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1. MANDATE

The Commission Services have requested the Joiatiu&on Unit to undertake an
evaluation oiVisibility of the EU external action as managed by the E@mo@@mmission
and covered by DG RELEX, DEV and AIDCO. This is tpaf the 2009 evaluation
programme of the Relex Family of Directorates-Gatieas approved by the External
Relations and Development Commissioners.

The main objectives of the evaluation are:

— to provide the relevant external co-operation sewiof the EC and the wider public with
an overall independent assessment of the visilafithhe Commission’s external action;

— To identify key lessons in order to improve thereat and future strategies of the
Commission on visibility.

2. BACKGROUND

The title and mandate of the evaluation refer td d€tion’, an overall concept. The way EU

external action is perceived by stakeholders depeantljust one activity or policy but on how

the full set of EU policies impact on those stakdars and how effective they each are both
individually and as a coherent group of policies.

Over the last fifty years the EU has developed reseof external policy instruments,
political, economic, commercial and financial, whilcelp to protect and promote European
interests and values.

The Treaty of Lisbon which entered in force on 1 December 2009, aingiviihg Europe a
clear voice in relations with its partners worldeiend increasing the impact, the coherence
and the visibility of the EU's external action. TH&h Representative for Common Foreign
and Security Policy was appointed to enhance tlopes@and effectiveness of the EU’s
external action.

Over time, also the emphasis on the importancé@fvisibility of EU external action has
increased. In 2006 the European Commission issuednamunication to the European
Council on 'Europe in the world — some practicabpmsals for greater coherence,
effectiveness and visibiliy' One of the main axes aimed at strengtheningetnatratic
accountability and visibility of EU policies andtens and thus to increase their public
acceptance”. As the title of the communication gatks, this concept of visibility is used in
close interaction with coherence and effectiveness.

In light of the forthcoming strategic discussion twe priorities for the next planning cycle
(realized throught the EU Financial Perspectivéd}s iimportant to better understand the
public awareness of EU external relation issuestargiscuss possible recommendations to
better reach the desired impact: public supporEfdrexternal action. Effects of visibility on
coherence and effectiveness of EU actions shoulth@meglected. Visibility is a major issue

! Directorates General of External Relations, (RE)LEXevelopment (DEV) and the EuropeAid Co-operation
Office (AIDCO).

2 COM (2006)278 final
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for EU external action. Collectively, the Europe@ommission and the individual member
states provide more than half of development anadmitarian aid in the world and it is
important to make sure that this support and tealtg achieved are known , both inside and
outside Europe. Evidence points to varying levélgigbility, it is essential to understand, in
order to possibly address, thheasons of good or possibly weak visibility. Therefore,
visibility as perceived by stakeholders outside B¢ and its possible effects are covered as
well.

3. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION
3.1 Purpose

The evaluation will be guided by the the evaluationteria: relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, impact, sustainability, coherence dmel EC added value. The first five have been
formalised by the OECD (DAC) and the latter two specific to EC policies. It is understood
that Impact issues, i.e effects of visibility shebble dealt with only to the extent feasible.

The evaluation guidelines of DG COMM define visityilas: "The extent to which the target
public is aware of a communication activity" anakliit to the effectiveness criterion.

However, the present study is more interested énvikibility created by the EU’s external

action themselves —and the effects of visibilityfaasas possible - and not just in the publicity
created simply by communication activities. Wheeeessary clarification of different aspects
of visibility will be made.

The aim of this evaluation is:

» To clarify the definition of visibility and if nessary elaborate a typology of different
aspects of visibility, address the rationale amdaims of visibility

» To find out "if", "how" and "when" visibilitworks in the specific thematic areas set
out below and covered by support through DG RELEEY and AIDCO (always
including he EC Delegations and Representation$®. analysis preparing the answer
to this question may consider different types afjéaaudiences and contekts

» To understand how visibility may be determined hype of aid modality, and type of
activity.

The evaluation should béorward looking, providing lessons and recommendations
concerning visibility of EU external action in parttlar as regards:
» Visibility as a factor for democratic accountalyilit within the EU as well as towards
the beneficiaries

» Visibility as a factor for increased coordinationtivin the EU as well as in the donor
community

3 Key specific contextual factors are important temtion but the study should seek to work more atéliel of
widespread perceptions than can be observed imaewof different contexts
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» Visibility as a factor for increased coherence witlthe EU as well as in the
international donor community.

The evaluation should take into account visibiisycompared with other donors, notably on
th basis of the study :

To the extent possible the evaluation will take inbnsideration — notably when formulating
the recommendations — the ongoing institutionalettgyments, in particular the role of the
EEAS presently being created.

Negative visibility of EU external action, rootscaoonsequences should be looked at as well,
if observed.

The evaluation should serve policy decision-malkangl management purposes at different
levels. The main users of the evaluation will be D&V, DG Relex, the EuropeAid Co-
operation Office and the EU Delegations. Other EG/ises like DG ECHO, DG COMM,
and DG TRADE may benefit from the results of thvaleation too. The evaluation should
also generate results of interest to a broadereaadi including the main stakeholders {EU
tax payers, beneficiaries (governments and pojpuladf partner countries) and other donors
(Member States, the multilaterals and others}.

The evaluation should come @ general overall judgementof the extent to which

Commission activities (policies, strategies, progmaes, projects, political discussion...) have
contributed to visibility of EU external action aitd possible effects.

The evaluation shall lead twoNCLUSIONS based on objective, credible, reliable and valid
findings and provide the EC with a set of operalorand useful and relevant
recommendations

3.2 Target Audiences

The main target groups are:

a. Stakeholders inside EU including the European aiisz policy makers in the EU
institutions and in the Member States.

b. Stakeholders outside EU, in the partner countriuthing the final beneficiaries of EU
actions and the Government of the partner country.

c. Stakeholders outside EU, in the world includingg@omakers in OECD countries and
in other multilateral organisations.

3.3 Temporal and geographical scope

Thetemporal scopeof the present evaluation is included in the sufpg activities for the
six thematic areas for the time period 2005-20089enever possible 2010 data will be
presented and/or integrated in the analysis. Depgrah the thematic issue analysed, there
might be the need to extend the view over earkary, in order to ensure consistency of the
issues presented.
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The geographical scopeincludes all the countries where activities aralartaken and
examples of EU visibility can demonstrate the poihe role of the EU external action. This
includes the countries of the regions of ACP, Ne@irhood, Asia and Latin America, as
well as EU and OECD but not those presently covese®G ELARG (mainly the Balkans).
The study team will propose a sample of countmemfwhich to collect data and/or to be
visited. The sample will as far as feasible tak® iaccount the range and diversity of the
EU’s external action across the globe, as welhadltematic focus areas identified in 3.4

In the framework of this evaluation, the term “Bpean Commission” is to be understood as
prior to the entry into force of the Lisbon Trea#g, the ensuing organisational arrangements
will require some time to be put in place. Howewwraluation recommendations have to be

consistent and relevant within the new framewoltke Pportfolios of the Directorates Generals

mentioned in the terms of reference are thoseeatribment of the signature of the contract ,

i.e. 'Barroso I'.

3.4 Thematic scope

The title and mandate of the evaluation refer&td action'. 'Action’ is an overall concept,
encompassing the full set of EU policies, statesyeadtions and activities. In terms of actions
(in the very wide sense) generating visible effédtsand EC cannot be dissociated. It is the
picture Europe (the EU) gives. Therefore the mandéthe study is to look at 'the visibility
of EU external action'. As an institution the joevaluation unit of the Relex family has only
the mandate to judge activities (wide sense) uallert or financed by the Relex family of the
European Commission. Other actions, statementsaetde looked at, notably in terms of
coherence and coordination.

The evaluation will assess activities undertaketh famanced by the European Commission
under the responsibility of the Directorates Gehefahe Relex family. Relevant activities
undertaken by other institutions of the Europeamoblror other donors are looked at under
the angle of coherence and coordination but nassssl as such. Relevant policy statements
of the EU institutions (including the Council) apdlicies such as CFSP, and the possible
consequences on the subject matter of this evatuatill be assessed. The evaluation does
not refer to visibility activities undertaken fdre enlargement of the European Union or for
humanitarian aid purposes — wwith the exceptionthef above-mentioned coherence and
coordination aspects. Focus will be given throug $ix thematic issues mentioned below,
but visibility in other domains is not excluded.will be described where relevant in the
evaluation.

