REPORT FROM CONSULTATIONS WITH EU MEMBER STATES AND CSOs
ON THE GOVERNANCE INITITIVE STUDY
8 September 2011


The meeting was aimed at discussing with Member States findings and the study on the Governance Initiative Study and brainstorm with both MS and civil society representatives on the recommendations and the follow up. 

Session I: 

Aimed at presenting the background of the study, its objectives, methodology as well as challenges encountered during the study (for example limited memory of the initiative). 
 
It was underlined that a lot of principles that underlined the  logic of GI are still valid (like ownership, dialogue, participation etc) but the question is still how to operationalise them?  The problem was also that those principles were not fully applied and we need to make sure that in future we make better use of the existing principles. 

F. Moreau, HoU DEVCO A1  underlined that the idea behind the initial formulation was also to put governance at centre of our interventions, as well as to promote reforms and not only good performers

FI reminded that the initiative was decided  during FI Prez and aimed at ownership bu at the same time  Governance Profile  was only designed as an internal exercise. 

Most participants welcomed the report. Underlined that this is a good study, based on evidence and well written. ES  underlined that is was a good idea to do it jointly by a European and African organisation. 

Session II:

This session was aimed at presenting the key findings of the Study.  It was stressed that the initial phase aroused  a lot of interest and allowed to put governance on top of the agenda. Some participants underlined that in some countries  it allowed for opening the debate on governance. But it lost momentum due to limited ownership (ex limited consultations with broader society), disconnect from existing processes, rigidity, limited follow up and capacity constrains both in EC Delegations, HQ and partner government.

The tools in particular  the Governance Profile crated were found useful for assessing situation in a country however the general impression is that they should be more adapted to a given country as it is not always necessary to look at all the areas mentioned in the GP. The problem with GP was also the fact that it was not shared EU tool. Many MS used it jointly with EC but some kept their own assessments.  It was also indicated that the benchmarks and indicators  should be improved. 
Majority agreed that we should keep similar type of tool to analyse governance and that could allow us to also choose the priorities for interventions.   There was also discussion if the analysis should be shared with the country and possibly created jointly with broader local stakeholders to make sure it reflects the problems and the needs of the country.  The question was also raised if we even now in 2011 know better how to assess governance. 


One of the main questions was the impact of financial incentives to promote governance. 
The question was can financial incentive impact reforms? Can it unblock situation in difficult environments?  The study showed that this impact was limited.  Some participants underlined that providing financial incentives also makes the debate unequal and can been seen as a way of imposing things. 

Another issue was a question if the GI helped to foster ownership. The results are rather negative. In some countries it was building on existing processes but in some it was a process built from the start and was not really reflecting the needs and the real commitment. The problem was as also that the broader stakeholders like civil society or Parliament was not involved in most cases. 

As far as contribution to political dialogue it was pointed out that at the beginning the impact was positive and allowed for opening the dialogue o governance. In some cases this is still the case and it allows for addressing difficult issues that would normally be difficult to tackle. 

Participants suggested that we should maybe be more humble in our expectations and more  focused on juts few major governance issue in a given country (maybe focus on 3 of 4 main constrains)

The example of Benin where the Initiative was quite successful was broadly discussed. It was underlined that this is a country where the room for discussion is big, where the civil society is vocal and the government is committed. On top on that the Delegation is very active and  committed to work on governance as well as engage broad spectrum of actors. 


Session III:

This session was aimed at  presenting broad messages that emerge from the Study and present some of the conclusions that can be drawn from an analysis of the findings

The study states that the GI could be seen as a learning experiment. It suffered from a gap between policy and practice, limited impact and also limited will of EU to work together. The question raised was also that  maybe this kind of initiative can only work in certain countries that are already committed to reforms.

The consultants said that in some cases the GI could also do harm but this was not substantively explained in the report and based on evidence therefore they were asked to make sure to correct this part. 

Participants underlined that we should not only point out the negatives but focus on the positive sides and that will allow us to improve our future interventions.  It was stressed that it was also important as it increased interest in working on governance and the general envelope for governance in 10th EDF increased. 

We need to have less static approach and more differentiated. We should verify why there is a gap between policy and practice? Is that a result of  changing environments or 
too many contradicting policies? 



Session IV:

Aimed at putting  the experience with the GI in the broader perspective of current thinking about and experiences with external support to governance reforms 

Chapter 5 – wrap up a bit of the finding and propose basis for recommendations – putting the context first. maybe it should be more focused on needs – so come in when there is opportunity. Some important questions were raised like - are we really able to connect to local dynamics and the needs of the society? What kind of incentives work? – money not the solution, they can help but will not change and buy reforms. So what other incentives can we use?  How do we measure performance? We are not there yet to measure it well? What is possible to do at the EU level? 

