


 



EP/EXPO/B/AFET/FWC/2009-01/ Lot4/09 22/January/2010 
PE 433.738 EN 

DIRECTORATE-GENERAL FOR EXTERNAL POLICIES OF THE UNION 

DIRECTORATE B 

POLICY DEPARTMENT 

BRIEFING NOTE 

ANALYSIS OF THE NATIONAL INDICATIVE 
PROGRAMME (2011-2013) OF THE SYRIAN ARAB 

REPUBLIC 

 

 

 



 



Policy Department DG External Policies 

 2

This briefing note was requested by the European Parliament's Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

AUTHOR(S): 

SOFRECO PARIS, FRANCE.  

ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSIBLE: 

KRAUSS, Stefan 
Directorate-General for External Policies of the Union 
Policy Department 
WIB 06 M 051 
rue Wiertz 60 
B-1047 Brussels 

LINGUISTIC VERSIONS 

Original: EN 

ABOUT THE EDITOR 

Manuscript completed on 22 January 2010. 
© European Parliament, 2010. 

Printed in Belgium 

The briefing note is available on the Internet at 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/studies.do?language=EN 

If you are unable to download the information you require, please request a paper copy  
by e-mail : xp-poldep@europarl.europa.eu 

DISCLAIMER 

Any opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the author and do not 
necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. 

Reproduction and translation, except for commercial purposes, are authorised, provided the 
source is acknowledged and provided the publisher is given prior notice and supplied with a 
copy of the publication.  



Analysis of the National Indicative Programme (2011-2013) of the Syrian Arab Republic 

 3

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 4 

1 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF PREVIOUS AND CURRENT NIPS     
(2008-2010 VS 2011-2013) 4 

1.1 SUPPORT TO POLITICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS (NIP PRIORITY AREA 1) 4 

1.2 SUPPORT TO ECONOMIC REFORMS (NIP PRIORITY AREA 2) 5 

1.3 SUPPORT TO SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT (NIP PRIORITY AREA 3) 5 

2 CONCLUSIONS AND RECCOMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS 6 

ANNEX I – SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 7 

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 7 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 7 

PRIORITY AREA 1 – SUPPORT TO POLITICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS 7 

PRIORITY AREA 2 – SUPPORT TO ECONOMIC REFORMS 8 

PRIORITY AREA 3 – SUPPORT TO SOCIAL REFORMS 8 



Policy Department DG External Policies 

 4

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Syria is an important partner for the EU in the region and it plays a key role in the stabilisation 
process in the Middle East. The EU has reiterated on several occasions its support Syria’s needed 
reforms, including to move towards a social market model. Yet, Syria is a special case in the 
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) for the Southern Mediterranean. The signature of the 
Association Agreement – a prerequisite for fully-fledged ENP status - is still pending, with newer 
doubts from the Syrian side on its content. Thus, Syria is the only partner not to have a ENP Action 
Plan missing thus an important guidance for programming the EU financial assistance. These 
complexities emerge clearly when comparing the previous (2008-2010) and new (2011-2013) NIP. 
Although the strategic choices are broadly confirmed, the new NIP features does not include 
assistance to some reform areas that were presented as crucially important for the country and 
highly resources demanding. If continued support is to be provided to the Syrian authorities in 
their overall long-term reform efforts, the new NIP should then provide more resources to 
support the country’s needs for its political and socio-economic reforms. This should be done 
against a more thorough assessment of the overall needs for financial assistance in the various 
reforms sectors and the contribution from other donors. 

1 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF PREVIOUS AND CURRENT NIPS (2008-
2010 VS 2011-2013) 

Both the NIP 2008-2010 (hereinafter referred also as the previous NIP) and the NIP 2011-2013 
(hereinafter referred also as the new NIP) confirm the validity of the three main broad strategic 
priority areas, namely support to a) political and administrative reforms, b) economic reforms and 
c) social reforms, as identified in the Country Strategy Paper (CSP) adopted in 2007. At the same 
time, a thorough comparative analysis of the two documents shows that within each priority area 
remarkable shifts in sub-priorities have taken place. The sub-priorities areas and sectors that will 
receive support from the new NIP are fully justified in the current political and socio-economic 
context of the country. Notwithstanding that, a number of questions remain as to the continuity 
of support to some of the areas previously covered by the NIP 2008-2010 and which related to 
major long-term resource-demanding reform processes. 