The evaluation will include a comprehensive desisghfollowed byIELD MISSIONS to be
carried out for6 different themeslisted below. The countries selected for the figidsions
should cover the various types and regions of eaaipn as well as different experiences in
the area of visibility. The evaluators shall idgnand formulate in-depth questions during the
desk phase and test hypotheses during the fielsions

The evaluation questions are validated and wilbbee part of the contract. The countries for
the field mission will be selected in consultatisith the Reference Group.

Six themes which will be assessed in the evaluaggarding the visibility of the EU external
actions:
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a. Crisis and fragile states : conflict prevention ae@ce building

b. The current financial and economic crisis

c. Food crisis

d. Migration

e. Climate change and energy

f. Environment, biodiversity and deforestation

3.5 Focus issues

The consultants have also to look at:

(1)
(2)

3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)

(10)

The overall visibility strategy of the concerninty External action

The political aspect of visibility through concreaad well developed examples
(policy statements, declarations, actions)

The possible perception of the Commission as agdhagent

The choice and use of different tools, channelsgarthers in specific situations /
countries / goals

The choice of the different aid modalities (e. mojects or budget support, etc.)
and channels such as Civil Society Organisationd, taeir consequences on
visibility of the EU external actions.

Visibility in co-ordination efforts or in situati@where complementarity with EU
Member States and with other donors, especiallyrtbkilaterals, might exist

Coherence between EU policies under the aspedsitility — how visibility is
positively or negatively affected by (a lack ofhepence with other policies

Recognition of the EC added value in EU externtibac

Visibility in the short run (e.g. one media eveas) differing from the visibility
created by a long term presence or partnership.

Obstacles to effective visibility

The evaluators will take into account relevant ongoand completed evaluations,
studies and other documents. In particular theofahg are considered important (list
not exhaustive):

- evaluation of EC support through the UN family

- evaluation of EC support through development Bank
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- evaluation of EC support for conflict preventiamd peace building (ongoing)

A survey that addresses main issues regardingiltisibf EU external actions will be made
of selected EC delegations and OECD donors in daderovide relevant information. Main
stakeholders should be involved in the study udiffgrent tools e.g. focus groups, pyramidal
focus groups, etc.

4. METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH

The overall methodology guidance for standard eatadus is available on the web page of
the Evaluation Unit under the following address:

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/intobidn/introduction en.htm.

However, given the innovative nature of this evatrg this methodology may only serve as
a general guidance, and does not necessarily loave applied rigorously. This also applies
to the DAC criteria. Major deviations from the medology will be presented in draft reports
or notes and have to be validated by the JEU.

Within 14 days after the reception of the ToR, @ensultants will present munch note
which should contain:

» their understanding of the ToR;

* a methodological note including the implementatbthe quality control,

« the provisional composition of the evaluation tesith CVs";

« aproposed budget
Following the launch note, the main key deliveraldee:

* The kick-off meeting;

* The inception report;

* The desk report;

* The final report;

* The dissemination seminar in Brussels.
The consultants are invited to critically use b# awvailable literature / studies / results (partia
or completed, official or unofficial) done so fam the subject if they consider it can be useful
for the drafting of the report.

The evaluation basic approach consists ®f phases subdivided in subsequent
methodological stagegphases for which consultant contribution is refjee are marked in

grey).

4 All birthday dates must be written in the followifrormat: dd/mm/yyyy

® In the frame of a "framework contract"
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Five Main Phases of Devel opment: Methodological Sages:

= Reference group constitution
= ToR drafting

1. Preparation Phase

= Launch Note

Structuring of the evaluation

Data Collection, verification of hypotheses
Analysis

Judgements on findings

2. Desk Phase
3. Field Phase
4. Synthesis phase

5. Feedback and Dissemination Dissemination Seminar in Brussels

= Quality Grid

= Summaries

= Evinfo (summary for OECD and Commissign
databases)

= Fiche contradictoire (a statement of key
recommendations followed by the
Commission services' response)

4.1. Preparation Phase

The evaluation manager, within the Evaluation Unigntifies the Commission services to be
invited to the Reference Group (RG), which will eresthat the Commission expertise is fully
utilised and all the relevant information is prosad

The evaluation manager prepares Teans of References (ToR) for the evaluation and sends
them to the Contractor.

The contractor will then present laaunch Note that shall contain: (i) the contractor
understanding of the ToR, (ii) the proposed contmosiof the core evaluation team with
individuals'Curriculum Vitae and (iii) the proposed work plan and budget fer ¢lraluation.

4.2. Desk phase
4.2.1 Inception report

Following the approval of theaunch Note by the Evaluation Unit, the work will proceed to
the structuring stage which shall lead to the peatidn of anlnception Report.

The Inception report will first address the definition of visibilityhe rationale behind it, the
technical and political aspects of visibility, takements which identify the visibility activities
based on the different documents. The inceptioortepill attempt to formulate a chain of
cause and effect concernig the theme of the evafuat

On the basis of the information collected, the eatdrs will then:

(1) Present greliminary set of evaluation questions (EQ), andfipossible and useful,
judgement criteria for each EQ and provisional ¢atbrs for each of the proposed
judgement criteria; If JC are not deemed usefwijlitbe explained why not. In any case,
the evaluators will explain the approach to ansther question and on what basis a
judgment/assessment will be made.
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The evaluation questions will cover, to the exteossible the evaluation criteria relevance,
efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, valueled and coherence. Other issues such as
3Cs and gender will be considered as well where aweropriate.

Present a preliminary set of hypotheses and relatedtions to be tested during the field
phase. These will be accompanied by examples tdnpal judgement criteria and
indicators to show how the study proposes to addras the extent possible, the
evaluation criteria as indicated above (section. Rfter discussion with the JEU and the
RG criteria and indicators (or substitutes) willfogher refined during the desk phase.

(2) Propose a set of criteria for selection ofrdaes for the thematic examples. Based on
these criteria, justify the choice of 8 countries the fieldhase, as representative as
possible, which would be examined in detail dutimg desk phase. Out of this sample of
thematic examples, 8 countries will be selectedthar field phase of the evaluation
(during the desk phase).

(3) Specify theanethodological toolsthat will be used;

(4) Present a detailediorkplan, specifying the organisation and time schedule tfor
evaluation process.

The Contractor will present thieception Report which shall be formally approved by the
Evaluation Unit. The Reference group will comment the Inception Report and on the
Evaluation Questions and the proposed thematic phen

4.2.2 Desk phase report

Upon approval of thénception Report, the team of consultants will proceed to the Desk
Phase of the evaluation. The Desk Phase shalldoenttment when relevant information in
Headquarters is gathered and analysed.

The desk report takes up the points dealt witthenihception report and goes into as much
detail as necessary. In this stage, consultantasked to:

(1) Present a final set elaluation questionsalong with appropriatpidgement criteria
and relevant quantitative and qualitatimdicators where feasible and necessary

(2) Present thmethodology fodata and information collection and validation,both for
the Desk phase and for the forthcoming field phase.

(3) Present thenethods of analysisof the information and data collected in ordedtaw
findings that would enable to draw general condusj due to the difficulty of this
exercise any limitation should be made explicit;

(4) Present the way to comejtmlgements that directly relate to the Judgement criteria,
though adaptable should the field findings reqdong so.

(5) Present thpreliminary findings responding to the evaluationquestionsand the first
hypotheses to be tested during the field missions.
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(6) For each of the six thematic issues, a comapproach will be formulated for the data
gathering, the analysis and the hypothesis to $teddn the field missions allowing to
draw conclusions and lessons learned based on enodemeous approach in each
county example. The consultants will propose atdsaficture for reporting on how
evidence from the country visits will contributethe thematic reports.

At the completion of this work, the evaluationrreavill present aDesk Phase Report
setting out the results of this first phase of ¢hraluationincluding all the above listed
task$ (the core part of thinception Report will be annexed to thBesk Phase Report).

The RG will comment onDesk Phase Report based on which the necessary
amendments will be specified. Formal approval o$ tleport is to be made by the
Evaluation Unit.

4.3 Field phase

Following satisfactory completion of the Desk Phake evaluation team will proceed to the
field missiond.

The fieldwork shall be undertaken on the basisosgtin the Final Desk Phase Report. If,
during the course of the fieldwork, any significatgviations from the agreed methodology
and/or schedule are perceived necessary, the Gantsulmust receive the approval of the
Evaluation Unit before they can be applied.

