role and legit im acy of CSOs as developm ent  
actors in their  own r ight  m ust  be fully recognized. CSOs are t rue independent  
developm ent  actors, producing com plem entary efforts to those of the public and 
private sectors.

 Dem ocrat ic scrut iny :  is at  the core of dem ocrat ic ownership and good 
governance and the precondit ion of an effect ive developm ent  process. Cit izens’ 
voices and concerns m ust  be cent ral to developm ent  plans and processes,  
through legit im ate and open m echanism s involving parliam ents and civil society. 

 Mult istakeholder  par tnerships are a  posit ive e lem en t  w hich can harness 
the potent ia l of civil  society ;  all stakeholders should exchange views and
experience and ident ify com m on object ives in order to prom ote a results-or iented
approach to developm ent and to achieve greater im pact .

 Division of labour : any division of labour between donors m ust  not  lead to gaps 
in aid provision or underm ining dem ocrat ic ownership.

2 . Them at ic Analysis 

Them e I  - New  a id m oda lit ies ( NAM)  and CSO: challeng es and 
oppor tunit ies?

1.1. CSOs and the European Com m ission have a com m on int erest  in longer  term  
planning and joint  program m ing .  I ndeed, Council conclusions of 2008 state that  
“Council calls for MS and EC to cont inue and extend the use and coverage of m ult i-
year count ry st rategy papers, t o include m ult i-annual com m itm ents in those CSP [ …]  
to develop and test  innovat ive financing m odalit ies to im prove predictabilit y, and to 
press for developing a m easurable target  for predictabilit y.”  This long term  planning 
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and joint  program m ing would help to im prove alignm ent , coordinat ion and local 
ownership according to the Paris and Accra Declarat ions. This approach could also be 
reflected in a m ove from  projects to program m es and further to m ult i-
stakeholder  approaches .  The EC should adopt  a m ult i- t ier m odel with elem ents 
already being tested and used by various other inst itut ional donors.

1.2. I n order to bet ter align with Paris/ Accra agendas, the EC and CSOs m ay decide 
to establish a polit ical m echanism  which works sim ilar t o the Count ry Coordinat ing 
Mechanism (CCM) of the Global Fund in which the whole CCM applies through the 
governm ent  or an int ernat ional actor and not  each single ent it y for itself.  This 
approach is m ost  appropriate for large-scale projects such as sector- w ide  
approaches or  nat ional program m es as it  can involve m ult iple stakeholders from  
governm ent , t raining inst itut ions, pr ivate sector and CSOs. Such sector-wide 
approaches m ay prove m ore effect ive than General Budget  Support  (GBS) , for  
exam ple the Court  of Auditors found GBS has not  been effect ive in im proving health 
services. However, if CCMs are used, then such approaches m ust  not  becom e 
cum bersom e and slow down the process of im plem entat ion, and there m ust  be close 
m onit or ing to ensure the t ransparency of decision-making.

1.3. Sector  approaches offer also m ore opportunit ies to engage civil society - at  
both program m ing and im plem entat ion level - than general budget  support . Without  
underm ining state’s responsibili t y and role, act ive engagem ent  of civil society can 
help to address specific gaps within a part icular sector by im proving inclusion, quality 
and equity in the delivery of a given service. This can range from  direct  service 
delivery, to em powerm ent  of cit izens and com m unit ies in defending their  r ight s, 
m onit or ing public service delivery and budget  m anagem ent  and in influencing and 
inform ing policy m aking.

1.4. Sm a ll stakeholders ,  such as those working on specific them es or regions,  
should be able to part icipate in coord inat ion m eet ings and to pool efforts on a 
nat ional scale as each organisat ion cont r ibutes in its field of expert ise.

