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executive summary

Under the banner of improving the effectiveness of European aid, a radical reform of the European aid programme is carried out. This reform is not only affecting the way in which EU aid is implemented, but, more importantly, it is affecting the political responsibilities for development aid in the Commission. It is argued that this does not only have consequences for the political processes that support EU development co-operation. It will also affect the objectives and policies prioritised for EU aid by the Commission.

In the Treaty on European Union (TEU) development assistance is defined as a policy area in which the European Community is competent, and which has its own objectives and principles on which policies should be based. The European Community has also committed itself to the international targets, established by the UN and reconfirmed by the OECD, geared to the eradication of poverty.

In the last five years the European Commission has carried out a series of reform processes, initiated in response to the increased responsibilities of the European Community in assistance to third countries, as well as in the area of Common and Security Foreign Policy (CFSP). The European Commission clearly needs to respond to new developments and wants to restructure its administration accordingly. 

Unfortunately, this restructuring is having implications which go well beyond its objectives to adapt to a changed international order. There is ample evidence that the current restructuring might well formalise a relegation of development co-operation policy to being subordinate to EU external relations. These tend to be traditionally dominated by especially commercial EU interests. The enlargement of the Community in 2004 is likely to further contribute to a political subordination of development policy. 

Whilst this restructuring is a major change of policy of the European Community, so far the developments have taken place without any public or political debate on the desirability of such a change. Yet, the recent attacks in the United States have demonstrated that international co-operation, based on more than sheer self-interest, is needed more than ever to contribute to the safety and security of citizens around the world. Development co-operation should continue to exist as a seperately defined policy area, with its own objectives, related to the implementation of the international commitments to eradicate poverty. A public review is needed to determine the interface between external relations and the various roles of the institutions, and development co-operation, within the changed international circumstances.

1. The critique on EU aid

It is not a secret that European Development Co-operation has been heavily under fire in recent years.  Notably, this criticism not only comes from Member States. It has also come from within the College of Commissioners, where serious criticisms of EU Development Co-operation have been made. In his hearing to the European Parliament before he was formally appointed, Commissioner Nielson, who has Development Co-operation in his portfolio since September 1999, identified many problems with EU co-operation. Commissioner Patten, in charge of External Relations, has also publicly criticised the effectiveness of European aid in rather severe terms. 

Clearly there is something wrong. It is  a peculiar situation  when  Commissioners severely (and publicly) criticise the programmes for which they are politically responsible. It calls for some further reflection and certainly begs the question as to whether there is a future for EU Development Co-operation, and if so, what that future might be. 

2. Is there a need for European Development Co-operation?

So should there be a future for European Development Co-operation?

For many this is principally a question of effectiveness. Why would one support something that does not have the desired impact? However, while this is important, the question cannot be answered in isolation from three crucially related questions: 

(1) What vision of a European Union do we have?

(2) Does Development Co-operation fit into this vision?

(3) How can this vision be put into reality?

Over the last two decades the competencies of the Community have been greatly enhanced to include almost every policy area. The impact of many of these policies on Third World countries is indisputable, particularly in areas of trade and investment, monetary policies, agriculture and many others. The EU has become a Global Player, with a global impact.

To date, the EU is the world’s most important source of Foreign Direct Investment.
 The EU is worldwide the biggest exporter. The EU provides more than half of international Official Development Assistance and Humanitarian relief.  EU Member States make up 23% of the votes in the World Bank and 29% of the votes in the International Monetary Fund. The EU has the largest collective number of votes as a regional grouping in the World Trade Organisation. 

More recently the European Union has been strengthening its actions in foreign and security policy and so there has been a need for the EU to determine what outside face it wants to project to the world. It should be recalled that the European integration process, founded on true considerations of enhancing peace and stability, has succeeded in doing so. What is currently at stake is that the principle of solidarity and the objectives of enhancing peace and stability, within Europe must be extended to the role of the EU at a global level. 

As a Global Player the EU has a responsibility towards the rest of the world, in which the historic links that Europe has with countries in the developing world and in Eastern Europe must be taken into account. The UN Conference on Racism and Xenophobia, held in Durban in September, has made it clear that the EU will continue to be challenged on its past responsibilities. The claim for reparation and damages due for colonialism and slavery is particularly sensitive in this regard. Equally the brutal attacks on citizens in the United States have demonstrated that new causes for global instability have arisen, engendering further reflection on the sources and motivation for such attacks. In the early aftermath of the crisis, Commissioner Patten made a public intervention stating that international co-operation is an important policy that contributes to stability in the world. For such co-operation to be effective it  can not be solely based on commercial interests of the Western world, but has to be related to development objectives of developing countries.
It is, therefore, not only on the grounds of charity or moral obligation that the EU must carry the responsibility that being  a Global Player endows  - particularly for those living in poverty around the world; it is also a matter of self-interest to create greater international stability and security.  On this basis the EU has a task, and an important duty, to help promote development and advance the eradication of poverty in the world.  

