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Introduction
Belarus is one of the countries-recipients of international donor development aid. The question of the role and
place of civil society as an independent actor in the rendering of the donor assistance for Belarus is not
accidental. The basic principles and directions of the world development policy, which are fixed in the United
Nations Millennium Declaration (2000)1, inter alia, are aimed at building stable partner relations with civil society
organizations (CSOs). The further specification and development of the positions of the United Nations
Millennium Declaration in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005)2 and the Accra Agenda for Action
(2008)3 led to the statement of the requirement to more intensively involve CSOs in the development policy.
Such involvement presupposes to transform CSOs into decision-making subjects and to strengthen their
influence on the development world policy. At the same time, the basic principles are not always transferred to
political practice; therefore, the actual role of civil society during the implementation of the international donor
assistance causes a special research interest. For Belarus, this problem is especially important in connection with
the special conditions of civil society’s existence in the authoritarian political system. Independent public
structures in the country are deprived of the state financial support and have limited access to any other financial
resources, due to which they appear to be fatally dependent on external financing. The development of Belarus’
civil society is in many respects defined by the structure, mechanisms, thematic priorities, and general principles
of the world development policy.
The European Union (EU) and its Member States are the largest donors of assistance for Belarus, but there are
others as well. It is expedient to analyze the EU’s donor assistance rendered to Belarus and Belarusan civil society
in comparison with other large donors of Belarus, including international organizations. In this document, we pay
attention to the general structure of the donor assistance for Belarus, the aid for Belarus from the EU and its
Member States, and the questions of the EU’s assistance to the civil society of Belarus.
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See: United Nations Millennium Declaration [Electronic resource] // United Nations. — The UN official web-site. — Date
of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access: http://www.un.org/millennium/declaration/ares552e.htm, free. — Title
Screen.
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See: The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action [Electronic resource] // Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development. — The OECD official web-site. — Date of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of
access: http://www.oecd.org/development/effectiveness/34428351.pdf, free. — Title Screen.

3

See: Accra Agenda for Action [Electronic resource] // World Bank. — The WB official web-site. — Date of access:
12.07.2013. — Mode of access: http://siteresources.worldbank.org/ACCRAEXT/Resources/4700790-1217425866038/AAA4-SEPTEMBER-FINAL-16h00.pdf, free. — Title Screen.
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1. The place of the European Union in the donor assistance for Belarus
The basic donors of assistance for Belarus are the EU, its Member States, and the USA. In 2006-2011, the EU and
its Member States allocated more than 493 million dollars4 that is 72% of all donor aid allocated for Belarus. For
the same period of time, the USA allocated less than 104 million, or 15% of the whole volume of the donor
assistance for Belarus (See Diagram 1).
Diagram 1. Donor assistance for Belarus from the EU (including its Member States) and
the USA, 2006-2011, million US dollars
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Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD and EuropeAid .

The assistance of the EU and its Member States is practically 5 times higher than the size of the donor assistance
of the USA that reflects different priorities of the foreign policy activities of the USA and the EU. Certainly, in
many respects, it has to do with the geographical factor of the immediate vicinity of Belarus and the EU.
The following large donor of Belarus is the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria. In 2006-2011, it
provided 6% of all assistance, or more than 41 million. Then, there is the United Nations, which works in Belarus
by means of such funds and programs as the Global Ecological Fund (GEF), United Nations Development Program
(UNDP), United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF), United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), and Joint United
Nations Program on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS).

4

All calculations of the aid volumes are carried out in the US dollars.
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All calculations of the authors are based on the statistical data of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD; see: http://stats.oecd.org) and the Directorate-General for Development and Cooperation of the
European Commission (EuropeAid, see: http://development.donoratlas.eu/Global-Trends.aspx).
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The United Nations provided about 3% of all donor aid for Belarus, which is more than 18 million.
Among other substantial donors of Belarus, it is necessary to mention Norway and Switzerland, and outside of
the European continent — Japan. In 2006-2011, these countries allocated 16,4 million, 15,4 million, and 3 million
respectively. These sums are many times lower than those of the largest donors (the EU, its Member States, USA,
United Nations, and Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria); however, it is essentially higher than
the sizes of any other donors’ assistance (See Diagram 2).
Diagram 2. Basic donors of aid for Belarus, 2006-2011, %

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD and EuropeAid.
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It is interesting that the general dynamics of the assistance of the EU and the USA is almost identical, and after
2010 the size of the donor aid for Belarus decreased (See Diagram 3).
Diagram 3. Assistance for Belarus from the EU and the USA, 2006-2011, million US
dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD and EuropeAid.