1.5. New  a id m odalit ies such as debt  relief program m es and General Budget  
Support  represent  a challenge for  civil society at  three levels. First , by
concent rat ing aid on support ing the state’s responsibili t ies and capacit ies donors m ay  
reduce financial support  to civil society. Second, in count r ies where the State has 
lit t le int erest  or capacity to m eet  the m ost  basic needs of its cit izens or uphold 
Hum an Rights - in part icular in fragile states and states with high levels of corrupt ion 
- investm ent  in the state often does not  result  in poverty reduct ion and frequent ly 
does not  reach the m ost  vulnerable. Third, new aid m odalit ies threaten 
inst rum entalising CSOs in order to support  European concerns. An autonom ous civil 
society is necessary to ensure that  the governm ent  at  all levels is accountable for EU 
funds, and that  these result  in direct  developm ent  im pact , and to avoid the
inst rum entalizat ion of aid to respond to European concerns such as m igrat ion 
m anagem ent , ant i- terror ism  act ivit ies, the inst itut ion of econom ic partnership 
agreem ents/  t rade agreem ents and to safeguard its watchdog role. The European 
inst itut ions should ensure that  funds from  General Budget  Support  reach the Local 
Authorit ies, allowing them  to fulfil  their  role of service supplier and essent ial level of 
dem ocracy.
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Them e I I  - Coordinat ion and Harm on izat ion am ong dono rs: division of 
labour

2.1. The object ive to create m ore efficiency in developm ent  co-operat ion via an 
increased division of labour am ong the donors is welcom ed, since avoiding the
duplicat ion of efforts in the concent rat ion of count r ies and sectors reduces the 
workload of partner count r ies while saving t ransact ion costs. 

2.2. However, there are a num ber of challenges in relat ion to such coordinat ion and 
harm onisat ion. The init iat ive can be perceived as being pr im arily dr iven by donors .
Com bining donor coordinat ion with developing count ry leadership of developm ent  
processes poses a big challenge which can r isk  underm in ing the dem ocrat ic 
ow nership of  a id by developing count r ies or leading to gaps in aid provision. 

2.3. Achieving division of labour can also be problem at ic am ongst  donors ,  since 
they often wish to retain visibilit y within certain sectors, and m ay be scept ical about  
the effect iveness of division of labour. One consequence of this is the r isk that  
‘orphan count r ies’ or ‘orphan sectors’ m ay be created6.  

2.4. A broader ‘a id effect iveness’ agenda m ust  be m ainta ined therefore, rather 
than focusing purely upon the division of labour between donors. As recognized in 
previous Council Conclusions and EC working papers, the aid effect iveness agenda 
and overall developm ent  im pact  of aid are seriously affected by cont inued lack of 
progress on increasing Predictabili t y of Aid, rem oving econom ic policy condit ions and 
put t ing em phasis of developm ent  im pact  or perform ance condit ions to increase 
ownership, providing t im ely and t ransparent  public inform at ion about  EC and MS 
allocat ions and condit ions, and overcom ing the weakness of exist ing m onit or ing 
m echanism s and lack of local t racking and disaggregated data;  for which CSOs could 
be cr it ical partners and watchdogs. I n addit ion, as noted in EC evaluat ions, Technical 
Assistance which receives a very large proport ion of EU aid, has not  been 
dem onst rated to be consistent ly appropriate or effect ive. Capacit y developm ent  
support  m ust  be bet t er coordinated, m ore need-driven and bet ter integrated with the 
overall developm ent  program m e fram ework, with special at tent ion to count ry- led 
capacity developm ent

2.5. The division of labour  is not  an appropr ia te  concept  to  be applied to 
CSOs ,  who m ust  respond dem ocrat ically to individual situat ions, and with local
partners, and who need to preserve their  role in relat ion to dem ocrat ic 
governance ,  and as watchdogs. Thus, CSOs are reluctant  to apply a top-down 
concept  of division of labour all over the board (am ong CSOs or between CSOs and 
other developm ent  actors) , as it  would underm ine the r ight  of init iat ive, the freedom  
of associat ion and the diversit y of CSOs. Nevertheless, in a case by case situat ion, a 
division of labour, understood as a way to prom ote m ore cooperat ion, and synergies 
and t hat  is negot iated by the actors involved is certainly som ething to encourage and 
in fact  is already taking place in m any contexts.

2.6. The EC ( and other donors)  focus on how to decrease the costs of uncoordinat ed, 
project -based funding, while addressing at  the sam e t im e the m ult iple and diverse 
needs of CSOs & LAs in an increasingly m ainst ream ed way. Experience shows that  
pool funding can be a useful inst rum ent  provided that  donors and CSOs & LAs have 

                                                
6 The problem of donor “orphans” was already strongly addressed by the Council Conclusions of May 2008, and the EU 
Division of Labor Code of Conduct (principle 6), and EC staff working paper with more detailed analysis. The problem 
continues, however, to create imbalances.
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been joint ly thinking on the best  im plem entat ion m odalit ies in a given context . 
Nevertheless, for CSOs, the quest ion is not  whether pool funding can decrease costs 
but  whether it  is a suitable m echanism  to achieve our  developm ent  
object ives .  As such, pool funding should be discussed in relat ion to funding 
m echanism s, not  sim ply in term s of costs. 

