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In response to the Arab Spring, the EU has promised to shift away 
from business as usual to ensure that support for human rights and 
democracy will be central to its co-operation policy with the Arab 
neighbourhood. Enabling civil society to function, to advocate for 
citizens’ priorities and rights and to hold governments and donors to 
account, is pivotal. Regional consultation on EU policies appears to 
have been either insufficient, without impact, or too late. Furthermore, 
double standards in the past have undermined the EU’s credibility in 
the Arab world and have created a mistrust of its intentions. While 
supporting necessary reform in the region, the EU must avoid taking 
the driving seat, which would risk delegitimising transitions led by the 
people. It needs to ensure that civil society representatives, 
especially womens’ organisations and youth, have a statutory, 
meaningful and timely role in dialogue with governments, and it also 
needs to press for civil society consultation in the transition 
processes. Without genuine dialogue with civil society and legitimate 
governments, the EU’s concept of ‘More for More’ will not succeed. 
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1 Introduction 
The EU has a long history of co-operation with the Arab region. Its eco-
nomic and security interests in the region are considerable. In line with 
the European Consensus on Development, respect for human rights 
and democracy have been explicit values within EU development poli-
cies. Past EU co-operation in the region, especially in health and educa-
tion, has achieved successes and enabled people to claim certain rights.  

However, the EU’s relations with the region have largely failed to 
support human rights and democratisation, which have too often 
been sacrificed to preserve an alleged ’stability’ under dictatorial re-
gimes in the name of the fight against extremism, terrorism, and mi-
gration. Overly friendly ties with authoritarian regimes, including 
those of Mubarak, Ben Ali, and Gaddafi, have embarrassed the EU 
and its member states since the Arab Spring. Civil society has not 
been taken seriously enough to date as a formal partner in dialogue in 
a region where it has been so marginalised by repressive regimes. 

In its new approach, the EU has promised to do better from now on. 
However, with a lot of trust to be restored, its new policies have been 
received with scepticism by many of Oxfam’s partners and allies in 
the region. The EU, as an entity founded on democratic and human 
rights principles, does need to press for democratic reform. There is, 
however, resistance from civil society to donor interference in direct-
ing and therefore possibly delegitimising the democratic process 
(which also undermines the principle of ownership), along with a 
general desire for reduced dependency on the West. 

This briefing note is a response to the EU´s new approach to the 
changing neighbourhood in the Arab region under the revised Euro-
pean Neighbourhood Policy (ENP). It focuses on democratic reform 
and human rights (civil, political, social, and economic) and is timed 
to coincide with the seminar in Brussels on 15 November 2011 organ-
ised by the Polish EU Presidency and titled ‘New European 
Neighbourhood Policy – In Search of a Successful Transition Model’. 
It also provides a reaction to the financial decisions adopted on 27 
September 2011 by the European Commission (EC) to release the first 
tranche of additional bilateral funds and the creation of the new Civil 
Society Facility (CSF) for direct support to civil society. The main bi-
lateral aid package adopted by the Commission is known as 
‘Strengthening Partnership for Reform and Inclusive Growth 
(SPRING)’, and this targets not only democratic reform and human 
rights, but also inclusive economic growth. SPRING funding amounts 
to €350m (€65m for 2011 and €285 million for 2012) and that of the 
CSF to €22m for 2011 (though with no specified allocation for 2012).  

The focus of this paper is on the southern neighbourhood (as per 
SPRING), not the eastern.1 The paper makes a modest attempt to in-
clude voices from Arab civil society in affected countries through Ox-
fam partners from Egypt as well as from Morocco, Tunisia, and (al-
though it is outside the ENP) Yemen.2 The paper analyses what the 
new policy entails from a civil society perspective, and to what extent 
it responds to the current protests and demands for people-driven re-
form in the region.  
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2 More for More: the policy 
The EU’s new response to a changing neighbourhood demonstrates a 
clear emphasis on the first pillar of its new response, ‘deepening de-
mocracy’. Under this umbrella, there are three other pillars of bilateral 
support: a) sustainable economic and social development, focusing on 
inclusive growth, job creation, and building cross-regional free trade 
and sector co-operation); b) ‘regional partnership’, focusing on institu-
tion-building, dialogue on migration, and specific partnerships such 
as education; and c) simplified policy and programme frameworks, 
including more focused action plans. Additional reallocated funding 
of €1.2bn for the four pillars under this new ENP response is envis-
aged up until 2013, in addition to expanded funding through the 
European Investment Bank (EIB) and European Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development (EBRD).  