While considering the character of the change of donor assistance in 2010-2011, it is possible to notice that the
EU and its Member States reduced their financing in Multi-Sector and Cross-Cutting6, whereas the USA
considerably reduced its donor assistance for the Economic Infrastructure and Services sector (See Diagrams 4
and 5).
In particular, according to the OECD data, in 2010, within the framework of Multi-Sector and Cross-Cutting, the
EU institutions allocated more than 2 million for environmental programs (the programs: Support to environment
and sustainable development in Belarus, Assistance to the development of the universal structure of
international cooperation in the field of protection of Belarus’ environment7). The same year, among EU Member
States, large assistance was allocated by Sweden (about 7 million) for programs in the sphere of politics and in
the field of preservation of environment, as well as administrative management, urban development and
management. Whereas in 2011, the financing from EU institutions in this sphere decreased more than 10 times,
and Sweden reduced its assistance in 1,2 times.

6

Multi-Sector and Cross-Cutting include financing of general ecological protection, development, and urban management,
and other questions.
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See: EU-Belarus environmental cooperation [Electronic resource] // EU Cooperation News. — Newsletter of the EU
Delegation to Belarus. — № 04. — 22 April, 2010. — Date of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access:
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/belarus/documents/press_corner/eu_cop_news/04_eucooperationnews_en.pdf.
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For the USA, the reduction was also connected with the reduction of financing of projects aimed at transferring
highly enriched uranium from Belarus to Russia and its replacement by low-enriched uranium (about 15 million
— in 2010 and about 6,5 million — in 2011).
Diagram 4. Sizes of the EU’s donor assistance in sectors: “Multi-Sector and CrossCutting”, “Economic Infrastructure and Services”, “Social Infrastructure and Services”,
2010 and 2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data presented on the OECD web-site.

Diagram 5. Sizes of the US donor assistance in sectors: “Multi-Sector and Cross-Cutting”,
“Economic Infrastructure and Services”, “Social Infrastructure and Services”, 2010 and
2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data presented on the OECD web-site.
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Thus, it is possible to draw a conclusion that the general reduction of the US assistance in 2011, in comparison
with 2010, had to do with the fact that the USA in 2010 carried out additional financing of the energetics sector,
rather than with the general reduction of donor assistance in 2011.
It is also important to underline that the EU and the USA increased their financial aid to the subsector
“Government and Civil Society” after the 2010 presidential election in Belarus and the repressions that followed
— the EU increased its assistance in 1,5 times, the USA — by 12% (See Diagram 6). Among EU countries, Sweden
increased its donor assistance to Belarus in more than 2 times, in comparison with 2010, and allocated more than
10 million, mainly in such directions of donor assistance as “Democratic Participation and Civil Society”, “Human
Rights”, “Media and Free Flow of Information”.
Diagram 6. Sizes of the EU and US donor assistance within the scope of the subsector
“Government and Civil Society”, 2010 and 2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.
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2. The analysis of the EU and its Member States’ donor assistance for Belarus
It is necessary to distinguish between the donor assistance rendered by the EU through its bodies and
institutions8 and the aid from EU Member States. During the considered period (2006-2011), the EU institutions
allocated 86 million to Belarus, whereas its Member States allocated 407 million (See Diagrams 7 and 8).
Diagram 7. Ratio of the EU and its Member States’ donor assistance, 2006-2011, %

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the EuropeAid.
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The EU institutions and bodies that participate in the rendering of donor development aid are the European Commission,
European Parliament, EU Council, European Social and Economic Committee, Committee of EU Regions, and European
Investment Bank. Strategy papers and programs of rendering donor assistance within the scope of the EU are developed
by the European Commission. See: Development and cooperation [Electronic resource] // Europa. — Official website of
the EU. — Date of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access: http://europa.eu/pol/dev/, free. — Title Screen.
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Diagram 8. Dynamics of the EU and its Member States’ donor assistance for Belarus,
2006-2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the EuropeAid.