Prior completion of each country visit the Evaloatiteam shall prepare for the EC
Delegation concerned debriefing of the field mission seeking to validate the data and the
information gathered.

When field missions are completed, the Evaluateamt shall present results to the Reference
Group in a debriefing.

4.4. Final reports and seminar
4.4.1. The Draft Final Report

Following completion of the field mission, the teawll proceed to prepare the final report
and six thematic reports (one fore each themeh Bathese thematic reports will present the
results on visibility of EU external actions froraveral countries visited. These reports will
be annexed to thieinal Report.

The Consultants will submit the draft final reportconformity with the structure set out in
annex 2. any deviations from this format will beposed by the consutlatns and validated by
the JEU. Comments received during de-briefing mestiwith the Delegations and the
reference group must be taken into consideration.

® All the databases produced for this aim will beegmal part of the deliverable.

” Nevertheless, if considered necessary for the adeqoreparation of the field phase, the contraoight
undertake pilot missions in parallel to the Desk$th(subject to approval of the Evaluation Unit).
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The Consultants may either accept or reject thenoents but in case of rejection they must
justify (in writing) the reasons for rejection (tbemments and the Consultants’ responses are
annexed to the report). If the Consultants dontitwa take them in the report, they must
explain in a separate document the reasons why.

If the evaluation manager considers the reporetofosufficient quality (cf. annex 3), he/she
will circulate it for comments to the reference gpo The reference group will convene to
discuss it in the presence of the evaluation team.

The evaluation team will also present the finabrépo the RG.
4.4.2. The Final Report

The Consultants will prepare the final report baseaf further comments from the reference
group, the stakeholders invited to comment ancetteduation manager. The final report will
be inEnglish, the executive summary (5 pages) will be trandlat® French and Spanish.

Upon approval of the final version, 60 copies of final Main Report (including the
executive summary in French and Spanish) must he teethe Evaluation Unit with an
additional 10 reports with all printed annexes. B-Rom with the Final Main Report and
annexes has to be added to each printed report.

The evaluators have to hand over on an approgsigiport (electronic or paper) all relevant
data gathered during the evaluation.

The contractor shall submitraethodological noteexplaining how the quality control and the
capitalisation of lessons learned have been adeltess

The Evaluation Unit makes a formal judgement ongiln@lity of the evaluation (annex 3).

The report should reflect a rigorous, methodica roughtful approach. The evaluation shall
lead tocONCLUSIONS based on objective, credible, reliable and vahdihgs and provide the
EC with a set of operational and usaktommendations

Recommendations must be:
* Linked to the conclusions;
« Clustered, prioritised and targeted at specifidrassees;
* Useful, relevant and operational,
« If possible, presented as options associatedvetiefits and risks.

The final version of thd-inal Report shall be presented in a way that allows publicatio
without any further editing.

4.4.3 The Seminar

Following the approval of the final report, the ksdion manager will proceed to
dissemination of the results (conclusions and reoendations) of the evaluation: (i) make a
formal judgement on the evaluation using a standaity assessment grid (see Ani&x

(ii) prepare an Evaluation Summary following therstard DAC format (Evinfo); (iii)
prepare and circulate a three-colufiche Contradictoire (FC). The FC is prepared by the
Evaluation Unit in order to ensure feedback from évaluation and an active response from
the Commission services. All three documents wallgublished on the Web alongside with
theFinal Report.
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The Evaluators will be required to assist in dissetion and follow-up activities. In co-
ordination with the Evaluation Unit, they shall peat the conclusions and recommendations
during a seminar in Brussels. Limited number ofeotbrief presentations might also be
required.

The purpose of the seminar is to present the sgsbkt conclusions and the recommendations
of the evaluation to the main stakeholders conce(B€ services, Member States, Members
of the European Parliament, representatives of ghgner countries and civil society
organisations and other donors).

The Consultants shall prepare a presentattomwér point) for the seminar. This presentation
shall be considered as a product of the evaluatidhe same way as the reports and the data
basis. For theseminar 120 copies of the report (including the execusuenmary in French
and Spanish) and 30 reports with full printed amsefsee annex 2 of the ToR) have to be
produced.

The Consultants shall prepare the minutes of tmeirse and provide them to the Joint
Evaluation Unit one week after the date of the sami

The finalpresentationwill include slides for:

« Context of the evaluation;

» Evaluation questions;

* Answers to the evaluation questions;
e Conclusions and;

« Recommendations;

5. MANAGEMENT AND SUPERVISION OF THE EVALUATION

The responsibility for the management and sup@wisif the evaluation will rest with the
Evaluation Unit of the EuropeAid Co-operation OéficThe progress of the evaluation will be
followed closely by the Reference Group (RG) cdisys of members of EC services
concerned.

The RG will act as the main interface between thaldation Team and the Commission
Services. The principal function of the Referenceup is to follow the evaluation process and
more specifically:

» to advise on the scope and focus of the evaluahthe elaboration of the Terms of
Reference;

» to act as the interface between the consultantshrEn@ommission services;

» to advise on the quality of the work of the coresuis;

 to facilitate access to information and documeaisti

» to facilitate and assist in feedback of the findingnd recommendations from the
evaluation.

Several Reference Group meetings (about 4/5) wakktplace during the process of the
evaluation, as indicated below in a time schedule.
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6. EVALUATION TEAM

This evaluation is to be carried out by a team vaitlvanced knowledge and experience in
development co-operationn general terms, evaluation and in the speaifids mentioned.

Previous experience of conducting complex evaluaatior international organisations (UN,
Council of Europe, etc.) will be considered as ssea

The Evaluation Unit recommends strongly that caasis from beneficiary countries will be
employed (particularly, but not only, during theléi Phase).

The team leadermust have proven experience in EC evaluation naetlogy. Furthermore
he/she shall have a considerable experience in gimana&valuations of a similar size and
character. In addition, each country team shoulettddy an experienced member of the team
(or directly by the team leader).

The team must be prepared wwrk in English, and possess excellent drafting skills.
Knowledge of French and Spanish in particular fierfield phase, is required.

The agreed Team composition may be subsequenthgtad; if necessary in the light of the
final Evaluation Questions and choice of countaese those have been validated.

The evaluation team should possess a sound knoevkattdjexperience in:

— Visibility issues including communication.

— In all fields pertaining to the topic of the evadioa, notably: crisis and fragile states —

conflict prevention and peace building, actual ficiag and economic crisis, food crisis,
migration, climate change and energy, environmgotiversity and deforestation.

— Evaluation methodology.

Consultants must be strictly neutral. Conflictsrgerests must be avoided. A declaration of
absence of conflict of interest should be signe@dsh consultant and annexed to the launch
note.

7. TIMING

The evaluation will start in December 2009, upagnature of the contract by all parties; the
completion of thd-inal Report is scheduled for Summer 2011.

The following is thendicative schedule:

Evaluation Phases and Notes and Reports Dates Meetings
Stages

Terms of Reference February 2010

Starting Stage Launch Note March 2010

Desk Phase

Structuring Stage Inception Report May 2010 RG inge
Desk Study Draft Desk Report September 2410  RGintpgt
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Final Desk Report | November 2010
Field Phase January-February 201
Presentation for the RG March 2011 RG meeting
(including final notes on
thematic examples)
Final Report-Writing
Phase
Draft Final Report May 2011 RG meetirlg
Final Report July 2011
Dissemination Seminar September/
October 2011

8. COST OF THE EVALUATION AND PAYMENT MODALITIES

The overall cost of the evaluation should not edets) 000 €.

This amount includes a provision for the internaglofeedbackseminar in Brussels The
seminar will be organised by the Evaluation Uniptesent the results of the Evaluation; the
presentation will be followed by a debate that Ishal open to a large audience including
Member States, other donors, international org#éoiss, foundations and representatives of
Civil society organisations. The budget for the s&m (fees, per diems and travel) will be
presented separately in the launch note.

According to the service contract, payments maealihall be as follow:

30% at the acceptance of theeption Note, plus 2.5% of the agreed budget to be used for
quality control;

50% at acceptance biraft Final Report;
20% at acceptance Bfnal Report.