We should be able to more connected different work stream like for example the work o governance and democracy support that are closely related. 

The current initiatives  in the EU put governance, democracy and human rights on top of the agenda and we should make sure we don’t produce another layers and that we learn from our experiences like the GI to improve our approaches. 


Session V: 

Briefly introduced main blocks of recommendations as proposed by the consultants;  

· reviewing some of the basics of our support – start with, build on local dynamics and initiatives (how?), prioritization in EU agenda; linkages with continental agendas (regional?, local?) ; smart approaches to differentiation and selectivity; rethinking of (mixed) incentives (some good examples can be found like the EITI); new roles for donors
· getting the institution and instrument aligned to our ambitions- need for a full fledged institutional system to smartly support; more flexibility in programming; better task 
· do we need a new initiative? – not in a current format and not if it fit creates the facto new silo; flexible facility could be envisaged, it should  be fit to support local dynamics, use windows of opportunities; 

SE motioned that those recommendations are very much in line with what the wanted to do wit the CC on democracy support from 2009 SE. There is a need to better use the existing instruments and be more flexible.  We ned to see how this flexibility could be fit into the programming processes. Participants also agreed we should be less risk averse in particular in countries in situation of fragility.  Interventions in governance are more complex than in other domains and we should not expect results right away. Changes takes time and we should have  longer time perspective. 

Session 6: 

This session was supposed to allow for a discussion about the future of the initiative but also broader EU support to governance. It was open to CSO representatives. 

It was agreed that we should better link with civil society and the voices of broader civil society including private sector, local authorities.

CSO representatives underlined that this report reflects well experiences on the ground. There should be more focus on implementation of the reforms and not just engagement to take reforms.  There is a need for good political economy analysis that would  take into consideration views of civil society, opposition etc. It would allow  to agree on underlying principles and objectives between the EC and MS; 

It was mentioned that initiatives like this should help us to  put together actors than normally would not meet to discuss . In some cases the GI allowed the Delegations to  do that by putting together representative from government civil society, local authorities, media etc; in certain countries that already works; in Cameroon they for ex put on-line consultations on a programme of support for civil society and had a great feedback. We should continue this kind of dialogue. 

Representative of Global Witness indicated that money can be an incentive but this has to be big enough amounts; maybe budget support where you hold some tranches to see the improvement? 

Another incentive could also be the idea of recognition; diplomatic support. Good example from the Human Rights evaluation and case of Kazahstan – they really want to be seen as regional example and it allows for pushing some issues forward. 
A good incentive for societal actors is the work on domestic resource mobilisations. We should  support this kind of discussion as that can open a debate and make a change. The reference document on working with CSO in budget support gives some good examples on how to engage with civil society (ex. Mozambique – public opinion is important so to have institutes that control what is happening and inform society, that can push  for changes). We should also make sure we help the strengthening the accountability ie work more with parliaments, civil society and media. 

We also need to address the issue of leadership. What do we do I situations were the is no will to change? It is important then to work with civil society and opposition while trying to maintain dialogue if possible.
There was also suggestion to talk more about accompanying processes instead of incentives.

There is a need to better work on divisions of tasks and remember about complementary between the thematic and geographic instruments; 
There is however a question on how to improve divisions of tasks. EU has a great potential to work together and achieve results  but didn't really work so far. 
If the EU is not able to advance in coherence of our politics, and if we don't focus on common goals and development of those countries we often loose credibility.

It was said that we need to review all our initiatives and politics  in order to answer the question about continuation or new initiative. We should not abandon initiatives like that too early as governance is a complex matter. We should take what we learned from this experience but also experiences in other regions and improve our support. 
If we would create a  new initiatives we need to really be sure what is the value added. 

We should remember to mainstream governance in all our activities and focus more also on sectoral governance. 

There was a suggestion to be more pragmatic; why not to use the current thinking of differentiations in improving our approaches? Also maybe joint programming was mentioned as something that could help our interventions in governance

It was said that there is a lot of policies, tools and instruments available. The new initiatives like human right strategies, development and budget support communications etc provide a god window of opportunity to have a substantive discussions on our approaches. 


Next steps:

It was agreed that we will allow MS and CSO to send comments to the report and also consult the version with recommendations (that should be ready by 7th of October). 

Few MS mentioned it would be useful to know what is the follow up process and what was the response from MAN at the EC to the recommendations. 

We need to reflect how to incorporate the findings to current discussion on next MFF, budget support discussion and next programming. 

CC o democratic governance from January 2009 requested the Commission to provide, in early 2012, a comprehensive report on the implementation of the October 2006 Council Conclusions, focusing on the EU support to democratic governance, managed by the Commission, in all regions, including the Governance Initiative and the Governance Facility.  We need to agree with the EEAS on how we want to prepare this report. That would be a  good moment to discuss about the EU future support to governance. 
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