Thus, the basic share of the EU’s donor assistance for Belarus comes from its Member States and the role of the
EU institutions is limited. Such an approach is explained by the principle of Community Value Added9, applied by
the EU in relation to the policy of donor development aid. According to this principle, the EU will only intervene if
its intervention brings additional benefits which were not reached thanks to independent actions of its Member
States. Actually, this principle is a reflection of the subsidiarity principle, which is the core of the European law
and history of European integration, in the external European policy of development.

9

See: Families of evaluation criteria [Electronic resource] // European Commission. — Official web-site of the EC. — Date
of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation/methodology/methods/mth_ccr_en
.htm#03_07, free. — Title Screen.
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In 2006-2011, the largest donors of Belarus among EU Member States were: Germany (118,3 million, or 36% of
the total sum of the donor assistance provided by EU Member States), Poland (82 million — 25%)10, Sweden
(83,6 million — 25%), France (21 million — 6%), Austria (11,4 million — 3%), Denmark (5,2 million — 2%). The
indisputable leaders here are: Germany, Poland, and Sweden (See Diagram 9).
Diagram 9. Shares of EU Member States’ donor assistance, 2006-2011, %

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD and EuropeAid.
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The data on the sizes of Poland’s donor assistance are in diagrams 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. In the other diagrams, there is no
information on Poland’s donor assistance because it does not participate in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and
does not provide the information to the OECD statistical database.
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The dynamics of the change of the sizes of the donor assistance from the most significant donors among EU
Member States shows that, despite the leadership of Germany in the donor aid granting in the absolute value,
only Sweden has a steady tendency to increase assistance. Germany slightly lowered financing in 2011, in
comparison with 2010. Poland also insignificantly reduced donor assistance in 2011 (See Diagram 10).
Diagram 10. Change of the sizes of donor assistance from Germany, Poland, and
Sweden, 2006-2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD, EuropeAid, and Poland’s Ministry
11
of Foreign Affairs .
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Except for the statistical data of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD, see:
http://stats.oecd.org) and the Directorate-General for Development and Cooperation of the European Commission
(EuropeAid, see: http://development.donoratlas.eu/Global-Trends.aspx), the authors have used the data of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Poland, see: http://www.polishaid.gov.pl/Belarus,185.html.
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3. Civil society in the system of the EU’s assistance for Belarus
The data presented above outline the sizes and sources of the donor assistance for Belarus. Analyzing the
specificity of financial support to civil society, it is necessary to consider the sectors for which the donor
assistance is allocated, as well as the channels of delivery of donor assistance.
The channel of delivery is defined by the first partner that implements the project. It bears the responsibility for
the use of monetary resources.
Within the scope of the OECD statistics system, there are 5 channels of delivery12:
1. Public sector — through institutions of the government of the donor, or recipient, or a third country (the
latter is delegated co-operation);
2. NGOs and Civil Society — through non-governmental organizations: international NGOs, donor countrybased NGOs and developing country-based NGOs;
3. Public-Private Partnerships — through public-private partnership and networks;
4. Multilateral Organizations — through international institutions with governmental membership: the UN,
EU, IMF, WB, WTO, EDB, etc.;
5. Other — by means of other institutions: universities, colleges, think-tanks, etc.
It is important to underline that the channel of delivery does not predetermine the final beneficiary of financial
support. For example, while granting assistance by means of governmental institutions (the channel “Public
Sector”), its purpose can be assistance to the development of civil society. In this case, the monetary resources
will also go to civil society organizations. Nevertheless, the first partner due to whom the channel of delivery is
defined has essential powers connected with the administration of monetary resources and implementation of
donor assistance, definition of concrete ways of its use within the target frameworks. In this connection, for the
analysis of CSOs’ participation in the questions of the implementation of donor assistance, in this research, the
channel “NGOs and Civil Society” will be paid special attention (See Diagram 11).
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See: Aid statistics. Channel of delivery [Electronic resource] // Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development. — Official website of the OECD. — Date of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access:
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/channelofdelivery.htm, free. — Title Screen.
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Diagram 11. Shares of various channels of delivery, used by the EU and its Member
States, 2006-2011, %

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.