The invoices shall be sent to the Commission ofir éhe Evaluation Unit confirms in
writing the acceptance of the reports.
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Annex 1 — Key Documentationnon-exhaustive list)

Action Plan to improve communicating Europe by @@mmission — annex to Action Plan
(July 2005)

Communication from the Commission to the Counbié European Parliament, the European
Economic and Social Committee and the Committe¢hef Regions COM(2005) Plan D
(October 2005) and its evaluation :
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/communication/pdf/evalmatiitizens_consultations_sep2009 en.pd
f

White Paper on a European Communication Policy riiaaly 2006)

The EU in the World Towards a Communication Stratieg the European Union's External
Policy, 2006-2009 (February 2006)

Communication Strategy of EuropeAid for 2007-2009
Communication Action Plan for 2009

Internal Communication and Staff engagement Styafeg the European Commission —
improving effectiveness and building a solid repiotafrom the inside out (July 2007)

Communication and Visibility Manual for Europeanitim External Actions (April 2008)
CE Note pour les membres de la commission E/2366/26 Novembre 2006
CE Note a | attention des membres de la commidsidB847/2007 22 Octobre 2007

The external Communication Activities, Tools & Sttures of the European Commission
Lessons Learned & New Avenues Summary Report & Revendations (October 2007)

Communication on a new framework for cooperatioractivities concerning the information
and communication policy of the European Union (CG@001)354)

Communication on an information and communicatitrategy for the European Union
(COM(2002)350)

Communication on implementing the information anoimmunication strategy for the
European Union (COM(2004)196)

Communication to the European Council 'Europtméworld — some practical proposals for
greater coherence, effectiveness and visibilit@ 2006, 278)

"EvalComm, a practical toolkit for the evaluatioh @mmunication activities" under (EC
internal website):

http://www.cc.cec/wikis/display/EvalComm/Evaluatioroolkit

This website also gives access to a number of Ilplgsselevant evaluation studies of
communication activities of several DGs.
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Evaluation of the information and communicationiates of the European Commission
Delegations for DG RELEX, 19th November 2008 Thalksation Partnership Limited (TEP)

Reference Web sites:
The overall methodology guidance for evaluations:

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/meilmoy/index en.htm

http://lwww.relex.ec.europa.eu/dir and units/dir5ievaluations.htm

http://www.cc.cec/dgintranet/europeaid/info _com/coumication strategies/index en.htm

http://www.cc.cec/lhome/dgserv/comm/index en.htm

http://www.cc.cec/dgintranet/europeaid/info _com/coummication networks/index en.htm

http://www.cc.cec/dgintranet/europeaid/info_comhilgy issues/index en.htm

Other key documents:
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, OECD (2 &ha2005)

Relevant evaluation reports related to communicatio / visibility /information, for
details see:

Evaluation reports commissioned by the Evaluatioit U
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/ev@nareports/index_en.htm

European evaluation inventory
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/dg/aidco/ms_ec_evaluatiomsntory/evaluationslist.cfm?start=10
1

Relevant reports issued by WB, UN and other mudtika institutions, reports from MS and
other donors

http://www.undp.org/eu/undp_brussels_partnershipsis
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Annex 2. Outline Structure of the Final EvaluationReport

Length: The overall length of the final evaluation repstould not be greater th&® pages
(including the executive summary). Additional infation on overall context, programme or
aspects of methodology and analysis should be meafto annexes (which however should be
restricted to the important information).

1. Executive Summary
Length: 5 pages maximum

This executive summary must produce the followimfgrimation:

1.1 — Purpose of the evaluation;
1.2 — Background to the evaluatjon
1.3 — Methodology;

1.4 — Analysis and main findings for each Evaluat@uestion; short overall assessment;
1.5 — Main conclusions;

1.6 — Main recommendations.

* Conclusions and recommendations must be ranked and prioritised according to their relevance
to the evaluation and their importance, and they should also be cross-referenced back to the key
findings. Length-wise, the parts dedicated to the conclusions and recommendations should
represent about 40 % of the executive summary

2. Introduction
Length: 5 pages

2.1. Synthesis of the Commission’s Strategy and Progr@sn their objectives, how they
are prioritised and ordered, their logic batternally (ie. the existence — or not — of a
logical link between the EC policies and instrunseand expected impacts) aphd
externally (ie. Within the context of the needs of the coynggovernment policies, and
the programmes of other donors); the implicit agstions and risk factors; the
intended impacts of the Commission’s interventions.

2.2. Context: brief analysis of the political, economsocial and cultural dimensions, as
well as the needs, potential for and main condsain

2.3. Purpose of the Evaluation: presentation of theustale questions

* Only the main points of these sections should be developed within the report. More detailed
treatment should be confined to annexes

3. Methodology
Length: 10 pages

In order to answer the evaluative questions a nurobanethodological instruments must pe
presented by the consultants:

3.1. Judgement Criteria: which should have been selgétedeach Evaluation Question)
and agreed upon by the steering group;

3.2. Indicators: attached to each judgement criteridns Th turn will determine the scope
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and methods of data collection;

3.3. Data and Information Collection: can consist oferdture review, interviews
guestionnaires, thematic examples, etc. The cargsliwill indicate any limitation
and will describe how the data should be crossi@teto validate the analysis.

3.4. Methods of Analysis: of the data and informationtated for each Evaluatio
Question (again indicating any eventual limitatipns

3.5. Methods of Judgement

4. Main Findings and Analysis
Length: 20 to 30 pages

4.1.  Answers to each Evaluative Question, indicatindifigs and conclusions for each;

4.2. Overall assessment of the EC Strategy. This asseesshould cover:
— Relevance to needs and overall context, includiegebpment priorities and co-ordinati
with other donors;

— Actual Impacts: established, compared to intendegacts, as well as unforeseen impacts
deadweight/substitution effects;

— Effectiveness in terms of how far the intended ltssmere achieved:

— Efficiency: in terms of how far funding, personnedgulatory, administrative, time and oth
resource considerations contributed or hinderea@dthévement of results;

— Sustainability: whether the results can be maiethiover time.
— EC value added

U7

]

5 Or

er

5. A Full Set of Conclusions and Recommendations
Length: 10 pages

A Full set of Conclusions* and Recommendations*f@) each evaluation question; (i) as
overall judgement. (As an introduction to this pte a short mention of the main objectives
the country programmes and whether they have beeawed )

*All conclusions should be cross-referenced back by paragraph to the appropriate findings.
Recommendations must be ranked and prioritised according to their relevance and importance to
the purpose of the evaluation (also they shall be cross-referenced back by paragraph to the

of

appropriate conclusions).

Annexes should include logical diagrams of EC egis; judgement criteria forms; list of the

projects and programmes specifically consideregjept assessment fiches; list of people met;
of documentation; Terms of Reference; any othey {@afso in the form of tables) which contai
factual basis used in the evaluation; etc.

list
ns

- Power point presentation with 4 slides for eaghiwation questions illustrating in a synthetic g
schematic way the evaluation process: 1st slidgddb diagram with the evaluation question, 2r]
slide) judgment criteria, indicators and targekle®rd slide) findings compared with success
criteria, and 4th slide) interventions of the EGglimits of the evaluation.

nd
d
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Annex 3 - Quality assessment grid

Concerning these criteria, the evaluation report is

Unacceptable

Poor

Good

Very
good

Excellent

1. Meeting needs: Does the evaluation adequately addf
the information needs of the commissioning body finithe
terms of reference?

ess

2. Relevant scope:Is the rationale of the policy examin
and its set of outputs, results and outcomes/insp
examined fully, including both intended and unexed(
policy interactions and consequences?

pd
act

3. Defensible design: Is the evaluation design appropriate

and adequate to ensure that the full set of firgliradong
with methodological limitations, is made accessilite
answering the main evaluation questions?

4. Reliable data: To what extent are the primary a
secondary data selected adequate. Are they suflici
reliable for their intended use?

D

5. Sound analysis:Is quantitative information appropriate
and systematically analysed according to the sththe art
so that evaluation questions are answered in d waly?

ly

6. Credible findings: Do findings follow logically from,
and are they justified by, the data analysis
interpretations based on carefully described assangpand
rationale?

and

7. Validity of the conclusions: Does the report provid
clear conclusions? Are conclusions based on ce
results?

(4]

ibl

the recommendations: Are
recommendations fair, unbiased by personnel
shareholders’ views, and sufficiently detailed tce
operationally applicable?