Them e I I I  - On the coherence &  com plem entar it y am ong  EC inst rum ents in 
suppor t  to CSOs w ith in EC developm ent  externa l coop erat ion

3.1. Them at ic and geographic inst rum ents should be com plem entary to each other. 
There is a need for a clearer vision from  the EC concerning the m eaning of 
com plem ent ar it y, which would enable an object ive assessm ent  in part icular of how 
com plem entarity can be t ranslated int o program m es and calls for proposals.
Com plem entarity could allow m ult i- count ry issues to be addressed from  a 
regional perspect ive ,  but  this requires clearer definit ion of such issues, including 
needs-driven assessm ent . The EC should carry out  a m apping on the 
com plem ent ar it y of geographic and them at ic funding ,  and should engage 
CSOs in the consult at ion process.

3.2. I n order to im prove the out reach and im pact  the EC funding support  and the 
com plem entarity with them at ic inst rum ents, a share of geographica l envelopes 
a llocated to regional st ra tegies cou ld be used for  grants for  CSO m ult i-
count ry projects focusing on som e prior it ies for the region.

3.3. I n order for them at ic program m es to com plem ent  geographic program m es,  the 
European Com m ission needs to re- th ink  it s current  count ry st ra tegy paper  and 
nat ional deve lopm ent  st ra tegies ,  so as to offer greater guidance in term s of 
topics, added value, standard and quality for a real coordinat ed approach am ong the 
different  EC and other donors funding m echanism s and on when each inst rum ent  or 
m odality should be ut ilised and how they can best  be used in com binat ion.

3.4. CSO support  under  geographic program m es such as EDF, is generally lim ited 
to capacity building, and is often also lim ited in t im e and budget . Support  provided 
through the them at ic program m e is dist inct ive but  can be com plem entary. The
two approaches should be f lex ibly  ava ilable to be used as appropriate in all 
developing count r ies in a com plem entary m anner. 

3.5. Alt hough in certain count r ies there has been progress towards periodic 
consultat ion and dia logue w ith CSOs on a id program m ing and review ,  an 
effect ive engagem ent  m ust  be ensured with civil society in program m ing and 
reviewing EU aid st rategies in a system at ic, t ransparent , ongoing and inclusive way. 
Prior it ies related to Civil Society need to be t ranslated into funding under  the  
geographic inst rum ent that  is accessible to CSOs. New funding m odalit ies under 
the geographic inst rum ent  need to be developed in a way that  allows an on-going 
long- term  engagem ent  of civil society in policy dialogue and the creat ion of 
sustainable civil society plat form s and networks. Such an approach cannot  be easily 
reconciled with t he current  project  approach relying on calls for proposals.

3.6. Whilst  CSO par t icipat ion in policy  dia logue on nat ional /  sectoral 
developm ent  policies is a precondit ion for responsible nat ional planning, m any 
nat ional governm ents do not  engage in dialogue with their  own CSOs, or recognise 
the value of their  part icipat ion. I n such cases the EC and EU MS should leverage 
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their  polit ical dialogue with the governm ent  to support  the part icipat ion of CSOs via 
regular, st ructured dialogue.

3.7. Civil society in Europe and developing count r ies should also be consulted for t he 
defin it ion and m onitor ing of geographic inst rum ents .  

Them e I V - Right  of in it ia t ive of CSOs, in view  of th e AAA 

4.1. The r ight  of in it ia t ive, recognised by the AAA, is int r insic to CSOs and m ust  
be guaranteed in order to safeguard the added value and effect iveness of CSOs.  The 
r ight  of init iat ive creates space for creat iveness and innovat ion for CSO’s, and offers 
a considerably degree of autonom y for CSO’s. These 3 aspects:  creat iveness,  
innovat iveness and autonom y are necessary to create a vibrant  and st rong civil 
society that  plays an independent  and inspir ing role as partner to governm ents ( in 
developing count r ies and in Europe)  and to the EU in debates on developm ent . I t  
also guarantees an independent  watchdog funct ion to keep governm ents on t rack. 