The reformed policy includes a strong cross-cutting core principle – 
dubbed ‘More for More’ – and an increased differentiation between 
countries. This essentially means ‘carrots’ or incentives in the form of 
more aid, more economic integration, and more political co-operation 
in return for more democratic reform in respect of five elements that 
contribute towards ‘deep and sustainable democracy’: (i) free and fair 
elections; (ii) freedom of assembly/expression/association and free 
media; (iii) rule of law under an independent judiciary and the right 
to a fair trial; (iv) fight against corruption; and (v) reform of security 
and law enforcement and democratic control over armed and security 
forces. Assuming that this last element includes the issue of arms 
transfer controls, the glaring omission in this list of priorities would 
be a reference to gender and women’s rights, which are so essential in 
the transition process and yet so under threat. Hiding these issues in 
the text does not reflect the priority they require.  

The EU is ambiguous on precisely what is meant by ‘More for More’ 
and whether the ‘offer’ of More for More and the negotiations behind 
it amount to conditionality. Views vary, from a stricter, more tradi-
tional view on conditionality to an emphasis on the notion of dialogue 
and mutual accountability, based on an acknowledgement of the EU’s 
reduced credibility in view of double standards in the past.  

The Joint Communication of 25 May 20113 used strict conditionality 
language, but it is noteworthy that this language was avoided by the 
Council Conclusions of 20 June 2011,4 which state that these additional 
allocations will ‘fully take into account partner country needs, their 
readiness to engage in reforms and their progress towards deep and 
sustainable democracy...’. Both state that for countries where reform 
has not taken place the EU ‘will’ or (in the later document) ‘may’ recon-
sider or even reduce funding and support. The Action Fiche5 for the 
recent adoption of SPRING pursued an emphasis on results rather than 
on conditions, but left performance assessment firmly in the hands of 
the European External Action Service (EEAS) and the Commission.  

The G8 Deauville partnership established by the G8 on 27 May 2011 
has adopted a similar approach to More for More, though with differ-
ent language.6 This grouping should co-ordinate with the EU on the 
implementation of such an approach. 
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3 More for More: civil society 
reactions 
Civil society in the region has found it hard to engage in the articula-
tion and development of the new policy. There has actually been no 
formal regional civil society consultation on the drawing up of the 
SPRING proposal and, though welcome, the ENP review process was 
largely Brussels-based. Considerable uncertainty about what is really 
behind the policy framework, the extent of conditionality, and the 
process for adoption of decisions has called into question the EU’s 
good intentions, and there is fear of the ‘devil in the detail’. There is a 
big assumption, or a leap of faith, that all will become clear and ami-
cable in country-level discussions. Meanwhile at the country level – 
with the exception of Tunisia – SPRING funding is delayed, with no 
allocations so far for 2011. Nor has CSF yet been harnessed in the re-
gion, although a tender for technical assistance is planned in Morocco. 
Communication with civil society on the process and on participatory 
planning has been insufficient or lacking altogether. This comes 
against a backdrop where, despite efforts to reach out to civil society 
in recent years, there is a feeling that consultation does not have much 
impact or create real change, and it is not institutionalised. In the 
words of one Moroccan partner, ‘It provides just a register for our 
concerns without any commitment to take on board recommendations 
from civil society, and information sharing from the EU is limited.’ 

The countries seen as possible initial candidates for 2011 funding at 
the time that SPRING was adopted were Egypt, Tunisia, Morocco, 
and Jordan. More generally, this presents a concern as to how eligible 
countries are selected in a transparent manner, together with a need 
for more clarity on how past and future performance is assessed in 
candidate partner countries. 

Incentivising democracy and human rights: carrots 
and sticks? 
Donors are entitled to set certain limited conditions on aid, but Oxfam 
believes that they currently attach too many conditions, and that too 
often these are the wrong type of conditions to achieve poverty reduc-
tion and relief. In the context of the Arab Spring, and the pursuit of 
democratic standards long denied to the people of the region, some 
donor conditions could be appropriate, although conditionality alone 
is not a panacea. 