8. Usefulness of

or
b

9. Clearly reported: Does the report clearly describe the

policy being evaluated, including its context anggmse,
together with the procedures and findings of thalueation,
so that information provided can easily be undexto

Taking into account the contextual constraints on He
evaluation, the overall quality rating of the repot is
considered.

(for details on how criteria are rated refer to:

http://ec.europa.eu/comm/europeaid/evaluation/methdnlogy/guidelines/gui_gal_flr_trg_en.htm)
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ANNEX 2 -

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
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ANNEX 2 - THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

As its work has progressed the evaluation team has obviously considered and reconsidered the
conceptual framework of the evaluation. This has resulted in some new thinking and some further
clarification of concepts, which are outlined below.

One of the key points in the conceptual framework is the working definition of visibility.
Following the kick-off meeting the working definition of Visibility was defined as:

“The awareness and perception of the image created by EU external action among EU and non-EU
stakeholders resulting from deliberate and non-deliberate actions by the EU”

By using this definition the Inception Report signalled first of all that there is a difference between
the message that an actor seeks to convey and the perception of that same message by the
audience. It is useful to elaborate a bit on this from a communication theory point of view.

Several issues determine whether a message conveyed by EU external action is perceived and
appropriated in the same manner as it was intended. The message might be unclearly formulated.
The values might be different between EU external action and the recipients abroad and what
might have been intended as a positive message could be perceived as negative. For instance an
open and free market might be a positive goal for the EU, but a threat to manufacturers in a
protected home market.

It is also well documented that for a message to be appropriated by the receiving person it must
reflect the reality as the person perceives it. Equally it must be acknowledged that the opinion of a
recipient’s personal and professional networks often has far more influence than the opinion that
has been conveyed through the media.

Furthermore, it is now generally accepted by communication professionals that, up to nowmass
media has been the single most important mediator of messages with regards to influencing the
opinion of a broad target group or ‘the masses’ as they could be described. It is however important
to add the nuance that mass media often, but not always, tends to involve one-way information
that does not seek or allow for a dialogue with the recipient. Again, we know that two-way
communication is by far the most influential if an actor wants to change people’s perception,
attitudes or behaviour.

What still makes mass media so important for any communication strategy is that a good
communicator will be able to set the agenda for thoughts and discussions among the broader
public. The communicator will also in the way a story is presented to the media be very influential
on the journalist’s framing of the story. Yet it is important to realise that even when a story with
the desired framing is promulgated through the mass media it will only be appropriated by the
recipient when the story reflects his or her reality and finds support in his or her social network.

For the EU external action the above theoretical background would mean that when it
communicates in order to build the desired image it should consider:

* Using mass media to set the agenda
* Presenting stories to journalists in a manner that optimises a desirable framing
* Using social media with computer-mediated dialogue

e Communicating through broader networks like social, business, rights, professional and
educational civil society organisations as partners in promulgating the desired image of
EU external action

* Ensuring tight coordination of policies and messages from different EU partners

For the evaluator the theoretical background means that the evaluation should include analyses of:
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* Media coverage of the selected themes and cases

* Journalists’ perception of the image of EU

* Journalists’ judgement of EU external action’s communication priorities
* Civil society organisations’ perception of EU external action’s image

* Member States communication practices as benchmark for EU communication

The Study’s agreed working definition of Visibility also makes very clear that EU external action
might wish to create a certain image or perception in its target groups through communication or
through its policies, programmes, projects or other actions, but other parts of EU including its
member states might act differently and thereby add to the creation of another image than
intended. This is very clear in the first part of the working definition.

While the first part of this definition of Visibility therefore works well, it is felt however that some
adjustment would be useful to the second half working definition, that is the part referring
to“...resulting from deliberate and non-deliberate actions by the EU”. After all it is expected
that all actions taken by EU are deliberate. There will be actions that are consistent with the
objectives of Nice and Lisbon Treaties and there might also be actions that are not consistent, but
they should still be deliberate. Even where policy, programme and project actions are not
consistent with the external action objectives in the treaties they are definitely still intended
actions albeit for other reasons.

Besides, the important role of the EU communication and public diplomacy in creating the
perceived image of EU external action also policies, programmes and projects adds to the
awareness, perception and image.

We therefore suggest an alternative working definition of Visibility as follows:

“The awareness and perception of the image of EU external action among EU and non-EU
stakeholders resulting from EU communication activities or from other actions that have an impact
on this image”.

In the Inception Report a Communication Prism diagram was developed as a model to illustrate
how there is a difference between the message that an actor seeks to convey and the perception of
the same message by the audience. Following the suggested change in working definition of
visibility the team suggests a refinement of the Communication Prism model. The model
illustrates how the intended messages and image delivered by EU external action and other parts
of the EU are refracted on their way to the recipients. A new version of the diagram is below
(Figure 1). Each block in the diagram illustrates a step in the process of communication:

* In the first block what is meant to be conveyed is defined, that is, the intended awareness
and perception of the image of EU external action is put in a context of strategy papers
and messages delivered to defined target groups by EU external action including now also
the HRFFASP, the EEAS, and other parts of the EC, the EP, Council and MS.

* In the second block we have the measures or channels spreading the intended awareness
and perception of the image of EU external action. The measures are partly
communication activities including public diplomacy and partly the policies, programmes,
projects and other actions carried out by EU including its external action.

* In the third block we have the Communication Prism itself refracting the messages and
actions that were intended to create a desired awareness and perception of the image of EU
external action or of other parts of EU. The refractions of messages and actions can be
rooted in several things — hereunder different values and perspectives of sender and
recipient, conflicts between message and reality, between policies, projects, programmes
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and the actual needs and interests among the recipients, opinions of social and professional
networks, or changes in context and circumstances.

* In the fourth and final block we have the Visibility achieved— the awareness and perception
of the image that the target group has of EU external action from the messages and
actions refracted through the prism. This is the result the intended communication, public
diplomacy and other actions end up having with the target groups.

Figure 1 - The Communication Prism

The Communication Prism: What is meant is not always what is seen and maybe understood

4 )
* Intended visibili
from the Vistbrlity what are the Wha}‘: CIHS
HRFASP measures t e,
function refractions 'd what is the
*Intended target ! «Different values and achieved
groups . Com&nunbiiatio perspectives visibility
* Messages 0 and public * Conflicts between
communicated by d1p.10.rrvlacy policies, deliverables * Awareness of
EC external activities and needs the EU )
action * Policies, « Contrasting ;{terr%al. action
* Messages programmes, message and reali * How 1s 1ts
comm%micated by pijCCtS and . f)pini(%ns of sociatly 1mage
rest of EC, EP, \__other actions & orofessional perceived
Council and MS netwarks *How are EU’s
. S « Chanoed values '
lnteirllldsetilazsgll!::lhty circut%lstances \__appropriated __J
documents

As illustrated above even if the EU in its policies and activities, communication and messages
follows the objectives for its visibility in the Nice and Lisbon treaties as in Article 3.5 of the latter,
it is by no means certain that the visibility achieved is that what was intended.

Public Diplomacy

Since the EU communication strategies are often seen to encompass public relations, public
diplomacy, outreach as well as information activities it might also be useful briefly to clarity the
different concepts. In the draft communication of Mrs Ferrero-Waldner to the commission “The
EU In The World - Towards A Communication Strategy For The European Union’s External
Policy, 2006 — 2009” the strategy distinguishes between inside and outside the EU.

Outside the EU, the objective is to explain the EU’s policies and activities, as well as its
underlying values and objectives, to current and potential opinion-formers as well as to the
broader audience of the interested public at large. On the other hand:

“Within the EU, the overall objective is to engage in a more open dialogue with citizens and to
better respond to their expectations, contributing to a fuller understanding of the EU’s external
policies, instruments and concrete action”.
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Public diplomacy as a concept was coined in the US half a century ago and identified the influence
of the public in other countries as yet anotherpotential tool to use in international policy.
Traditionally public diplomacy has involved the government in one country financing the
communication of favourable information about that country to the general public in other parts of
the world. Later the concept developed into two-way state-financed communication between state
and non-state actors across different countries. Besides information and two-way communication
this could include cultural events, exchanges, study grants and other measures used to influence
international public opinion to understand a nation’s ideas, culture and actual policies and their
goals.

More recently, in what researchers often call new public diplomacy the new communication
landscape with non-state actors being interconnected with increased transparency public
diplomacy moves away from the traditional efforts of projecting national images through mass
media campaigns, to a negotiation of understanding with foreign publics - which requires more of
a dialogue oriented communication?.