4.2. The r ight  of init iat ive im plies a responsibilit y upon CSOs for account abilit y .  
Pr inciples of results- based m anagem ent rem ain applicable. Under all 
circum stances CSOs rem ain responsible and accountable (upwards and downwards 
accountabilit y)  for their  own init iat ives and t he im plem entat ion, as well as the results 
and effects of their  intervent ions.

4.3. The r ight  of init iat ive also im plies f lex ibilit y ,  and a focus upon outcom es and 
im pacts ,  rather than sim ply upon act ivit ies. The r ight  of init iat ive provides 
opportunit ies for CSOs to respond on a creat ive, innovat ive way to context  specific 
situat ions in the south, where other funding possibilit ies are not  accessible.

4.4. The r ight  of init iat ive m ay help to solve situat ions such as those described in the 
point  2.3 ( the r isk to create ‘orphan count r ies’ or ‘orphan sectors’ in achieving 
division of labour) .

3 . Specif ic Recom m endat ions

- The EU should adopt  an explicit  policy and a suppor t  st ra tegy regarding th e 
m ult iple  roles of civil society with regard to developm ent , hum an r ights and 
dem ocrat isat ion, governance, peace and security, etc. The st rategy should be 
m ainst ream ed in all aid inst rum ents and program m es ( ident ifying the 
cont r ibut ion each of them  can m ake t o the st rategy) .

- EU policy and st rategy for support ing civil society part icipat ion should explicit ly 
include the responsibil it y to enable civil society’s freedom  of act ion in the 
dialogue with partner governm ents. 

- EU Delegat ions should use the different  cooperat ion inst rum ents at  their  
disposal to support  civil society’s m ult iple roles and should consult regular ly with 
CSOs to discuss the pr ior it ies of the different  geographic and them at ic 
inst rum ents.

- Financia l and polit ica l suppor t  should be given to loca l civil society for 
inform at ion sharing and gathering, st ructur ing, internal dialogue m echanism s and 
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capacity building. Local CSOs need support  in building both understanding and 
capacity, but  it  is ult im ately the polit ical recognit ion that  can m ake the difference 
to ensuring the dialogue is m utually beneficial and should thus be a regular 
(st ructured)  exercise.

- More t ransparency and bet ter  inform at ion and com m un icat ion tow ards 
the public in partner count r ies and in Europe would certainly help increase the 
interest  of civil society (both local and European) in engaging in a watchdog role. 
EU and local civil society should them selves cont r ibute to dissem inat ing 
inform at ion through their  own m eans. Free m edia, as part  of the civil society 
sphere, has also an im portant  role to play.

- The EC should work to im prove the t ransparency of budget  support  negot iat ions 
by involving civil society and all of the stakeholders in the m onitor ing and 
evaluat ion of the budget  support , whether in term s of st rengthening the State or 
in term s of concrete results for the populat ions concerned, by lim it ing the use of 
technocrat ic indicators and instead developing a m ore part icipatory and 
integrated evaluat ion of the im pacts of budget  support . Stat es receiving budget  
support , should st rengthen their  m onitor ing m echanism s, foster the 
establishm ent  of part icipatory m echanism s for devising and m onit or ing budgets 
at  the local level.

- Com m unicat ion st ra tegies and tools at  both headquarters and delegat ions 
levels should be reviewed in view of m aking inform at ion m ore accessible to civil 
society actors on a broader scale (m aking bet ter use of websites, local m edia and 
civil society com m unicat ion tools (e.g. com m unity radio) .
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W G 3 : EU a id delivery m echanism s

1 . Key pr inciples 

 Access to funding :  alternat ive funding solut ions m ust  be found for CSOs. These 
alternat ive solut ions should build upon the lessons learned during the current  
financial perspect ives, are adapted to current  needs, im prove cooperat ion 
between the EC and CSOs, and fully respect  the act ions of CSO actors within the 
EU and developing count r ies. 

 Funding should be m ade availab le a long both geograp h ic and them at ic 
lines ,  in order to prom ote aid effect iveness and ensure that  there are no gaps in 
aid delivery. Geographic and them at ic funding should be regarded as 
com plem entary to one another.