These conditions should be mutually agreed between donors, gov-
ernment, and civil society, and should focus on a) accountability con-
ditions, especially those that strengthen democratic accountability 
within recipient countries, and b) outcome-based conditions that de-
liver poverty reduction, tackle inequality (including gender inequal-
ity), and help people achieve their human rights and protection under 
all areas of human rights and international humanitarian law. How-
ever, donors are not entitled to attach economic policy conditions such 
as trade liberalisation or privatisation to their aid. 
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Oxfam partners consider the five reform criteria under More for More 
to be basically conditions, despite the policy being presented as an 
offer, or ‘carrot’, rather than being imposed. However, despite reser-
vations as a matter of principle, given the legacy of oppressive re-
gimes, the notion of conditionality is not rejected as a concept by part-
ners, and carrots are largely seen by most as being better than sticks. 
As the Association Marocaine de Lutte Contre la Violence à l’égard 
des Femmes (AMVEF) in Morocco says, ‘We need to set conditions 
now because we don’t know what new regimes will be like and we 
might get new forms of authoritarianism.’  

Similarly, Selim Ben Hassen, president of Byrsa Mouvement Citoyens 
in Tunisia, explains, ‘More for More is a good concept in the current 
situation – we are not sure whether the revolution will succeed in Tu-
nisia as many from the former regime have occupied a big place in 
politics since 14 January.’ However, as the Arab Institute for Human 
Rights, points out, ‘Conditionality must be a matter of dialogue so 
that human rights and democracy must not be understood as condi-
tions from abroad but as a process originating fully from the Tunisian 
people.’ 

Nevertheless, partners have concerns. The fear is that More for More 
is patronising to governments and civil society and may be counter-
productive in terms of fostering partnership for reform. Even some 
EU officials express a fear that the concept will not work at the coun-
try level. On the other hand, More for More is a break from the past in 
that it prioritises political dialogue – hitherto weak – and gives more 
prominence to civil society. Core considerations must therefore be 
transparency and how these proposals are presented, negotiated, and 
implemented in consultation with civil society groups. Criteria re-
quire negotiated benchmarks. Assessment of progress must also in-
clude civil society: this is a major concern as, according to the Action 
Fiche for the adoption of SPRING, this assessment role is officially 
given only to EEAS and the EC.7 

Partners in Egypt, Morocco, and Tunisia also consider that the current 
proposed criteria, while broadly appropriate, lack at least one essen-
tial criterion – gender equality and non-discrimination. There are real 
fears of democracy and legal reform being regressive, due to a patriar-
chal approach under the influence of conservative elements. 

As regards whether More for More represents meaningful incentives 
for democracy, it is worth noting that the Democracy Facility 
launched under Commissioner Chris Patten’s tenure in 2003 also in-
centivised reform, but was not seen as a success.8 The shift to carrots 
rather than sticks is also therefore not altogether new – although ar-
guably the right reform sticks were not there previously. Kamal La-
hbib of Forum des Alternatives Maroc (FMAS) summarises views 
from the Morocco perspective: ‘More for More is not actually so new. 
In Morocco, what is new is now a tougher approach on reforms by the 
EU in an attempt to make amends for its past support for dictatorial 
regimes about which civil society has protested.’  

In monetary terms, More for More is unlikely to have much leverage 
when compared with large co-operation programmes. As for using 
better economic and political integration as incentives, an analysis of 
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the impact on poverty of any proposed reforms and an inclusive and 
transparent approach are key concerns. Improved migration partner-
ship (if genuine), visa availability, and education opportunities are 
seen by partners as significant incentives.  

Finally, this incentivised approach needs to be set in the context of the 
recent and current context of ‘Arab revolts’ and the killing and 
wounding of peaceful demonstrators who are asking for their funda-
mental rights.9 Within the political dialogue attached to the SPRING 
programme, pillar one under ‘deepening democracy’ lists security law 
enforcement as a reform criterion and outlines enhanced political and 
security co-operation; this would imply the need to review EU mem-
ber states’ arms export control policies in the region, given the direct 
link to human rights abuse.  

One of Oxfam’s partners in Tunisia, Liberté et Equité, states: ‘On July 
2011 in Al-Kasba [Tunis], policemen used teargas grenades against 
demonstrators and wounded several of them. There are rumours that 
a European country would be willing to sell teargas grenades to Tuni-
sia soon. How can one deliver virtuous speeches within the UN and in 
practice support regimes which blatantly commit human rights 
abuses?’  

There is a need to engage in a frank and structured dialogue with 
countries in the region on the (lack of) national systems of arms con-
trol and ultimately on their engagement in the ongoing negotiations 
for an international and legally binding instrument, the Arms Trade 
Treaty, which will hopefully regulate conventional arms trade and 
prevent human rights abuses.  