3. Defining the Community competence

The obligation to contribute to development and poverty eradication is laid down in the Treaties. 

The Maastricht Treaty (1992) established Development Co-operation as a Community competence. This competence is shared with the Member States. 

Undoubtedly this has been done deliberately, recognising that the continuation of development assistance largely depends on public supports. A close link between political constituencies and development assistance is an important factor for maintaining political support for Development Co-operation. Moreover, the specific historic connections that Member States of the European Union have with third countries are an important factor on which support from constituencies has been built. It would also appear that commercial and political interests of Member States may have prompted this division of responsibility between Member states and the European Community.

Applying the principle of subsidiarity, it made perfect sense that Development Co-operation should also remain an important competence of Member States; while equally recognising that other matters can only be arranged at Community level. This includes, for instance, the area where issues of aid meet issues of trade (Common Trade Policy), food aid (linked to the Common Agricultural Policy) and emergency assistance (related to the Common Foreign and Security Policy - CFSP).

In order to further define Community competence the Maastricht (1992) and Amsterdam Treaties (1997) set out the principles of the 4 C’s: 

(1) Coherence between policies that have an impact on Third countries and the objectives of Development Co-operation;

(2) Complementarity between Member States and Commission activities in development;

(3) Co-ordination of actions between Member States and the Commission;

(4) Consistency between the policies of the CFSP and Development Co-operation.

The objectives set out in the Treaties are: 

(1) promoting social and sustainable development;

(2) the campaign against poverty; and

(3) the integration of developing countries into the world economy.

The instruments available to the Commission for implementing these objectives are:

· the Agreement between the ACP countries and the EU (Lomé Convention and it successor the Cotonou Agreement);

· the Community budget. Within the budget two different programmes can be identified:

· regional programmes (such as ALA, for Asia and Latin America, Southern Africa, MEDA for Mediterranean countries, and the aid programmes TACIS and PHARE for the former USSR and Central Europe respectively);

· thematic programmes (concerned with specific issues on a non-geographical basis, such as health, education, promoting civil society, human rights, etc.)

The Agreements with the ACP countries are structured outside the EU budget, as an intergovernmental agreement between Member States and the ACP. The budget is established by the budget authority - the Council and the European Parliament.

Development Co-operation is clearly and fully integrated in the acquis Communautaire. While the principles and objectives of Community Development Co-operation have been clearly defined, in reality the demarcation lines between Development Co-operation and foreign policy are much more diffused – as has often been the reality in national administrations.

4. Evolution of the EU Programme


Historically, Development Co-operation and foreign policy overlapped in the EU.  Established in the context of the Cold War, the closest EU partners originally being the French and others’ former colonies in Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific (ACP) were offered association agreements, arranged in subsequent Conventions. A Directorate General for Development implemented the activities programmed in this context.

Following the enlargement with Great Britain in the 1970s, other countries joined the ACP group, and aid to other regions, notably Asia, also increased. In the 1980s, as a consequence of the enlargement of the EU with Portugal and Spain, there was a greater focus on programmes to Latin American and the Mediterranean. In 1989 the role of the Commission in aid porgrammes was boosted further, when, in the first instance, it took charge of co-ordinating aid to Hungary and Poland for 24 OECD donor countries. Further EU Aid to other East and Central European regions followed.

These subsequent extensions of the programme lead to various new ways of organising responsibility for their implementation in the Commission. Rather than integrating the focus on new areas in existing policy-frameworks, the new programmes were managed through a kind of ‘bolt on approach’. For each ‘product’ a new ‘firm’ was established, in the form of a Directorate General with its own Director. Each of these new DG’s also tended to work from a different policy approach, from which the orientation towards the area for which they were responsible was initiated. The ACP were managed from the framework of Development Co-operation; whereas Asia, Latin America and the Mediterranean were originally attached to the policy on trade, and the relations with Eastern Europe were first bolted on to external policies.
 

5. The Prodi Commission 

A major change took place in 1999 with the new Prodi Commission. This Commission provided two new elements. Firstly, it presented the Commissioner for Development as being in charge of the entire portfolio to developing countries, including ACP, Asia, Latin America, Southern Africa and the Mediterranean. The relations with Central and Eastern Europe were located in a new Directorate General for Enlargement (replacing DG1B).  Secondly, an office for implementing development programmes (then called, Common Service for External Relations (SCR), came within the Directorate General for External Relations
, under the responsibility of the Commissioner for External Relations. Additionally trade policy went to a new DG, dealing with all regions. 