 Base new aid delivery m odalit ies upon the analysis of the recom m endat ions 
from  review s of the current  f inancia l perspect ive 7. The specificity of CSOs
should be taken int o account , including whether they are new or m ore well-
established, (e.g. new versus old Mem ber States)  m aking sure that  new 
m echanism s accom m odate the specificity and added value of a wide range of 
CSOs actors ( from  Europe and developing count r ies) .

 Earm ark ing of funds for  CSOs should be prom oted in order to increase 
effect iveness of aid delivery.

 Encourage collaborat ion am ongst  CSOs: Donors should enable CSOs from  
Europe and developing count r ies to collaborate am ongst  each other and with 
other actors in developm ent  (pr ivate sector etc)  through Mult istakeholder 
approaches rather than com pete for funding. 

 Calls for  Proposals: m ore flexible and innovat ive procedures should be 
developed for  CSO funding calls for proposal.

 Single count ry and m ult i- count ry : both single count ry and m ult i- count ry 
approaches are legit im ate and com plem entary to each other.

 Respect  of the r ight  of in it ia t ive :  The r ight  for CSOs to init iate, define and 
conceptualize projects, as their  capacity of innovat ion and response to the 
problem s of the local populat ions is rest r icted when the guidelines of the calls for 
proposals are t oo specific.

 I nform at ion on EC funding to CSOs should be t ransparent  and clear .  A clear, 
precise and detailed financial report  on the nature, the am ounts and the 
beneficiar ies of EC developm ent  aid should be published every year. 

                                                
7  In particular the Court of Auditors’ report, the Capitalisation Study on the 9th EDF, the mid-term review of the NSA&LA 
thematic programme, and the CONCORD reactions to them (which provide the CSO perspective on feasibility of the 
recommendations).
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2 . Them at ic Analysis 

Them e I  - Current  cha llenges for  the EC in re la t ion to a new  EU donor  
approach

General challenges

1.1. I n order to develop an effect ive new donor approach, the EC needs to learn the 
lessons from  the cur rent  financial perspect ive. Bet ter cooperat ion should be achieved 
with CSOs through f lex ible and ta ilor - m ade funding m echanism s which use a 
m ix of inst rum ents according to the needs of the situat ion. The EU adm inist ra t ion 
should be st rengthened through bet ter support  to, and resourcing of EU 
Delegat ions, and the establishm ent  of a Civil Society knowledge hub within the EC 
and the EEAS. I n adapt ing its approach,  the EC should draw upon the 
recom m endat ions of the Court  of Auditors, the Mid Term  review of the NSA&LA 
them at ic program m e, t he Capit alisat ion study for the 9 th EDF, and the input  of CSOs.

1.2. EC st rategic, them at ic and geographic pr ior it ies should be set  on the basis of 
count r ies’ ow nership and dr iven  by evidence of need expressed by the base 
populat ion rather than polit ical, histor ical or diplom at ic considerat ions. Thus, CSO’s 
and EU should have a com m on understanding on the importance of the pr inciple of 
Right  of I nit iat ive and this pr inciple should receive full support  of the EC. This is 
crucial since CSO program m e prior it ies are joint ly developed between EU /  
I nternat ional CSO and local partner CSOs, are inform ed by the local context , and by 
evidence of need and are therefore grounded in the realit y of the field, therefore can 
m axim ise the sustainabilit y and im pact  of their  act ions. 

1.3. As part  of the Quadrilogue process the EU m ust  clar ify and re iterate it s 
suppor t  for  civil society’s role in developm ent ,  as well as clearly stat ing its 
financial and polit ical com m itm ents to CSOs. The EC m ust  ensure that  the space for  
CSOs in EC Aid Modalit ies is secured and that  adequate local aid delivery 
m echanism s are in place, for exam ple within the Sector Wide Approaches (SWAp)  
that  are m ost  accessible for CSOs.

1.4. Funding for CSOs should be undertaken with the general aim  of prom ot ing a 
r ight s based approach to developm ent , with the ult im ate goal of enabling people’s 
access to r ight s, social services, and to im prove their  livelihoods. Concord proposes 
that  funding should target  the em pow erm ent of Civil  Society in order to work on 
r ight s-based approaches which defend r ight s, and enable people to execute their  
r ight s and dut ies as dem ocrat ic cit izens including through developm ent  educat ion, 
advocacy and other related work in Europe and the South. Funding for service 
delivery should be undertaken via local CSOs, with support  from  EU CSOs. EU CSOs 
should also be funded for direct  im plem ent at ion of a id and service delivery in 
contexts of need ( for exam ple within fragile states, in relat ion to very difficult  
contexts or in relat ion to neglected populat ion groups) .

