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INTRODUCTION  
In its 2007 Enlargement Strategy, the European Commission (EC) for the first time identified civil society development 
(CSDev) and civil society dialogue as a core priority of the Enlargement policy and set up IPA Civil Society Facility (IPA 
CSF) in 2008 to “strengthen civil society bodies and their role in the political process, enhance the capacity of civil society 
organizations to develop cross-border projects and networks, and familiarize civil society representatives and opinion 
leaders with EU affairs.”1 The budget for the Facility stood at approximately 18.5 million Euros annually. 
 
Since then, BCSDN has published annual reviews of EC Progress Reports2, policy paper on design and implementation 
of IPA CSF3 and numerous positions calling on the Commission to improve coherence between the Enlargement policy 
and IPA CSF, cost-effectiveness, ownership and sustainability of the support allocated to civil society. Moreover, BCSDN 
has developed the Monitoring Matrix on Enabling Environment for CSDev4 setting principles and standards for what an 
optimum environment in which civil society in Enlargement countries can develop and work in sustainable way. 

EC Progress Report analysis shows that the Commission focuses on involvement of civil society in policy- and decision-
making, administrative capacity of state institutions to draft and adopt quality legislation through an inclusive process, and 
on the mechanisms that stimulate funding of CSOs, while failing to focus on most crucial areas for consolidating the 
enabling environment for CSDev, such as tax regime, state support and human resources issues. When analyzing the 
IPA CSF support, however, it is evident that EU is the most influential donor in terms of the amount of assistance and in 
its funding repertoire. Nonetheless, it has so far failed to utilize its potential hegemonic power to determine the focus of 
democracy promotion agenda and assistance in Enlargement countries. Finally, according to the Donors’ Strategies and 
Practices research5 from 2011, the real bottleneck in achieving the overall objective of the IPA CSF is the lack of use of 
effective, long-term and sustainable aid modalities and funding strategies that would lead to effective, ownership-based, 
sustainable CSDev. 

 

EVOLUTION NOT REVOLUTION: IPA CSF 3 YEARS ON 

In the course of 2012-2013, BCSDN analyzed the EU funding under the IPA CSF, including IPA Multi-beneficiary and IPA 
national TAIB (Component I) from 2007-2013. One of the key problems faced was access to quality information on 
financial support being implemented which either was not publicly available or projects were still ongoing. Thus, focus has 
been on analyzing quantitative data and information available. The research has led to the publication of Infograph: IPA 
CSF 2007-2011: Evolution not Revolution pointing to several general issues: 
 
� The 2% Commitment: When announcing IPA CSF in 2007, the Commission made a commitment to triple the support 

provided to civil society in comparison to the CARDS instrument, which in relative terms, meant a commitment of 2% of 
IPA being allocated to civil society activities. However, the allocations for IPA CSF from the initial 2,2% of IPA drop to 
1,2% of IPA. As some of the factors determining the absorption capacity were analysed, it is clear that both local 
CSO and the Commission/EUDs have leverage available not only to live up, but to potentially strengthen the 
2% commitment made; 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 European Commission, Enlargement Strategy and Main Challenges 2007-2008 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2007/nov/strategy_paper_en.pdf 
2http://www.balkancsd.net/images/EC_Enlarg_Package_2012-2013_analysis.pdf and http://www.balkancsd.net/images/stories/63_-
_1_Analysis_Progress_Reports.pdf 
3 http://www.balkancsd.net/index.php/resources-and-links/publications/72-policy-paper-on-the-eu-civil-society-facility-now-available-in-five-languages 
4 http://www.balkancsd.net/images/BCSDN_Monitoring_Matrix.pdf 
5 http://www.balkancsd.net/index.php/resources-and-links/publications/1005-balkan-civic-practices-8-donors-strategies-and-practices-in-civil-society-
development-in-the-balkans-civil-society-lost-in-translation 
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� 99% absorption capacity of CSOs: In comparison to Governments, CSOs capacity to absorb IPA funds is much 

greater, considering the 68% of absorption of IPA Component I by Government vs. 99% of IPA CSF absorption by 
CSOs, which only strengthens the argument for meeting the 2% commitment latest under IPA CSF 2014-2020; 

 
� Technical assistance cannot replace lack of political will: While the grants have been the dominant aid modality used 

under the IPA CSF, technical assistance (TA) has been used extensively at both the regional level (TACSO) and in 
some countries. In Bosnia and Herzegovina and Macedonia, where TA has dominated the IPA CSF support, no 
significant results were achieved. In Serbia, using TA for grant management support seems to be helping in providing 
swift, transparent and effective grant making procedures.  

 
 
Moving away from only general issues to be taken on board by the Commission at the start of IPA CSF 2014-2020 
programming, the key question steaming from both IPA CSF 2007-2011 analysis and 2011 Donor strategies and practices 
analysis in support of civil society is the issue of HOW, rather than WHAT is being supported in terms capacity-building, 
grant-making mechanisms, support to grass-roots and informal civic initiatives and networks. In short, the EC’s 
thematic priorities are in line with that of CSOs, but it is the short-term, no-flexible aid modalities that are hampering the 
success of the EU support to CSOs in Enlargement countries   
 
 
 
ISSUES FOR DEBATE 
CSO capacity building 
• Is technical assistance or resource centre approach the norm in sustainable capacity-building and development? 
• Is the question how to make technical assistance to capacity building of CSOs in IPA countries (TACSO) sustainable 

or how TACSO can help sustainable CSO capacity-building and development?  
• Where the achievements of the CSF’s and programmes objectives depend on the existence of a political will of the 

public authorities, how can further development of civil society be assured? 
• How can we insure a link with the European level and linking of CSO to European issues? 
 
Grant-making  
• What are the advantages and limits of current grant-making under IPA CSF?  
• Can the existing local infrastructure for sub-granting, such as the local grant making CSOs and regional and national 

initiatives be more cost-effective, sustainable grant-making way?   
• Considering the shaky track record in terms of transparency, accountability, institutional-capacity to manage EU 

funds, is it smart grant-making to be delegated exclusively to the national public authorities? 
• What is the comparative best practice from EU pre-accession support such as PHARE? What are the key lessons-

learned? 
 
Funding grass-root and informal civic initiatives 
• Support to grass-root is one of key objectives of IPA CSF, but there have been little examples so far where grass-

root organizations have benefited from such support. What are models used by other donors, organizations that 
could inform the IPA CSF future support considering the administrative capacities needed to reach such 
organizations? 

• Does sub-granting and outreach to local and grass-root organizations contribute towards sustainable civil society 
development? 

• If EC’s support is crucial for ensuring the watchdog and monitoring role of the civil society during the accession and 
reform process what balance should be stricken with the support to small/grass-root CSOs? 

• What are European best practices in supporting informal civic initiatives and how this could be introduced in IPA 
CSF? 

 
Support to networks 
• Can a tailor-made support directed towards encouraging thematic/sector partnership and multi-stakeholder (incl. 

state and local authorities) initiatives contribute towards building policy and project capacities in different Acquis 
sectors? 

• What are key elements of effective support to networks (formal and informal)? 
• What are the European and other best practices in supporting network-building in terms of advocacy issues and have 

the Framework Partnership Agreements been an effective approach so far?  