In effect, all aid to developing countries was now managed by DG External, except for programming for ACP countries. DG Development was no longer in charge of ACP trade policies, one of the major aspects of its programme, nor was it in charge of implementation of development programmes, or programming to Asian and Latin American countries. Nevertheless, on paper, the Development Commissioner’s political responsibility comprised of all Commission Development Co-operation.   

The Commissioner for Development did not choose to publicly identify the problems that would arise from this structure. In his response to the questions asked by the European Parliament as Commissioner designate he stated:

“The new Commission structure for external relations will give the Development Commissioner the lead role for development policy and development co-operation in all third countries. The Development portfolio will combine responsibility for development and humanitarian aid and will give greater coherence to the Commission’activities in this field, (..) There will be a single development policy towards all developing countries.”
 

In reality the mismatch between portfolios and responsibilities over Directorates General was a set-up ready for disaster. The Commissioner for Development was politically responsible for Development Co-operation but had no administrative structures to ensure the implementation of his  policies. The Commissioner for External Relations, politically in charge of external relations, had the actual responsibility for the implementation of all development policies.

6. External Relations vs CFSP 

Any organisational expert could identify the unworkability of such a structure. Why then was this set-up established? 

The Amsterdam Treaty  not only provides for development co-operation as a Community Competence. It also established the European Union with a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Given the sensitivity for Member States to hand over competence in this area to the Community, it remained within the second inter-governmental pillar of the European Union. Hence, it was based in the Council, and the Commission was only associated with activities in this area. For carrying forward the CFSP  the post of Secretary General/High Commissioner was established in the Council.

The division of political portfolios for external relations in the Commission, as well as actual responsibilities for Directorates General and Services, was undoubtedly influenced by Prodi’s response to the establishment of the post of Secretary General/High Commissioner for External Relations in the Council
. The establishment of this post in the Council was a serious challenge to the role of the Commission in external matters. In responding to this challenge the Prodi Commission chose to maximise the  advantages it had over the Council in external relations. The principal advantage being its substantial aid programme to third countries, through which much leverage in external relations could be exercised.

For the use of this advantage to be realised it was necessary to build in sufficient flexibility within the Commission in its management.  As a result the portfolio for development did not include  control over  the instruments through which development policy is implemented. The service for implementation, SCR, was moved to the control of the Commissioner for External Relations, even if the Commissioner for Development remained formally in charge. The consequence of this decision was that development policy became entirely divorced from its implementation.  This had many disastrous effects. It lead to much delay, documents being sent backwards and forwards, as well as overlapping of activities in the different departments dealing with various matters. 

More seriously it lead to a situation in which gradually the significance of policy statements became less and less relevant for implementation. In other words, policies defined by the Council or the Commission may have little bearing, if any, on the implementation of the programmes.

7. Towards and output-oriented approach 

Can the hypothesis be sustained that the situation has been deliberately created, In which development policy has little influence on the implementation of development programmes – and hence on its final outcome. 

In 2000 the new Prodi Commission delivered a policy statement for Development Co-operation.
  The Commissioner for Development was, for the Commission,  in charge of this process. The paper identified the need for European development policy to contribute to implementation of the international targets for poverty eradication. The statement also identified sectors requiring greater focus from the Commission, notably social sectors such as basic health and education. Finally the paper identified the need for the Commission to restructure its operations in output and result-oriented approaches.

In line with the policy paper presented by the Commission, and following the agreements made within the OECD for an output-oriented approach for development policies
, the European Parliament subsequently proposed that sectoral output targets be included in the EU budget.
 This would allow regional programmes to have some sectoral definition, and would enable Parliament to express itself on priority areas it would identify – without entering into micro-management through establishing a proliferation of budget lines. The European Commission declared itself in favour of such an initiative and identified activities it would initiate as well.
 

In order for these targets to be realistic Parliament requested, and received, implementation figures from the European Commission that followed the agreed OECD sectors so that targets would not deviate too far from the current established practices.  

Parliament stated the targets introduced in the 2001 budget were overall political targets.  It was recognised that the specific output in individual countries could naturally deviate from the overall target figures, as needs and actions of other donors should be taken into account, as well as agreements achieved in multi-annual programming. Parliament also laid down that the Commisison could deviate from the overall set of targets, provided acceptable explanation was given in its annual report to the Parliament.