The EU and its Member States use the channel “NGOs and Civil Society” modestly enough — the share of
donor assistance is rather small: about 12% of the whole volume of allocated monetary resources. The most
unpopular is the channel “Public-Private Partnerships” which share is less than 1%.
In comparison with the EU and other large donors, both in the absolute values and as for the dynamics of
increasing assistance through the channel «NGOs and Civil Society», the leader is the USA (in 2006-2011,
more than 45 million). The institutions of the EU and its Member States allocated more than 38,5 million.
Among EU countries, the largest donor that distributed its assistance by means of the channel “NGOs and
Civil Society” is Sweden (19,75 million), while Germany allocated more than 4 million. Among other European
states which are not members of the EU it is important to note Norway which allocated in 2006-2011 about
10,6 million through this channel (See Diagram 12).
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Diagram 12. Granting of monetary resources by the largest donors of Belarus through
the channel “NGOs and Civil Society”, 2006-2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.

However, the most popular channel of delivery is the channel of Public Sector Institutions (See Diagram 13).
We shall note that the distribution of means through the channels of Civil Society or Public Sector
Institutions does not mean that monetary resources can be used by the Belarusan state or civil society of
the country. There is a ramified system of institutions-intermediaries consisting of governmental agencies
of the donor countries, private institutions, international intergovernmental and public organizations.
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Diagram 13. Granting of monetary resources by the largest donors of Belarus through
the channel “Public Sector Institutions”, 2006-2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.

Here, the EU together with its Member States is the absolute leader (as for the considered period, it
allocated more than 176,5 million, which is 4,5 times more than through the channel “NGOs and Civil
Society”). Nonetheless, it is important to mark that Member States, being the largest donors in absolute
values, tend to reduce their assistance by means of this channel. This tendency is especially vividly
observed since 2010 when such donors as the USA, Germany, Sweden, and France considerably reduced
their assistance distribution through the channel “Public Sector Institutions” and addressed to the
institutions of civil society. Such a transition can be explained both by a prism of the political events in
Belarus (the presidential election in 2010) and by a tendency of the world community to involve non-state
actors in order to achieve the purposes of development (the acceptance of the Accra Agenda for Action in
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2008; the signing of the Busan Partnership document13 and the acceptance of the EU Agenda for Change14,
both in 2011).
This tendency is also characteristic of the EU institutions, although it is manifested in a bit different way.
Thus, they increased their assistance both through the channel “NGOs and Civil Society” (in 1,3 times: from
1,7 million — in 2010 to 2,4 million — in 2011) and through the channel “Public Sector Institutions” (in 1,7
times: from 7,4 million — in 2010 to 12,8 million — in 2011). Nevertheless, in 2011, through the channel
“Public Sector Institutions”, they in addition allocated 2,25 million for the purposes of civil society’s
development. Hence, in aggregate, it is possible to speak about a growth of donor assistance to support the
civil society of Belarus from the EU institutions. It is coordinated with the promises of the European
Commission to increase direct assistance to Belarus’ civil society after the 2010 events15.
From 2006 to 2011, among EU members, through the channel “Public Sector Institutions”, the biggest sums
were provided by Germany (89,5 million, which is 22 times more than through the channel “NGOs and Civil
Society”) and Sweden (over 21 million, which is slightly above than through the channel “NGOs and Civil
Society”).
In the absolute values, while comparing the use of various channels by large donors, actually only the USA
and Norway allocate much more monetary resources through the channel “NGOs and Civil Society”.
Sweden distributes its donor aid approximately fifty-fifty between the two channels. Germany and the EU
institutions evidently prefer the channel “Public Sector Institutions”.
In order to define which part of the EU’s donor assistance is directly allocated to civil society, we shall also
consider its sectoral distribution.