1.5. The current  m ix of EC funding has focused m ainly upon geographic funding, 
alongside with com plem entary them at ic program m es .  I n addit ion, General Budget  
Support  (GBS)  represents a challenge for civil society at  two levels:  ( i)  by 
concent rat ing aid on support ing the state's responsibilit ies and capacit ies these 
m odalit ies m ay deprive civil society from  part  of the financial support  it  previously 
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benefited from  and m arginalise the role of civil society in developm ent ;  ( ii)  the lack 
of consultat ion with CSOs at  nat ional level reduces the space available for CSOs in 
the decision m aking process

1.6. There should be recognit ion that EU CSOs (and am ong them  CSOs from  EU-12 
and EU-15) , partner CSOs in developing count r ies, and Local Authorit ies are diverse 
actors with different  needs and capacit ies. EC funding inst rum ents should be bet ter  
a ligned to the specif ic needs and capacit ies of these actors and funds could be 
r ing- fenced for each group of actors so they are not  com pet ing against  each other, 
and so that  partnership between actors is encouraged. 

Geographic funding

1.7. The EU should set  clear  targets for  the earm ark ing of a id funds for  C SOs
within the next  EC Financial Perspect ives 2014-2020 and beyond. This will both 
increase the im pact  of geographical funding, and overcom e the lim itat ions of 
budgetary support . Ring fencing a percentage in the nat ional envelopes and Count ry 
St rategy Papers (as foreseen for instance in the Cotonou Agreem ent  for the ACP 
count r ies)  should be undertaken in order to set  up funds for CSOs at  count ry level, 
accessible for local CSOs and m anaged at  count ry level by the delegat ion or another  
CSO and LA. CONCORD recom m ends that  by 2020, the EU should seek to 
earm ark  a t  least  1 5 %  of count ry a id budgets to go d irect ly tow ards CSOs ,  
and should aim  to double the funding w hich goes to CSOs w ith in t hem at i c and 
actor- specif ic funding .

1.8. Geographic funding should include condit ions to prom ot e the representat ion of 
local CSOs, provisions for m ult i- stakeholder partnerships, and for developm ent  
educat ion.

Actor-specific funding:  NSA-LA program m e

1.9. I n relat ion to the NSA- LA them at ic program m e ,  CONCORD believes that  
ult im ately a different  program m e should exist  for LAs in developing count r ies, since 
they are different  actors with different  needs. 

1.10. The opening up of the NSA- LA them at ic program m e and other them at ic 
program m es to organisat ions in developing count r ies and local authorit ies is 
welcom ed;  however, funds have not  been increased to cover the increased dem and, 
nor m odalit ies revised sufficient ly to take into account  the diverse nature of the 
new actors.

Need for new funding m echanism s

1.11. As part  of a new donor approach, a new program m e for ‘Europe for  
Developm ent ’ should be created. This would be a them at ic-based program m e, 
funding CSOs for advocacy, watchdog role, developm ent  educat ion, coordinat ion, 
research & inform at ion, and capacity-building. The approaches should be m ult i-
count ry, within and without  the EU, m ult i-stakeholder (wit h init iat ion by CSOs) , and 
should be rooted in EU CSOs.

1.12. We st rongly believe that  there is st ill a funding and policy gap in term s of  
Link ing Relie f, Rehabilita t ion and Deve lopm ent  ( LRR D) .  The EC funds short -
term  em ergency /  hum anitar ian intervent ions through ECHO, but  there is lit t le post -
cr isis cont inuity, as well as l it t le funding for disaster preparedness. 
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Them e I I  - The Call for  Proposals m echanism  and ques t ions around 
target ing

2.1. The calls for  proposal system  should deliver the r ight  am ount  of funding to the 
m ost  appropriate actors for the m ost  developm ent  im pact according to the policy 
determ ined object ives8.  The system  should be cost - effect ive, t im ely and avoid 
waste of donor or applicant  t im e and resources . The system  should respect  the 
pr inciples of t ransparency and open select ion . The calls for proposal should be 
appropr ia te  to the act ors and projects targeted by the select ion procedure. 