In the Draft Communication of Mrs Ferrero-Waldner to the Commission “The EU in the World
towards A Communication strategy for the European Union’s external policy, 2006 — 2009 the
EU itself defines public diplomacy as encompassing:

“..all activities which have an impact on the perceptions and the public opinion in
third countries about the country or institution engaging in public diplomacy. They
are therefore not only aimed at the media and the political actors of third countries
but at their societies at large’{Chapter 3.2).

The Communication further states that strengthening the EU’s public diplomacy requires work at
all levels, where the representations in Member States and the Delegations in third countries have
an essential role to play in providing information and communicating at national, regional and
local levels. Reforms within Delegations should permit greater outreach activity, enabling the
public and the press to put a face to the Commission, to engage the Commission in a real dialogue,
and to allow the Commission to maintain a more consistent view of local concerns. A particular
role will be with the Head of Delegation.

In this Communication the EU thus sees itself as the actor communicating to the public and
reaching out to counterparts in member and non-member states as part of its public diplomacy
efforts. Finally in a later publication ‘EU Insight — Engaging the World, the EU’s Public
Diplomacy’(July 2009), published by the EU Delegation to the United States the Public Diplomacy
concept is brought a step further:

“The “soft power” of public diplomacy plays a crucial role in the external relations of the European
Union, and is closely integrated with EEU policy both at home and abroad. Addressing today’s global
challenges—climate change, security, the global economy, and poverty, hunger and disease in the
developing world—requires not only collaboration with partner countries and multilateral
organizations, but also a broad measure of global support, both official and popular, to succeed.”

“In non-EU countries, more than 130 LU Delegations increase awareness of the EU; ensure broad
understanding of EU policies, initiatives and messages; and build relationships with state and local
offictals, community and business leaders, the media, students, and civil society.”

In addition, a Public Diplomacy emphasis is also put on project and programme related
information and communication activities. The Communication and Visibility Manual for European
Union External Actions (EuropeAid, July 2009) is designed to ensure that actions funded by the EU
incorporate information and communication activities designed to raise the awareness of the
reasons and the EU support for the action, as well as the results and the impact of this support.

8 Lindholm, K and Olsson, E-KCrisis communication as a multi-level game: The Muhammad cartoons from a crisis diplomacy
perspective, 2011,The International Journal of Press/Politics, SAGE.
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In a broader perspective the concept of stressing the reasons, results and impact of EU support
would, in relation to the Lisbon Treaty (TEU, Article 3.5), mean that messages should illustrate
how the EU has been a major factor, for instance, in helping to establish peace and security in one
or more regions, or the how EU through free and fair trade agreements has helped eradicate
poverty. This is clearly the most important and influential type of communication in a traditional
information and communication context trying to build the desired image of EU external action,
because it allows citizens of the EU as well as worldwide to identify directly with the benefits
based on commonly recognised human values.

However, as part of this evaluation it is indeed worth examining to what degree the activities as
described in the Communication and Visibility Manual for European Union External Actions have the
desired impact on the awareness and perception of the image of the EU external action in
comparison with the above described public diplomacy activities and whether other ways forward
would be more feasible to achieve the desired visibility goals.
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ANNEX 3 -

THE EU LEGAL FRAMEWORK:

THE EXTERNAL ACTION OF THE EU
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ANNEX 3 - THE EU LEGAL FRAMEWORK: THE EXTERNAL ACTION OF THE EU

The analysis of the normative and political framework of the EU external action is important to
define the boundaries of the competence of the European Union in this domain, and to identity the
related hierarchy of objectives in order to construct the Intervention Logic and the themes within
the evaluation scope.

The overview begins with the provisions contained in the Treaty of Nice and then concentrates
its attention on the Lisbon Treaty (Consolidated version) in accordance with the time scope of
the evaluation. These are outlined in Table 1 below.

For the bulk of the period of this study the Nice TEU provides the normative framework with the
Lisbon Treaty (TEU & TFEU) only coming in at the end. The evaluation team therefore started
their reconstruction of the objectives in the intervention logic on the Treaty of Nice characterized
by the structures in three pillars, where the Common Foreign and Security Policy and Defence
Policy are integral parts of the second (intergovernmental) pillar and the Commercial,
Development, Economic and financial cooperation, and Humanitarian policies (included in the
external actions) are all part of the first (community) pillar. One fundamental issue which
differentiates Nice from Lisbon is the competence of the Council in relation to the CFSP. Under
Lisbon the European Council is responsible for defining the principles of and general guidelines
tor the Common Foreign and Security Policy, including for matters with defence implications and
of deciding on common strategies to be implemented by the Union. These are competences of the
External Action in Lisbon.

However, for the purposes of this study, Lisbon provides a much stronger basis for the analysis of
EU external action precisely because it does away with the three pillar construction still used by
Nice and clarifies both the objectives and scope of EU external action in a global and harmonized
manner. To take advantage of these improvements to the TEU and nevertheless remain faithful to
the legal basis with which officials have to work, the study has chosen to build the intervention
logic for the study largely on Nice, but also taking into consideration the Lisbon provisions as
these will anyway be the framework to be used for the forward looking recommendations required
by the TOR (section 3.1). In any case the policies and instruments of the external actions
remained constant from one version of the Treaty to the other. The Intervention logic took into
consideration this normative background but has also been elaborated following a more generic
approach that does not rely on the normative framework so specifically, but rests more on the
policies and instruments of EU external action.

The next chapter will include the analysis of the policy documents related more specifically to the
visibility and communication of the external action.

Table 1 - The Treaties of Nice and Lisbon (Full text in annex 3)

TREATY OF NICE PROVISIONS: Article 8 TEU: Articles 11(1), 12,18 TEU; Articles 17 (*), 18 TEU ;

Articles 131; 177(1); 181a(1) TEU

Article 8 TEU

Article 8 TEU:
Articles 11(1), 12; 18 TEU;
Articles 17 (*),18

Article 131

vV VYV VYV V V V

Article 177,1
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LI1SBON CONSOLIDATED TREATY: Article 3(5) TEU ; Article 21 (1,2) TEU ; TFEU, Titles 1, 11, 1111

Title V — General Provisions on the
Union’s external action and specific
provisions on the Common Foreign and
Security Policy

Consolidated Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union

The first and major difference between the Treaties of Nice and Lisbon is the division of the
policies of the European Union in three Pillars under Nice that disappears with Lisbon. Thus
with Nice the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Defense Policy are fall under
Pillar II. In the area of CFSP the EC is expected to conduct action and promote coherence within
the limits of its competences and powers, whereas the actual mandate for CFSP is with the
Council. The other policies which complete the external framework, all fall under Pillar I. These
include the Commercial policy, which is an exclusive competence of the Commission, and the
Development, Humanitarian Aid and economic and financial cooperation which are all
responsibilities shared between the Commission, the Council and Member States. In Lisbon the
division in Pillars disappears giving a more organic and coherent structure to the external action
that provides the basis for establishing the European External Action Service (EEAS) composed of
officials from the Council, the Commission and the Member States. Nevertheless, as far as the
content of external action objectives are concerned, we can observe that they remain substantially
the same, with some differences in the formulation and in the level they appear in the different
Treaties.

In terms of the objectives of EU external action a more detailed description indicates the
tollowing;:

* Concerning the global objectives in Nice there is an explicit accent on the consolidation
of Democracy and Human Rights (HR), whereas in Lisbon the reference is more implicit
(Union shall uphold and promote its values and interests) being in any case the Democracy
and HR at the foundation of the European Union. (Art 2, TEU — Lisbon. The Union is
founded on the values of respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and
respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities. These values are
common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-discrimination, tolerance, justice,
solidarity and equality between women and men prevail.)

* Concerning the intermediate objectives, the Lisbon Treaty puts an emphasis on the
protection of the environment and the prevention of natural or man-made disasters.
Otherwise the objectives are the same.
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* Concerning the specific objectives, the policies correspond with each other, the only

difference being the place of CF'SP under a separate Pillar in Nice.

* In relation to the operational objectives, the difference concerns the mention of the

specific instruments of the CFSP being the ones of the Pillar I equivalent.

For further clarity, the following table compares the Nice and Lisbon Treaties in their description

of the external action of the EU.