13

See: См.: The Busan Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation [Electronic resource] // Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development. — Official website of the OECD. — Date of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode
of access: http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/busanpartnership.htm, free. — Title Screen.
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See: Agenda for Change [Electronic resource] // European Commission. — Official website of the EC. — Date of
access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/news/agenda_for_change_en.htm, free. —
Title Screen.
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During an informal coordination meeting of donors of Belarus, which followed the International Conference of
Donors “Solidarity with Belarus” (02 February 2011, Poland), European Commissioner Štefan Füle declared that the
European Commission would increase the total amount of the EU’s financing for the Belarusan population up to
17,3 million euros for the period of 2011-2013, including 1,7 million euros directed to victims of political
repressions. See: European Commission to increase support for Belarus’ civil society to €17,3 million [Electronic
resource] // Naviny.by. — On-line newspaper. — Date of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access:
http://naviny.by/rubrics/society/2011/03/21/ic_news_259_363657, free. — Title Screen.
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Within the framework of the OECD statistics, there are 4 basic sectors in which donor assistance can go:
1. Social Infrastructure and Services;
2. Economic Infrastructure and Services;
3. Production Sectors;
4. Multi-Sector and Cross-Cutting.
These sectors are subdivided, in their turn, into subsectors which have various directions. By analyzing the
distribution of monetary resources in various subsectors and directions, it is possible to draw a conclusion about
the general sizes of donor assistance to the civil society of Belarus.
During the considered period, the largest part of donor aid arrived in the sector “Social Infrastructure and
Services” (about 78% of the whole volume of the EU and its Member States’ donor assistance) (See Diagram 14).

Diagram 14. Distribution of the EU’s donor assistance in the main sectors, 2006-2011, %

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.
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Within the limits of the sector «Social Infrastructure and Services», there are some large subsectors:


Education;



Government and Civil Society;



Public Health Services;



Culture and Recreation.
Diagram 15. Shares of subsectors as part of the sector “Social Infrastructure and
Services”, 2006-2011, %

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data presented on the OECD web-site.

Diagram 15 shows that the subsectors “Education” and “Government and Civil Society” accumulate the most
essential sizes of donor assistance within the bounds of the sector “Social Infrastructure and Services”. It is
necessary to notice that the biggest part of expenses on education is expenses on training programs for
Belarusan students at universities in EU countries which are basically supported by Germany and Sweden.
Accordingly, the basic beneficiaries of this aid are the European universities and Belarusan students who win the
grants for their studies there.
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While analyzing the EU’s donor assistance to civil society, we are interested most of all in the subsector
“Government and Civil Society”. Here, it is important to find out in what proportions the monetary resources are
distributed between government and civil society within the scope of this subsector (See Diagram 16).

Diagram 16. Distribution of the EU’s donor assistance between Government and Civil
Society within the context of the subsector “Government and Civil Society”, 2006-2011,
million US dollars

Sub-sector: Civil Society and Government
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16,00
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Government&Public policy

8,00
6,00
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2,00
0,00
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2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.

If in 2006 “Government” received twice as more monetary resources than “Civil Society”, then in 2011 “Civil
Society” received in 11 times more monetary resources than “Government”. Thus, there is a stable tendency of
increasing the volume of donor assistance to “Civil Society”.
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Besides, within the pale of the subsector “Government and Civil Society”, we shall consider various directions of
rendering donor assistance. The most significant directions, through which civil society is supported, are:


Democratic Participation and Civil Society;



Human Rights;



Media and Free Flow of Information.

Other directions such as “Elections”, “Legislatures and Political Parties”, “Anti-corruption Organizations and
Institutions”, etc., as for the financing level, are rather insignificant.
Among the directions mentioned above, the monetary resources provided by the EU and its Member States are
distributed non-uniformly (See Diagrams 17 and 18)

Diagram 17. The EU and its Member States’ donor assistance in the directions
“Democratic Participation and Civil Society”, “Human Rights”, “Media and Free Flow of
Information”, 2006-2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.
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It is possible to notice that the donor aid increases for the direction “Democratic Participation and Civil Society”
and — with less intensity — for “Media and Free Flow of Information”. In the absolute values, the “Human
Rights” direction is in the leader; for the considered period, it received 27 million (See Diagram 18).

Diagram 18. Shares of the EU and its Member States’ donor assistance in the directions
“Democratic Participation and Civil Society”, “Human Rights”, “Media and Free Flow of
Information”, 2006-2011, %

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.
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Now we shall consider the most significant donors in the directions specified above (See Diagrams 19, 20, and
21).