Economic conditionality 
The inconsistent interpretation of  More for More, taken together with 
the track record of the EU on turning a blind eye to dictatorship, cre-
ates a fear that agendas additional to democracy and human rights are 
at play. As Kamal Lahbib of FMAS says, ‘Business always prevails 
and the EU knows that business cannot prevail in an undemocratic 
environment.’ There is concern that inappropriate reforms for liberali-
sation of economies and services will be pushed. Indeed, there are 
fears that additional performance criteria may be applied not just to 
economic reform, but also to reform related to security, energy, migra-
tion, and other issues.  

More fundamentally, the Arab NGO Network for Development 
(ANND) points out that the Joint Communication of 25 May 2011 is a 
‘non-consensus document’, in other words not an agreed road map 
for reform and development. The ANND considers that ‘support for 
economic growth should be rooted in support of peoples’ choices of a 
revised economic model ... trade and investment deals established 
with the previous regimes need to be revised in order to serve a de-
velopment vision and not the concentration of economic powers in the 
hands of the few’.10  
At the same time, in the Foreign Affairs/Trade Council meeting of 26 
September 2011, the EU selected the same four countries initially pro-
posed for SPRING (Egypt, Jordan, Tunisia, and Morocco) for moving 
forward on negotiations for Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Ar-
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eas, but with no mention of the legitimacy of these governments or 
the views of civil society.11 It re-emphasised the importance of using 
‘trade and investment instruments as part of the EU’s efforts to sup-
port democratic and economic transition in the region’. The 25 May 
Joint Communication makes clear reference to promoting these free 
trade areas and also to the creation of an enabling environment for 
investment – with a significant emphasis on foreign direct investment 
and direct investment from EU SMEs. Trade must be driven by devel-
opment needs and a poverty perspective. While investment has a key 
role and has suffered a lot from the perceived increased levels of risk, 
it must be clear, however, that investment prioritises support to do-
mestic business development and governments maintain the ability to 
regulate investment in the public interest. 

Mutual accountability  
Dialogue between the EU and southern neighbourhood governments 
has also met with their rejection of any notion of conditionality, espe-
cially by the transitional authorities in Egypt, on the basis that this 
smacks of double standards and external interference. While the idea 
behind the safer language of mutual accountability is laudable as a 
way to overcome past errors and to forge partnership, more clarity is 
needed on what exactly is meant: otherwise there will be no shift in 
the balance of power between the giver and receiver. The role of civil 
society also needs to be factored as a third party into this mutual ac-
countability. As the Arab Institute for Human Rights in Tunisia 
stresses, ‘This concept must not stay at the level of rhetoric but must 
have real content based on principles of equality and shared responsi-
bility involving government, civil society, and the EU in dialogue and 
negotiation.’ 

There are well justified fears that this approach represents a compro-
mise to please all parties and is, therefore, at best too vague to be 
meaningful or, worse, is a cover for other agendas. The need for very 
specific types of conditionality remains, as described above. Further-
more, partners stress the need for the EU to practice what it preaches 
and to get its own house in order – especially in respecting the right to 
migration and asylum. 

 

The EU selected 
countries for 
moving forward on 
negotiations for 
Deep and 
Comprehensive Free 
Trade Areas with 
no mention of the 
legitimacy of 
governments or the 
views of civil 
society 
 



8 

4 Support to civil society and 
non-state actors  
Specific instruments to directly support civil society and non-state ac-
tors have also been proposed – in particular the Civil Society Facility 
(CSF) and a proposed European Endowment for Democracy (EED).  

Civil Society Facility 
Through the adoption of the CSF, the EU claims to want to promote a 
role for a thriving civil society that is free to express concerns, con-
tribute to policy-making, and hold governments to account, ensuring 
that economic growth becomes more inclusive, benefiting poor and 
marginalised people. The EU states that its aim is to support civil so-
ciety organisations (CSOs) to develop their advocacy capacity, their 
ability to monitor reform, and their role in implementing and evaluat-
ing EU programmes. 

Investment in this direction is clearly appreciated, but partners also 
raise concerns. First and foremost, the rhetoric needs to be turned into 
reality. The EU has expressed its support for dialogue with civil soci-
ety before but – despite its efforts in this regard – it is not seen as hav-
ing had enough impact, and this on top of damaged credibility from 
the past. 