2.2. However, there are signif icant  problem s w ith the current  ca lls for  
proposal system .  I n part icular, the calls are m assively over-subscribed and highly 
bureaucrat ic leading to very low success rates,  and wasted resources in responding 
to calls. The com plicated and bureaucrat ic nature of the calls often r isks leads to 
projects being funded according to the quality of the proposal writ ing, rather than 
the inherent  quality of the project  itself.  This is replicated within the adm inist rat ion 
of funded projects, where there is too m uch em phasis upon purely financial cont rol, 
rather than cont rolling the im plem entat ion of the project . This can have a 
det r im ental im pact  upon the quality of the program m es, which focus m ore upon 
adm inist rat ion, rather t han upon prom ot ing quality projects.

2.3. Whilst  we believe that  new m odels for funding are needed, sim plif ied Calls for  
Proposals system  should rem ain in place to avoid the exclusion of sm aller and 
newer CSOs and to m ake EC funding available to those who have not  previously 
worked with the EC through an open and com pet it ive funding system .

2.4. The cycle for  projects executed under  calls for proposals is too short  - an 
average of three years – and successive proj ects are rarely related to each other, 
whilst  the substant ive lessons within project  reports are not  system at ically fed back 
into program m es. This lim its the potent ial for building social change.

2.5. One m eans of im proving calls for proposals would be to init iat e a st ructured 
dia logue at  count ry level between CSOs, EU delegat ions and the EC in order to 
im prove the form ulat ion of program m es, to ensure that  calls for proposals are m ore 
fair  (part icular ly for sm aller CSOs) , and accurat ely related to needs, and in relat ion 
to the execut ion of proj ects, so that  discussion m oves beyond financial cont rol to 
m ore substant ive issues.

2.6. Target ing 9 is required in cases where the value- added of a  specif ic 
developm ent  actor in relat ion to a policy is acknowledged. Southern voices have to 
be present , not  only as partners but  as m ain actors for targeted funds. Target ing 
should be used to m eet  gaps in developm ent  act iv it ies which part icular 
developm ent  actors can fill. Such target ing m ay encom pass reduced regula t ion  
funds for local civil society, com bined with capacity-building via technical assistance 
or other m easures. Targeted funds for global par tne r ing ,  or for developm ent  
educat ion should also be considered.

                                                
8 We presume that the policy determined objectives have been complemented by CSOs.
9 It is important to differentiate "targeted funding" or “direct funding” for networks like CONCORD, which is not the same 
as "targeting funding for development actions" amongst actors or approaches.
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Them e I I I  - New  funding m odels in  suppor t  to and thr ough  CSOs

3.1. The EC should consider the use of fram ew ork  agreem ent s as a new funding 
m odel which allows a focus on both geographic and them at ic areas. This approach 
allows for m ore long- term , stable and flexible funding. Fram ework agreem ents can 
be rapid and flexible, building upon the posit ive aspects of ECHO FPAs1 0 .  Program m e 
support which is not  t ied to produce part icular output s but  to m ore general outcom es 
provides m ore predictabilit y and f lex ibilit y to CSO s to determ ine the m ost  
efficient  use of funds and to avoid bureaucracy and adm inist rat ive burdens.

3.2. Program m e funding for CSOs is a progressive approach to the resourcing of civil 
society act ivit ies. I t  dem onst rates t rust  and a belief in partnership between donor 
and recipient . Many Mem ber State donors use this approach (e.g. DFI D and PPAs in 
the UK, DGI S and MFS in The Netherlands…) and it  enables recipients to conduct  
m ore experim ental work, perhaps on neglect ed, non-prior ity issues, and to take 
r isks. Such funding would allow a t im efram e which moves beyond the usual three 
year cycles, through longer- term  partnerships.

3.3. Matched funding is used to a far lesser extent  am ongst  m em ber state donors in 
com parison to EC percentages and the EC should consider either abandoning or  
reducing the percentage of m atched funding required, since there is no 
evidence that  it  is an indicator of the sustainabilit y of the project . Furtherm ore, the 
absence of m atched funding provisions does not  prevent  CSOs from  cont r ibut ing 
ext ra resources to proj ects. Part icular ly in these t im es of recession, m atched funding 
is increasingly difficult  to find and there is evidence that  som e European CSOs have 
had to cease existence due to an inabilit y to find sufficient  m atched funds for their  
EC grants. The difficulty to find m atched funding is even m ore acute for CSOs in 
developing count r ies so CONCORD asks for 100%  funding for organizat ions in 
developing count r ies (or at  least  accept  in- kind cont r ibut ions) .