Diagram 19. Donor assistance to Belarus in the direction «Democratic Participation and
Civil Society», 2006-2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.

Among EU Member States, the leader in this direction is Sweden (9,5 million), which is followed by Germany (7
million). However, the largest donor here is nevertheless the USA (39 million).
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The indisputable leader in the assistance in the “Human Rights” direction is the EU (about 27 million), out of
them the biggest part (14 million) is allocated by the EU institutions. Nonetheless, for the EU institutions, there is
a tendency of reducing donor assistance in this direction (the reduction in 11,5 times in 2009-2011). Among EU
members, the most significant donor is Sweden (8 million). Among other European states, it is important to mark
Norway (6,5 million) (See Diagram 20).

Diagram 20. Donor assistance to Belarus in the “Human Rights” direction, 2006-2011,
million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.

As for the Media, the leader is the USA (16 million). The EU’s assistance comes only from its Member States, and
the indisputable leaders are Sweden (5,2 million) and Germany (4,1 million) (See Diagram 21).
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Diagram 21. Donor assistance to Belarus in the direction “Media and Free Flow of
Information”, 2006-2011, million US dollars

Source: The authors’ calculations on the basis of the statistical data of the OECD.

If to summarize the sizes of donor assistance in these three directions during 2006-2011, the leaders in the
absolute values are the EU together with its Member States (58,2 million, or 11% of the total volume of the EU
and its Member States’ donor assistance) and the USA (57,7 million, or 55,6% of the total volume of the US donor
assistance). It is interesting that in these directions the USA and the EU allocate actually identical sums whereas
while comparing the total volumes of the assistance for Belarus’ development the EU allocates practically in 5
times more monetary resources than the USA.
Among EU Member States, the largest donor in these three directions for the considered period of 2006-2011 is
Sweden (a bit less than 23 million), which is followed by Germany (12 million).
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Generalizing the data on the rendering donor assistance channels and its distribution in various sectors, it is
possible to draw a conclusion that among EU members it is Sweden that most consistently supports the civil
society of Belarus. It is manifested both in its leading positions in the use of the channel “NGOs and Civil Society”
while rendering donor assistance and in the directions for which it allocates monetary resources. In the absolute
values, while rendering donor assistance, the channel “NGOs and Civil Society” is used very limitedly by the EU
institutions and EU Member States. However, it is important to underline that there is a steady tendency of
expanding the use of this channel. As for the sectoral distribution of donor aid, the EU and its Member States
remain limited enough in their allocation of monetary resources for subsectors which directly concern CSOs
(about 11% of the whole volume of the monetary resources they allocate).
Considering new tendencies in the organization and implementation of the world assistance to development,
which are aimed at increasing the involvement of CSOs in the solution of the questions connected with the
rendering of donor assistance, the EU and its Member States should widen their donor assistance to Belarus’ civil
society. It becomes especially necessary to involve the “third sector” in the conditions of the non-democratic
political regime where there is a considerable split between the interests of the ruling elite and those of the
population of the country. The relevance of donor aid, being one of five criteria of its efficiency accepted by the
OECD, also assumes the necessity of conformity of the planned assistance with the interests of beneficiaries and
requirements of the country16. However, in the conditions of the authoritarian political regime, the state
authorities’ expression of such interests and requirements of the country may not quadrate to facts. As a whole,
the total domination of the channel of public sector institutions while managing donor assistance and the limited
character of the direct support to Belarusan civil society reduce essentially its efficiency.

16

Within the pale of the OECD, there are 5 criteria evaluating the development assistance: 1) Relevance — the extent to
which the aid activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient, and donor; 2) Effectiveness — a
measure of the extent to which an aid activity attains its objectives; 3) Efficiency measures the outputs — qualitative and
quantitative — in relation to the inputs; 4) Impact — the positive and negative changes produced by a development
intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended; 5) Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the
benefits of an activity are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn. See: DAC Criteria for Evaluating
Development Assistance [Electronic resource] // Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. — Official
website of the OECD. — Date of access: 12.07.2013. — Mode of access: http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/
channelofdelivery.htm, free. — Title Screen.
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