Also, the process around designing the CSF has not been clear to 
CSOs, especially those from the region, in particular since consulta-
tion was closed in Brussels in June 2011. Highlighting the role of the 
CSF in promoting the role of womens’ organisations is one aspect that 
is lacking. Slow disbursement is also a concern: the call for proposals 
at country level may not be made until the end of 2011, and then 
funding will take many months to come. There has, however, finally 
been a regional call for proposals (for two or more countries) on 1 No-
vember 2011.12 The CSF also needs to be explicitly linked to enabling 
CSOs to engage in all stages of SPRING co-operation as well as dia-
logue with governments. Lastly, as stressed by Kamal Lahbib of 
FMAS in Morocco, ‘The CSF has to come with more flexible proce-
dures that allow rapid response in times of unforeseen urgent situa-
tions – we have asked repeatedly before and will not stop asking.’ The 
total budget for the CSF is €22m for 2011 and, despite expectations, no 
allocation has yet been announced for 2012–13. It is likely to be similar 
to that of 2011, which is modest given that organisations from any 
country in the region can apply for funding.  

European Endowment for Democracy  
The EED is intended to support the further emergence of civil society 
together with political actors, non-registered NGOs, and trade unions. 
The EED is envisaged as an independent instrument separate from 
other EU co-operation instruments. This idea, in part spearheaded by 
the Polish EU Presidency and now being processed by an 
EEAS/Commission taskforce, appears to be still a long way off from 
any agreement, and civil society in the region has little knowledge of 
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the initiative. The key concern voiced is about its added value in rela-
tion to other existing instruments, in particular the European Instru-
ment for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR). It is claimed that 
the EED will be much faster than existing alternatives. The EIDHR 
could alternatively be reinforced, but the EIHDR traditionally takes 
many months to process calls for proposals. 

Human rights dialogues 
As part of the new ENP response, ‘partnership with societies’, under 
the same pillar one as above (though not strictly in support of civil 
society alone), the 25 May Joint Communication states the EU’s aim to 
reinforce human rights dialogues as a means of ‘monitoring commit-
ments in this area’. There are several existing mechanisms for such 
dialogue, including at the EU/partner level, the Council level, and the 
European Parliament level. These mechanisms need to be transparent, 
less technical, and reform-led, and to involve more consultation with 
civil society. Little reference was made to this mechanism in the EU’s 
Council Conclusions of 20 June 2011 in response to the changing con-
ditions of the neighbourhood.  
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5 Egypt: a case study 
Oxfam’s partners and networks in Egypt point to a historical lack of 
genuine, serious consultation with the EU in their bilateral co-
operation programming,13 claiming that this was normally offered too 
late in the process to be meaningful – indeed, it is described as ‘cake 
decoration’. They also question its impact. The Progress Report on 
Egypt for 2009,14 in particular, is cited as being heavily watered down, 
presenting significant gains on human rights issues without explain-
ing the very negative bigger picture, and making no reference to ex-
plicit civil society views. Subsequent opportunities for consultation on 
progress in both 2010 and 201115 were turned down by some civil so-
ciety actors, seeing this as waste of time as they felt their views were 
not being heard. Indeed, some partners have suggested that it would 
have been better not to have published anything at all in 2009. In 
terms of donor influencing of government policy, whether with More 
for More or any other approach, there is an entrenched cynicism 
based on past experience. 

Much concern is voiced as to whether aid of any description should be 
given to a transitional authority under the Supreme Council of the 
Armed Forces (SCAF), given the host of human rights abuses, regres-
sive laws, and ongoing corruption that are being witnessed. The ma-
jority view is that any support provided to the transitional govern-
ment should at most be short-term, used to help alleviate poverty, or 
in support of democratic reform processes such as institution-
building; and also that it should be disbursed to NGOs. Prior to the 
election of a legitimate government, the case is stronger for linking aid 
more forcefully to pressing for accountability for the human rights 
abuses increasingly evident under SCAF. Involvement in long-term 
programming is primarily the prerogative of a legitimately elected 
government that can be held to account by its parliament and citizens. 
In the long term, and when a democratically elected government is in 
place, donors should, however, aim at long-term predictable aid, with 
budget support as a key mechanism for achieving this. 