Table 2 - External Action objectives: Comparative table between Nice and Lisbon Treaty

Overall
Objectives

Intermediate
Objectives

Specific
Objectives

Operational
Objectives

Treaty of Nice

-Developing and consolidating democracy
and the rule of law, and respecting human
rights and fundamental freedoms which
are the founded principles of the EU (Art
6,11, TEU, 181 TEC) (Pillars I & 1I)

-To safeguard the common values,
fundamental interests, independence and
integrity of the Union in conformity with
the principles of the United Nations
Charter. (Art.11TEU) (Pillar II)

Strengthen the security of the Union in all
ways, preserve peace, and promote
international cooperation (Pillar II)

-Contribute to the harmonious
development of world trade thought the
progressive abolition of restrictions and
the lowering of customs barriers

-Ensure sustainable economic and social
development, integration of the
developing countries into the world
economy, poverty reduction

-Carry out, within its spheres of
competence, economic, financial and
technical cooperation measures with third
countries (Pillar 1)

-Define and implement CFSP Art. 11
(Pillar II)

-Conduct Common Commercial Policies
(Article 131)

-Ensure Development Cooperation (Article
177,1)

-Ensure  Economic, Financial and

technical cooperation (Article 181a, 1)

-Develop a special relationship with
neighbouring countries (Art. 8) — (Pillar )

- PILLAR II - Defining the principles of
and general guidelines for the CFSP,-
Deciding on common strategies, Adopting

Lisbon Treaty

Treaties Common Provisions: In its relations
with the wider world, the Union shall uphold
and promote its values and interests and
contribute to the protection of'its citizens

(TEU Art. 3.5)

To:

- safeguard its values, interests, security,
independence and integrity

- consolidate and support democracy, the rule
of law, human rights

- preserve peace, prevent conflicts and

strengthen international security
- eradicating poverty

- encourage the integration of all countries
into the world economy

- preserve and improve the quality of the
environment

- confront natural or man-made disasters

- promote an international system based on
stronger multilateral cooperation

(TEU Art. 21.2)

1) Conducting well the common commercial
policy* (Art.1.8.5 free and fair trade)

2) Ensuring development cooperation

3) Ensuring economic, financial & technical
cooperation with 3rd countries

4) Ensuring Humanitarian aid*

(TFEU Part Five)

Develop relations and build partnerships with
third countries, and international, regional or
global organisations which share the guiding
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joint actions and common positions,- Principles
Strengthenin systematic  cooperation
betwe%en Mergber gtates in the cogduct of (TEUAr 21.2)
policy.

PILLAR I. Conclude specific agreements

with third countries, regional and

international organisations and ensure

their implementations in the field of

Commercial policy (exclusive

competence), Development Cooperation,

Economic, Financial and technical

cooperation (shared competence)
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ANNEX 4 — THE EC INTERVENTION LOGIC (IL)

Two complementary types of diagrams have been developed to present the interrelationships and
steps in the causality chain linking EU external action and the achievement of the EU’s objective
in terms of visibility:

1. The first type of diagram about ‘Articulating Different Levels of Intervention” diagram
emphasizes the relationship at different levels of articulation of three key factors about
visibility of EU external action: (1) the policy objectives/instruments of EU External
Action, (2) the Visibility strategies/priorities and (3) the perception of the Stakeholders
and audiences. Two versions are presented: 1. Deals with the external action seen from the
standpoint of the Treaty of Nice (p. 15) while the second version 1.1 deals with the same
viewed from the Treaty of Lisbon (p.16). Another diagram, Diagram 3 (p. 82) situates the
Evaluation Questions and their link with the different levels of intervention. It will be
found in the section about Evaluation Questions. It is viewed with the standpoint of the
Lisbon treaty to offer a view to recommendations so it takes the Lisbon view. However, as
seen previously, the differences within the Terms of Reference of this evaluation are not
significant.

2. The second type of diagram is the intervention logic proper and shows how the use of
instruments induces results corresponding to a Global Objective. Diagram 2 (p. 19) seeks
more specifically to reconstruct the logical chain of measures involved in creating a
particular image in terms of output and impact, that is of how the EU can go about
achieving its defined “Visibility Objective’ for its external action. A second version of the
same, Diagram 4 (p. 83) places Evaluation Questions in their relationship with the
intervention logic. It will also be found in the Evaluation Questions section.

» Articulating different levels of (policy) intervention (Diagram 1, based on Nice Treaty
and Diagram1l.1, based on Lisbon Treaty)

This diagram should be read from the bottom left hand corner to the top right and is composed
with three major columns: at the left “EU EXTERNAL ACTION”, in the centre “VISIBILITY
STRATEGIES/PRIORITIES” and at the right “STAKEHOLDERS”. The flow goes from the
definition and objectives of the external action of the EU(left) to how this is translated in a
Visibility strategy (middle) into how it is perceived by stakeholders (right).

The left hand column is devoted to EU external action and moves up from the inputs of the
different external action instruments (Inputs), through operational objectives (Actions), specific
objectives (Outputs) and intermediate objectives (Outcomes) outlined in different articles of the
Nice Treaty (Diagram 1).

The same is done for the Lisbon Treaty (Diagram 1.1).
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Diagram 1: Articulating different levels of (policy) intervention (based on Nice Treaty — Il Pillar in red)
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Diagram 1.1: Intervention Logic 1 - Articulating different levels of interventions (based on Lisbon Treaty)
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The left hand column is devoted to EU external action and moves up from the inputs of the
different external action instruments (Inputs), through operational objectives (Actions), specific
objectives (Outputs) and intermediate objectives (Outcomes) outlined in different articles of the
Nice Treaty (Diagram 1).

In another Diagram 1.1, the left hand column has been changed to take account of the Lisbon
Treaty (TEU Art 21), representing the EU external action is then to reach the desired global
objective (Impact) that is identified right at the start of the Treaty in its third article.

“In its relations with the wider world the EU shall uphold and promote its values and interests and
contribute to the protection of its citizens. It shall contribute to peace, security, the sustainable
development of the Earth, solidarity and mutual respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication
of poverty and the protection of human rights , in particular the rights of the child, as well as to the strict
observance and the development of international law, including respect for the principles of the United
Nations Charter.” (Lisbon Treaty, TEU, Article 3.5)”.

Next to the EXTERNAL ACTION column, to the right of it, a column translates the wording
into what can be differentiated in terms of, from bottom to top:

* FEATURES of the external action: i.e. a description of the instruments. The bottom box
talk about the features of its external action: describing the work it is undertaking, the
numbers of euros it intends to spend or the funding facilities it is creating. Describing
these will give stakeholders a picture of the EU’s capacities, what it does around the globe
and what specific actions it intends to take.

e RESULTS for which the wordings better translate what the instruments bring in terms of
EU’s external action. Again this can be communicated in a straightforward quantitative
way by listing the kilos of food delivered or the number of bridges or kilometres of roads
built. Typically this can be done by simple actions such as ensuring EU flags appear on
buildings or concrete objects or the EU is visibly credited with providing the funding for a
project. Progress reports or briefings to different stakeholders or in different fora such as
the European Parliament or to the media through a press conference are frequently used to
communicate on results achieved.

* Finally, at the top, and most important of all, the BENEFITS. The third and highest level
of this column is what the EU communicates on the benefits of its external action. This
involves communicating usually far more qualitative and less quantitative messages about
what the EU has actually achieved through its external actions and involves creating a
more sophisticated image of the ultimate purpose and value of the EU’s work that speaks
directly to the objectives set out in Article 3 (TEU) quoted above. The EU would thus for
instance have been a major actor in helping to establish peace and security in some region
of the world, or through its human rights activities it has helped enable a group of
disadvantaged people gain their rights or freedom. This is clearly the most difficult type of
message to convey and organizations usually adopt this as the key objective of their
communication strategy after a number of years of having followed a learning curve going
from communicating on features to communicating on results to finally communicate on
benefits. Yet, the latter type of communication is the most important as it approximates
most clearly to the way the EU wants to be remembered and in communication theory, is
the most likely to be translated into “adhesion”.

A second central column (VISIBILITY STRATEGIES/PRIORITIES) then outlines the
communication and information activities conducted to accompany the EU’s External Action and
this column is also divided into different levels of objectives.