1.1 Support to Political and administrative reforms (NIP Priority area 1) 

This area recorded the largest decrease of allocated financial resources under the new NIP. The 
main focus is – and rightly so - on supporting the imminent implementation of AA (sub-priority 
1). However, some key sub-priorities supported in the previous NIP (particularly decentralisation 
and judiciary reforms) have been totally excluded from the new NIP, despite them being key 
sectors covered by the AA. This strategic choice seems to be based on the main reason that other 
programmes will be running over the next couple of years. At the same time, the previous NIP 
clearly described the same sub-priorities as requiring long-term effort/support from both the 
Syrian government and the EU side. Therefore, it would be useful to receive an indication of the 
total estimated assistance needs for each of them and the division of labour with other key 
donors (Recommendation N 1).  

Added to that, additional information on the concrete country institutional needs assessment 
should be provided to better understand the main justifications for the strategic choice in the 
new NIP (Recommendation N 2).  
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Moreover, the new NIP only mildly refers to the risk of additional delays in implementing AA. The 
most recent growing doubts cast by the Syrian side on the AA require a serious rethinking of the 
programme for supporting the AA in terms of mitigation measures and alternative use of 
allocated funds. It could be helpful to include at least a general indication of which alternative 
sub-priorities could be supported to adjust the situation should further delays in the 
implementation of the AA occur (Recommendation N 3). 

The addition of support to Civil Society (sub-priority 2) is to be considered a good strategic choice 
in the current country context. However, a more thorough analysis could be provided of how the 
Civil Society situation has evolved during the last few years so as to better justify the launching of 
a programme totally entrusted to an umbrella NGO organisation (the Syrian Trust for 
Development) under the direct supervision of the Ministry of Social Affairs and Labour. The role of 
this latter should also be made clearer (Recommendation N 4).  

Moreover, this programme focuses explicitly on income generation and job creation measures 
carried out by Civil Society Organisations (CSOs). The links and synergies of this programme with 
the education programme and with labour markets under the support to social reform (NIP 
Priority Area 3 below) should be better emphasised (Recommendation N 5).  

Finally, the NIP should elaborate on the expected impact of the Civil Society programme on the 
Syrian Civil Society capacity to interact independently with citizens and public authorities 
(Recommendation N 6).  

The previous NIP mentioned possible support to human rights and to a national institution upon 
demand of the Syrian authorities. What has happened to that? Human rights issues, which remain 
highly sensitive in the country, have a central place in the AA. In view of the AA future 
implementation, would there be any way to introduce these dimensions (at least in terms of 
socio-economic rights) more explicitly in the CSO support programme? (Recommendation N 7). 

1.2 Support to economic reforms (NIP Priority Area 2) 

This area benefits from the highest comparative increase in financial allocations. In the new NIP, 
the focus will be on two sub-priorities - one old (private sector support) and one new (energy 
efficiency), thus dropping support to public finance reforms and to the corporatisation of 
privately owned enterprises. Abandoning support to public finance reforms and corporatisation 
of public enterprises could be better explained with a more direct reference to the current 
situation in the country (Recommendation 8). As stated in the previous NIP, public finance sector 
reforms are a key area for the overall socio-economic development of the country with close 
inter-linkages with economic and social reforms, let alone the cross-cutting impact of such 
reforms on social services and human poverty. 

The sub-priority 2 in support of energy efficiency is seen as a positive development of the new 
NIP. It would be useful if the expected impact of the energy efficiency programme on energy 
savings and reducing oil-dependency and diversifying energy sources in the country could be 
explained as well as the implications on the country public finances (Recommendation 9). 

1.3 Support to social development (NIP Priority Area 3) 

This sector records a meaningful increase in financial support. However, the new NIP includes a 
new sub-priority on support to the North East part of the country where human poverty and 
unemployment persist (sub-priority 1). Support to education is continued from the previous to 
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the new NIP (sub-priority 2). The previous NIP included support to reforming social protection 
and to promoting human capital development through more active labour market policies 
including inter alia upgrading VET systems and support. The support to the ILO Decent Work 
programme included in the previous NIP was meant to address – inter alia – the sorrowing 
problems of the country’s informal sector. All these actions were indicated – and rightly so - as 
being long-term and financially demanding priorities for assistance. Again, their dropping is not 
properly justified if based only on the argument that programmes are ongoing for the next 
couple of years. How does this relate to the overall assistance needs in these sectors and to 
possible support provided by other donors? Will support be resumed in the next programming 
phase?). These aspects could be clarified in the document and in the debate between the 
Commission and the EP (Recommendation 10. 

Last but not least, the education support sector programme is to be welcomed (sub-priority 2). 
Yet, its links with the labour market – urgently needed in a country still characterised by severe 
unemployment, growing labour force and widespread informal economy - could be better 
enhanced throughout the programme from its objectives, to activities etc.). Moreover, the 
problematic link between a weak education sector and the growing flow of unemployed and first 
job seekers into the informal economy should also be tackled within this programme. Ideally, the 
title should also reflect the broader spectrum of this programme, including a more specific 
reference to human capital development (Recommendation 11). 