In view of the fear of conditionality or pressure towards inappropriate 
economic and social reforms under More for More, there is criticism 
among Oxfam partners of past economic and social reforms under 
donor support, although this is not restricted to the EU. This paper 
does not set out to review EU policies in this regard, but merely re-
ports comments made by partners. Examples shared include the re-
structuring of the textile industry, in which the EU has been a donor.16 
In this process, as reported by the Centre for Trade Union and Work-
ers Services, employment rights were seriously abused in order to 
meet the requirements of the free market. The main concern in the 
health sector has been about proposals that reached the last parlia-
ment for a highly controversial Health Insurance Law. According to 
Alaa Shukrallah of the Development Support Centre, and a member 
of the Egyptian National Committee on the Right to Health, this 
‘promised to be against the interests of the poor and was not suffi-
ciently challenged by donors in the health sector, including the EU.’  
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Beyond the conditionality debate, mobilising and empowering differ-
ent actors in building up democratic institutions is crucial if progress 
is to be achieved. The Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights (EIPR) 
recalls the Industrial Modernisation Centre funded by the EU, which, 
although an economic entity, might offer pointers for the establish-
ment of an institutional framework for social dialogue on democracy 
for all stakeholders.17 

The CSF is seen as having important added value for support to new 
and emerging civil society organisations and groups, organising 
youth or marginalised groups as a way to build democratic civilian 
structures that can hold the government accountable. Understanding 
the process and timetable has been a key concern among partners, 
however. A particular issue raised is how emerging youth organisa-
tions have a vital role and need support – though not necessarily fi-
nancial, and perhaps through intermediaries. Training on networking 
and coalition-building is a key need, as is awareness-raising generally 
on the role of civil society, perhaps through teacher training. Further 
suggestions for the CSF include supporting the establishment of 
groups to engage on the drafting of a new NGO law,18 or the farmers’ 
union and its engagement in national policy and regional and global 
linkages, or the efforts of the newly created women farmers’ union.  

While aid provision linked to an assessment of progress based on 
human rights and democracy is supported by partners, it must how-
ever be accompanied by strong diplomacy, especially before the elec-
tion of a legitimate government, and in consultation with civil society. 
There is serious concern about current human rights abuses and re-
strictions on civil society in Egypt that are in many ways worse than 
during the Mubarak regime.19 In particular, partners refer to: 

• The lack of progress in terms of ending the emergency law, 
which was a key demand of the revolution – instead, the law 
has been reactivated and amended for the worse; 

• Condemnation of ongoing military trials for civilians, which 
by the SCAF’s own admission amount to 12,000 in number;20  

• Stopping the smear campaign against NGOs receiving foreign 
funds and the unprecedented accusations of high treason, nev-
er witnessed even under the former regime; 

• Freedom of information and independence of state media; 
• Addressing threats to women’s rights. 

 

Example 1: Women’s rights under threat 

Conservative elements in Egypt have been strengthened as a result of the 
revolution, threatening to undermine women’s rights. As the Egyptian 
Association for Family Development stresses, ‘This had led to pressure to 
remove past gains, for example in child custody laws due to their association 
with Suzanne Mubarak.’ The NGO Al Karma reiterates the need for 
‘conditionality to focus on political rights of women now, even though to be 
accompanied later with poverty reduction conditions given the widespread 
extreme poverty’. In addition, the removal of the quota system for women in 
Parliament (64 seats out of 444) is another indicator of regressive trends. 
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Example 2: Freedom of association getting worse not better 

Recently, the New Women Foundation (NWF) won the Nelson Mandela 
Award in recognition of its freedom of association campaign. The Ministry of 
Social Solidarity, however, rejected the award, saying that advocacy for an 
NGO law that conforms to international standards falls outside the activities 
of civil society.21 As described by Nawla Darwish of NWF, ‘The authorities 
act with an authoritarian logic, dictating to NGOs ... in clear violation of 
Article 22, paragraph 2, of the International Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights.’22 A submission to human rights rapporteurs by 36 rights 
organisations laments, ‘It was expected after the revolution that the GoE 
would take measures including legislative measures to free NGOs from the 
tight grip of the state – instead, we have been dismayed by the tendency of 
the GoE and SCAF to place additional restrictions on the work of NGOs.’23 
The same group published a protest against the smear campaign against 
civil society groups and restrictions on freedom of association, claiming that 
the ‘current administration is using the same methods as the Mubarak 
regime to confront their critics’.24 
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6 Yemen: a special case 
Yemen25 is mentioned here because it is experiencing the longest Arab 
Spring and has seen very little progress; this is exacerbated by a hun-
ger crisis. On top of this, Yemen is the poorest country in the region, 
with high illiteracy and acute gender inequality. Poverty was a par-
ticularly strong trigger for the uprising. 