Following the Visibility Strategies/ Priorities column the diagram introduces the ‘Communication
Prism’ through which all these messages will travel before they reach the intended audience of
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stakeholders® (the far right column). In transiting the prism they are refracted in different ways
and what is perceived by the audiences is never quite the same as what the EU had hoped. As the
messages emerge from the other side of the prism they constitute the ‘visibility’ of the EU’s
external action. In the diagram this is once again divided into the three levels of images related
to simply features, or even better of the results or best of all of the benefits of EU external action.

The last column on the far right deals with what is perceived by STAKEHOLDERS. This column
is again divided into three. It relates to the different types of message the EU can convey on its
actions and the way they are translated by stakeholders into “widespread perceptions” again of
features, results or benefits.

» Logical chain to achieve the ‘Visibility Objective’

Diagram 2 works from left to right starting from the EU’s policies, strategies and instruments in
the field of External Action (CFSP/ Dev. Coop., ENP), but it also shows external policy fields
that are not among the tasks of the RELEX Family of DGs (RELEX, DEV and AIDCO) such as
trade, migration, fisheries and ESDP. These will nevertheless have an impact on the image the EU
creates around the world. In conjunction with these different domains of external action it is
useful to distinguish the specific Communication & Information actions taken by these same DGs
as these relate directly to visibility. Both of these groups of policies / strategies / instruments lead
to Actions in the next column and together in the third column they combine to create and
influence an image of the EU through different messages that they convey both intentionally and
unintentionally.

9 Cf. section 2 Working Definition of Visibility
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Diagram 2 — Intervention Logic 2: Achieving the “Visibility Objective of EU external action”

Intervention logic: Achieving the ‘Visibility Objective’ of EU External Action

Policy / Strategy / Instruments

Actions / Operational —>

Outputs Results Impact

Institutional Machine

Object of Study :

EU External Action:
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also:

T6 themes TOR
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EU External Action
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Image of EU Public, stakeholders, accountability mechanisms
created by media pay attention and global partnership with
messages / to EU C&I outputs international partners

stories /events /
public diplomacy
etc.

Both Impact can be measured by:
e intentional « Its Nature - Positive image of EU
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recognised.

EC Communication &
Information Policy

External to Study:
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on Communication
& Information
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side effects stakeholders of EU
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correctly perceived by
External Action stakeholders
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EU Internal Policies

""""""""""""""" asa
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with
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Member States, Council,
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other EU
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However, also in putting to this image created by the actions of the EU are actions from a
different stream emerging from policies that are purely internal to the EU and have no external
purpose. Thus, for example, the Common Agriculture Policy’s purpose is to promote the
development of EU agriculture and support the maintenance of the EU’s rural environment, in the
past it has also had a strong EU food security purpose to ensure that the EU could feed itself. In
pursuing these ends, as is well known, it has created effects that are widely noted outside Europe
and thus also contribute to creating the EU’s external image. Other internal policies, such as
research policy, cohesion policy or social policy, the single market and the euro, will each also
have external effects to a greater or lesser extent and help to create in some way or other the
image the EU has internationally.

The next column relates to Outcomes. The image the EU creates by its actions produces some
torm of outcome: the public, stakeholders and the media are attracted to pay attention to the EU
because of the image it creates of itself. The fact that they pay attention is a first outcome. But
what is more important is the second outcome: what perception of the EU do they retain? Finally,
these Outcomes lead to a global objective or overall impact in terms of the Visibility of the EU’s
external action. This is the ultimate “Visibility Objective’, as we can call it, of the EU. This has
three aspects to it:

* Its Nature: The EU wants a positive image of itself to be retained by the stakeholders the
content of which has certain specific features: i.e. the EU wants to be known as the group
of countries that stand for particular values and seeks to promote global peace and
security, global solidarity, the eradication of poverty, etc.

* Its Scale: The EU wants this positive image to be retained by large numbers of the right
sort of people and organizations: the stakeholders that it sees as key to its existence and
tuture.

* Its Accuracy: The EU wants the image retained to be accurate and ideally, it should
conform as closely as possible to the image of itself that it sought to convey in the first
place.

Another key aspect of the Impact of the Visibility of EU External Action is that it should increase
the power and influence of the EU. This is also a direct output of the steps the EU takes in its
external action as well as in its internal policy areas. All these actions together combine to create
the degree of power, albeit soft-power, and influence the EU has in international affairs. Some of
its actions may of course even have a negative effect (e.g. the image left by the EPA negotiations
in Africa is largely negative) and possibly decrease its global influence even though they are
important for other internal reasons. Whether they are positive or negative however the net total
of these actions create the Global Objective of the Impact the EU has externally.

The last column depicted on the right of the diagram is that this Impact, whether it be on the
Visibility side or on the side of the results of specific actions themselves, then enables the EU to
achieve (or not) its external objectives.
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ANNEX 5 - STANDARD FORMAT FOR COLLECTING EVIDENCE IN RELATION TO
THE EQS

Preliminary Findings — Standard format for presentation in response to EQs

EQ 1 “How well does the image of the external action of the EU perceived by the stakeholders
correspond to the key issues outlined in the definition and objectives of this external action

(Nice Treaty: Art. 8 & 11; Lisbon Treaty: Art. 3 & 21) and to the image the EU seeks to
convey?”

Expected Judgement Criteria & Indicators Evidence identified from ...

JC.1.1. The EU has managed to disseminate the
message to the relevant stakeholders in terms of
content and reasons for its external action

Indicator 1.1.1 The stakeholders know the definition
of the external action of the EU

Indicator 1.1.2 The stakeholders know the content of
the definition of the external action of the EU

JC.1.2. The EU has managed to transmit an image to
stakeholders that correspond to the image that was
sought to be conveyed

Indicator 1.2.1 The images that are widely perceived
by the stakeholders correspond to the communication
objectives of the EU on its external action

Preliminary Finding:

EQ 2 “How well do the Visibility communication priorities (Key Communication Messages from

Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner, i.e.: why, what, how)!® achieve their objectives? ”

Expected Judgement Criteria & Indicators Evidence identified from ...

JC 2.1: The priorities (why, what, how) have been well
perceived and understood by the stakeholders

Indicator 2.1.1 The stakeholders perceive well why
the EU does have an external action

Indicator 2.1.2 The stakeholders perceive well what
defines EU as an actor on the world stage

Indicator 2.1.3 The stakeholders perceive well how
the EU deploys its instruments around the world

JC 2.2.: The formulation of the priorities would have

10 Section 2.2 of Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner's D&dmmunication to the Commission: 2 Feb 2006, HU in
the World: Towards a Communication Strategy forE#s External Policy 2006-2009”
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to be changed in order to gain an increased impact

Indicator 2.2.1 The stakeholders express the need for
another formulation about the external action of the
EU in order to make it more visible

Preliminary Finding:

EQ 3 To what extent does the EC view itself as implementing a single, clearly defined Visibility strategy

to achieve an agreed public image for its external action?

Expected Judgement Criteria & Indicators Evidence identified from ...

JC 3.1 — The external actions services have one
common visibility strategy

Indicator 8.1.1 The number of communication /
visibility strategies in the EC external action services
and the variations between them

Indicator 3.1.2 The existence of functioning and
respected coordination mechanisms between the
responsible services

JC 3.2 — Variations between the existing strategies are
explained with valid reasons and an effort has been
made to ensure overall coherence

Indicator 8.2.1 The existence of valid reasons to
explain any differences detected between the
strategies

Indicator 3.2.2 The overall coherence of the existing
strategies is explained either in the documents or
verbally in a consistent way by  the officials
responsible for them

JC 3.8 — The overall strategy or strategies outline a
clear and logical path to achieve the visibility goals of
EU external action

Indicator 8.3.1 The strategy or strategies are easy to
follow, specity a clear goal and outline a logical chain
of actions.

Indicator 8.3.2 The logic of the chain of actions in the
strategy(ies) is robust

Indicator 8.3.3 The communication strategies are
sound-proofed by communication professionals

JC 3.4 — Variations between the existing strategies do
not cause problems in creating the right visibility

Indicator 8.4.1 Evidence of difficulties of achieving
the visibility objectives

Indicator 3.4.2 Evidence of difficulties being ascribed

Final Report - Volume 2 June 2012 Annex 5/Page 3



Evaluation of Visibility of EU external action
Consortium PARTICIP-ADE-DIE-DRN-ECDPM-ODI

to confusion on objectives or differences of points of
view between the respo