3.4. New  funding m echanism s to suppor t  m ult istak eholder  par tnerships
should be created. Funding m ust  be m ore flexible in term s of t im ing, range of 
partners, cont ractual requirem ents. Funding should be open to a m ult it ude of 
potent ial ‘partners’ and possibili t ies for partnership in developm ent  including CSOs, 
other com m unity based organisat ions, local authorit ies, the pr ivate sector and 
donors, and should allow for different  and evolving types of relat ionship (e.g. som e 
form al, som e inform al) .

3 . Specif ic Recom m endat ions 

- There is a need to look at  alternat ive funding m echanism s and to find an 
adequate m ix which allows for long- term  relat ions and responds t o the needs and 
capacit ies of the different  actors with good designed eligibilit y cr iter ia. This 
should incorporate calls for proposals, fram ework partnerships or program m e 

                                                
10 However, framework agreements risk excluding less well established CSOs. One option (not yet agreed and supported 
by wider CONCORD membership) to avoid the exclusion of smaller or newer CSOs from a framework funding system 
could be the ‘clustering ’ of CSOs and communities in order to create different ‘leagues’; this could be developed with 
criteria according to context and activities. Certification of funding would be based not only on size, but on strategy. This 
clustering approach would move beyond the mapping proposed by the EC. An additional alternative solution to this 
exclusion risk is for larger grants to be made which could be managed by well-established CSOs, as a means of 
redistribution to smaller organisations. This could be one way of including grass-roots CSOs, and if regulated properly, 
could reduce pressure on projects budgets. Block grants allows for small, flexible granting to be made, and can promote a 
learning and exchange approach.
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approach support  for m ult istakeholder form ulas, as well as local funds for CSOs, 
and other m odalit ies which will deliver a flexible and effect ive m ix. 

- A st ructured dia logue at  count ry level should be established in relat ion to 
funding between the EC and CSOs. This should be open to CSOs from  developing 
count r ies, as well as to EU CSOs. The dialogue should cover the elaborat ion of 
new aid m odalit ies, the developm ent  of program m es, of calls for proposals, and 
the developm ent  of Fram ework agreem ents.

- The NSA- LA them at ic funding program m e should be divided int o two 
com plem entary funding lines (NSA and LA taken separately)  in order to recognise 
the specificit y of different  actors ( this does not  exclude partnerships to support  
those object ives) .

- More susta inable funding m odalit ies should be explored to fill the gap in 
relat ion to Linking Relief, Rehabilit at ion and Developm ent  (LRRD) . The EC should 
prom ote t ransfer of knowledge am ong CSOs and between CSOs and schools.

- A new them at ic program m e for ‘Europe for  Developm ent ’ should be created.

- Calls for  proposal should be sim plified and focus m ore upon project  quality than 
upon bureaucrat ic cont rols. Early forecasts and extended t im e periods for calls 
for proposals would allow CSOs to have m ore t im e for long- term  planning, 
program m ing and alignm ent  with governm ent  policies.

- The EU should seek to earm ark  a id funding to CSOs, in order to ensure m ore 
effect ive funding, targeted towards need. By 2020, a target  should be reached for  
at  least  1 5 %  of coun t ry a id budget s to go direct ly t ow ards CSOs ,  and the 
EU should aim  to double the funding w hich goes to CSOs w ith in  them at ic 
and actor- specif ic funding .

- New  funding m odels should be used within count r ies, with bet ter relat ionships 
between CSOs and delegat ion on the basis of genuine dialogue. Local CSOs 
working in the field should be m ore included. Money should be earm arked for 
CSOs from  developing count r ies, and organizat ions from  the EU 12 (new Mem ber 
States) . 

- Clearly, new funding m odels will require a revised f inancia l regula t ion and 
im plem ent ing rules, especially with regard to r isk sharing and redist r ibut ion of 
funds. The present  /  ongoing Revision of the Financial Regulat ion (proposal 
COMM 2010/ 260)  and its I m plem ent ing Rules should fully take int o considerat ion 
the outcom es of the St ructured Dialogue when m aking final decisions.