Unfortunately, Yemen falls outside of both the neighbourhood and the 
ENP. The EU’s extended support in solving food insecurity and pre-
venting a widespread humanitarian crisis is an immediate need – and 
the latest announcement on 20 September 2011 is welcome of an addi-
tional €5m. But more can be done, and Oxfam hopes that new alloca-
tions will reflect the country’s humanitarian and poverty reduction 
needs. The EU also needs to ensure that additional support, equivalent 
to that for ENP countries, is available to Yemen. Oxfam acknowledges 
that incentivising democratic reform and the concept of More for More 
– more aid for more reform – is complex and challenging in Yemen at 
this time. The concept should be pursued in the medium term if consis-
tent with the approach recommended for ENP countries.  

Meanwhile, additional aid can be given through different channels on 
a case-by-case basis where the funding will improve the lives of poor 
people or promote democratic reform or improvement in human 
rights. Where donors decide to suspend aid in response to ongoing 
human rights abuses and lack of reform, they should ensure that this 
is not at the expense of the poor, especially given the humanitarian 
emergency, and in this case they should seek viable alternative chan-
nels to address urgent humanitarian needs. Most importantly at the 
current time, the EU should seek to strengthen funding to civil soci-
ety, especially womens’ organisations, in a way that improves their 
potential for advocacy and engaging in dialogue, as envisaged by the 
CSF under the ENP.  

Yemen does benefit from a number of existing instruments, including 
the EIDHR and the Non-State Actors – Local Authorities (NSA-LA) 
instruments. The concern that the Yemeni government and CSOs can-
not absorb more aid and that existing instruments – although numer-
ous – are therefore adequate needs to be challenged in pursuit of more 
creative approaches. Key social welfare funds such as the Social Wel-
fare Fund and the Social Fund for Development continue to be able to 
absorb large and effective amounts of funding. In terms of civil society 
capacity, the EU needs to look forward rather than back – hundreds of 
thousands of Yemenis have mobilised themselves on the street and 
present a new map for EU civil society engagement. As one of Ox-
fam’s partners stresses, ‘There are all forms of violence against women 
who are active politically and involved in human rights – they need 
more protection or the opportunities for change will be destroyed. We 
must build while we can on what is happening and strengthen the 
space for civil society and freedom of speech.’ 
Accompanying diplomacy has also fallen short, with European do-
nors failing to help establish an inclusive process for transition. Such a 
process, one that helps bring together all sections of Yemeni society, 
would only help bolster the EU’s stated aim of democracy. 

Yemen falls outside 
the ENP, but the 
EU should ensure 
additional support 
equivalent to that 
for ENP countries 
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7 Conclusions and 
recommendations 
Civil society’s role must be integral to negotiations. The EU is not per-
ceived as having reached out to civil society in affected countries 
when designing the new neighbourhood policy and in communicat-
ing on the process. It has to restore trust and cultivate a genuine role 
for civil society that has impact. 

Incentivising democratic reform and human rights through the use of 
carrots is not rejected by partners as a concept: indeed, this reform fo-
cus is necessary if social and economic justice is to be fostered. The 
use of ‘carrots’ is seen as a form of conditionality, even though this is 
additional aid, but broadly better than sticks. However, it will appear 
patronising and will not be accepted at the country level if the precise 
criteria are not negotiated, and unless it is accompanied by a genuine 
shift to more balanced power relations. Expectations of the degree of 
leverage from proposed incentives are also modest, especially with 
the discredited image of the EU and other donors previously allied to 
dictators. The interests of elements of the old regimes in Egypt and 
Tunisia remain entrenched.  

Oxfam has formulated the following recommendations to the EU 
based on consultation with its partners:  

Overall principles to aid 
Ensure that additional EU aid to Egypt and other countries enables 
genuine participation of citizens in the reform process. The EU must 
take care not to take over the driving seat and thereby delegitimise a 
transition led by the people. Its approach should not lead to restrict-
ing people’s ability to influence policy on democratic reform and eco-
nomic and social justice. The central dialogue should be the one be-
tween society and the state rather than between donors and the state. 

Clearly communicate to civil society at country level the policy 
framework and key dates, and schedule rapid consultation on 
reform criteria and benchmarking, the SPRING programme, and the 
use of the CSF. To date, information has been largely unavailable. 