2 CONCLUSIONS AND RECCOMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS 

A number of specific recommendations and clarification questions are indicated in part 2 of this 
paper for each sub-priority under each priority area (as a quick reference they are also 
summarized in a synoptic table included in annex I). In addition to the specific recommendations, 
a few more general ones can be added.  

Lessons learnt should be better linked to the evolved context inside the country and of its 
relations with the EU. Also, in the description of the various (sub)priorities, specific lessons learnt 
from implementation of past and ongoing programmes could be made more explicit (General 
Recommendation 1). 

The assessment of the institutional capacities and needs could be improved by adding more 
detail. This would allow better understanding of the arguments for limited absorption and 
implementing capacity leading to temporarily suspending or not injecting more assistance into 
certain sectors (General Recommendation 2). 

Financial allocations and their respective increase/decrease should be generally explained on the 
basis of total estimate assistance needs and coordination with other donor support (General 
Recommendation 3). 

Last but not least, the process of implementation of the AA - when it occurs - will offer a unique 
opportunity to review all the key priorities and sub-priorities encompassed in the CSP and NIPs. 
The impact of the AA implementation on the main strategic priority areas and chosen subsectors 
should be rapidly assessed in the mid term, so as to gain a better understanding of its possible 
implications in terms of future financial assistance and support programmes (General 
Recommendation 4). 
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ANNEX I – SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

General Recommendations 

Lessons learnt should be better linked to the evolved context inside the country and of its relations 
with the EU. Also, in the description of the various (sub)priorities, specific lessons learnt from 
implementation of past and ongoing programmes could be made more explicit.  

Analysis of institutional capacities and needs assessment could be improved by adding more detail 
to better understand the arguments for limited absorption and implementing capacity leading to 
temporarily suspending or not injecting more assistance into certain sectors.  

Financial allocations and their respective increase/decrease should be generally explained on the 
basis of total estimated assistance needs and coordination with other donor support. 

The implementation of the AA will offer a unique opportunity to review all the key priorities and 
sub-priorities encompassed in the CSP and NIPs. The impact of the AA implementation on the main 
strategic priority areas and chosen subsectors should be assessed as early as possible, so as to gain a 
better understanding of its possible implications in terms of future financial assistance and support 
programmes. 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

Priority Area 1 – Support to political and administrative reforms 

It would be useful to receive an indication of the total estimated assistance needs for each of them 
and the division of labour with other key donors.   

Additional information on the concrete country institutional needs assessment should be provided 
to better understand the main justifications for the strategic choice in the new NIP.  

It could be helpful to include at least a general indication of which alternative sub-priorities could 
be supported to adjust the situation should further delays in the implementation of the AA occur. 

A more thorough analysis could be provided of how the Civil Society situation has evolved during 
the last few years so as to better justify the launching of a programme totally entrusted to an 
umbrella NGO organisation (the Syrian Trust for Development) under the supervision of the 
Ministry of Social Affairs and Labour. The role of the latter should also be made clearer.  

The links and synergies of Civil Society programme with the education programme (also focused on 
improving links with labour markets) under the support to social reform (NIP Priority Area 3) should 
be better emphasised.  

The NIP should elaborate on the expected impact of the Civil Society programme on the Syrian Civil 
Society capacity to interact independently with citizens and public authorities.  

In view of the AA future implementation, would there be any way to introduce a human rights 
dimension (at least in terms of socio-economic rights) more explicitly in the Civil Society 
programme? 
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Priority Area 2 – Support to Economic Reforms 

Abandoning of support to public finance reforms and corporatisation of public enterprises could be 
better explained with a more direct reference to the current situation in the country. 

It would be useful if the expected impact of the energy efficiency programme on energy savings 
and reducing oil-dependency and diversifying energy sources in the country could be explained as 
well as the implications on the country public finances. 

Priority Area 3 – Support to Social reforms 

How does the non inclusion of support to social protection and development of human capital 
relate to the overall assistance needs in these sectors and to possible support provided by other 
donors? Will support be resumed in the next programming phase? These aspects could be clarified 
in the document and in the debate between the EP and the Commission. 

The links of the education support programme (sub-priority 2) with the labour market – urgently 
needed in a country still characterised by severe unemployment, growing labour force and 
widespread informal sector - could be better enhanced throughout the programme from its 
objectives, to activities etc. Moreover, the problematic link between a weak education sector and 
the growing flow of unemployed and first job seekers into the informal economy should also be 
tackled within this programme. Ideally, the title should also reflect the broader spectrum of this 
programme including a more specific reference to human capital development. 



 