Negotiate at country level the criteria under More for More for as-
sessing democratic reform, agree benchmarks, and include addi-
tional criteria such as non-discrimination and gender equality.26 In-
sist on principles of inclusion of civil society and transparency from 
all sides. Demystify mutual accountability, which must be based on 
balanced power relations, including civil society. Without these con-
siderations, the More for More approach is unlikely to succeed. 

Speed up pending decisions regarding SPRING allocations for 2011. 
Regarding undemocratically elected transitional governments, uti-
lise SPRING but aim to limit funding temporarily (until a demo-
cratically elected government is in place) to short-term aid, targeted 
at supporting poverty reduction, democratic reform, and human 
rights, and in a manner that is inclusive and transparent. Adopt di-
verse means of disbursing funds, including to NGOs. Exceptional loan 
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agreements during transitions must have the support of the people in 
view of the legacy they create. In the long term, and when a democrat-
ically elected government is in place, donors should, however, aim at 
long-term, predictable aid, with budget support as a key mechanism 
for achieving this. 

Withhold endorsement of any national-level economic plans sub-
mitted by Egypt and other unelected governments until a legitimate 
government is in place.27 Strong public diplomacy is also required 
now over growing concerns of human rights abuses, particularly in 
Egypt, including the use of an expanded emergency law. 

Explicitly delink More for More from any form of conditionality for 
liberalisation of the economy and services.  

Review EU member states’ arms export control policies in the re-
gion, given the direct link to human rights abuse.  

Ensure that the people of Yemen receive equivalent support to other 
countries experiencing the Arab Spring, even though Yemen falls 
outside the ENP. This requires creative approaches reflecting the con-
text of ongoing mass protest – through technical support, strong di-
plomacy, and diverse ways of funding. Linkage of aid to reform 
should be flexible given the humanitarian emergency.28 

Demonstrate a consistency at country level, regionally, and globally 
on making democratic reform and human rights an important ele-
ment of all EU co-operation programmes.  

Civil society – especially women and youth 
Ensure that civil society representatives, especially womens’ organi-
sations, have a formal statutory role in EU-government dialogue in 
its current and future co-operation (including SPRING). Consulta-
tion must be formalised, timely, and not cosmetic and after the event. 

Press now for political participation and representation of civil so-
ciety, especially of women and youth, in the transition process and 
democratic reform. Publicly acknowledge the crucial role of women 
in any transition process and the fact that the rights they have gained 
may now be threatened under the influence of conservative groups, as 
is the trend in Egypt. 

Prioritise progressive civil society legislation and compliance with 
international conventions on human rights, especially CEDAW and 
international humanitarian law. This is to inform policy and practice. 

Strengthened instruments and mechanisms 
Using affirmative action, prioritise use of the CSF for women’s or-
ganisations and community-based organisations with a track record 
in promoting gender equity, as well as youth groups, and for tech-
nical and financial assistance (including advocacy staff costs). 
Women’s organisations are facing the greatest challenges, and youth 
groups represent a huge resource of the will to act but lack sufficient 
direction. Funds could be channelled through ‘intermediary’ Euro-
pean or other NGOs, given the concerns of some partners of being as-
sociated with foreign funding. 
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Explicitly link the Civil Society Facility to supporting CSOs to par-
ticipate in the development and implementation of SPRING-
funded initiatives, the revised Action Plans, as well as ongoing EU 
co-operation programmes. Where CSF funding is not yet available, 
SPRING funds should be used to the same ends if disbursement is 
quicker. 

The various human rights dialogues within the EU need to demon-
strate greater transparency and more consultation with civil society, 
and specifically need to address reforms more than technicalities. 
They should monitor ratification and compliance with all relevant in-
ternational and regional agreements, and commit to promoting gen-
der equality. A specific area of commitment is also in developing arms 
transfer controls at national, regional, and international levels. 

Ensure that any moves on the European Endowment for Democracy 
demonstrate added value, especially in terms of rapid response. If 
not, the EIDHR should be reinforced and should include specific pri-
orities given to Arab countries. 
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6 Deauville Partnership Foreign Affairs Ministers’ Meeting Communiqué – New York, 20 September 2011, 
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European Commission on ‘Reinvigorating EU actions on Human Rights and Democracy with the 
Mediterranean Partners’ resulted in the launch of the Democracy Facility, http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52003DC0294:EN:NOT Further information is provided 
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forces and pro-government gunmen on largely peaceful protests that began in February 2011. More than 
1,000 protesters have been injured by live gunfire or by teargas. Human Rights Watch (2011) ‘Yemen: 
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http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/124745.pdf (accessed 11 
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