While the representatives of DG Development were on the whole supportive of the approach, the representatives of DG External Relations  argued forcefully against, maintaining that maximum flexibility should be kept for the Commission. After Parliament voted in favour of the output targets the Commission went as far as to take a reservation on these established targets.

Further to the reservation, in 2001 the Commission has refused to present Parliament with figures of implementation in these sectors in the preparations of establishing the 2002 Community budget. It states that it was unable to produce these figures, even though similar figures have been presented for the EDF in the annual reports of the Commission since 1980. Meanwhile the European Parliament, through the Budget Committee, has challenged the legitimacy of the reservation by the Commission on the targets. Subsequent to the concerns raised by the Parliament the Commission has stated it will produce the required figures for its 2001 annual report.

The opposition to the output targets by the Commission seem to demonstrate that the negotiations with the Commissioner for Development  Co-operation were overridden by the Commissioner for External Relations. The opposition of the latter changed the position of the Commission and this subsequently changed the position of the Commissioner for Development, whose cabinet and Directorate had previously co-operated with Parliament in the development of the output targets.

The opposition of the Commission to these output targets points to an inadequte understanding in the Commission of the respective roles and tasks of the institutions. In the processes of establishing the 2001 and 2002 Community Budgets the Commission has asked Parliament to rationalise the budget to geographical lines, at the same time demanding Parliament to withdraw the output targets from these large geographical lines. If Parliament was to comply with this request it would give a blank cheque to the Commission. The Commission would then, indeed, be free to utilise its development resources for any priorities it establishes in external relations.

8. Further restructuring

When the external service (SCR) was set up, it was created to deal with the problems of backlog of unspent commitments that had accumulated over a number of years , low disbursements and late payments. The rationale presented at the time of SCR's establishment was that a single implementation service would make better use of the Commission's limited human resources and allow for the expertise that existed for managing aid programmes to be used in common for all programmes.
  However, the result was to effectively divorce policy and decision making from implementation. In addition there was much lack of clarity over actual roles and responsibilities and inevitably the overlap in activities and responsibilities between SCR and DG Development caused serious problems. 

Following the establishment of the current Commission in 1999 it was  decided that it would be better to “restore the project cycle”, as it was called. To achieve this, a new office was established from the beginning of 2001, called EuropeAid. Commissioner Patten appeared heavily leading in its definition and set-up, both in signing the letter announcing the reorganisation to Parliament, and in determining the name for the service to be established. It seems a crude coincidence that the new office was called in an analogy with the US office for international co-operation, USAID. The view is generally accepted  that USAID is closely linked to US foreign policy priorities. The name EuropeAid suggests that a similar trend for the European aid programme might be envisaged.

In the set-up of the decision-making structure of EuropeAid the leading role is also given to the Commissioner for External Relations as chair of the Board of this new outfit.

In other words, the EuropeAid office for implementing development aid is not headed by the Commissioner for Development Co-operation, who carries the portfolio for Development Co-operation. He takes part in the board as a  Chief Executive Officer or ‘CEO’. The Board is further composed of the Commissioner for Enlargement, even though the implementation of the PHARE and TACIS programmes have not been included in the tasks of the EuropeAid Office. The Commissioner for Trade also has a seat on the board.

With regards to the objective of restoring the project cycle it should be noted that policy formulation and programming are not included in the tasks of EuropeAid but remain under the divided responsibility of the DG’s for Development (ACP countries) and External Relations (Asia, Latin American, and Mediterranean countries).
 The problems arising from the split of the project cycle has, therefore, not actually been tackled.

9. The diminished responsibilities of the Commissioner for Development: Emperor without Clothes?

The Commissioner for Development is a member of the Board of EuropeAid as Chief Executive Officer –a term taken from American jargon. In French the translation makes no distinction between the function of CEO and General Director. This is not just a question of linguistic semantics. It emphasises that  important political problems arise through  the introduction of this new terminology.  

Firstly, the pressing question is arising as to who is actually responsible for what? According to the Commission the Commissioner for External Relations is responsible for the policy of EuropeAid, whereas the Commissioner for  Development Co-operation is responsible for its implementation. It is unclear how these match with the political portfolios, according to which Nielson is in charge of overall Development Co-operation.

Secondly, The Commissioner for Development is head of DG Development, which has the task to determine policy for developing countries. There is no clarity how he can ensure that these policies are translated into implementation by the EuropeAid Office, where Commissioner Patten carries responsibility for determining its policy.

Thirdly, it is unclear how the function of Chief Executive Officer, or General Administrator or General Director, fits with the political post of a Commissioner. It further raises questions as to how this post relates to the function of Director General, carried out by a civil servant. There is a gradual shifting of boundaries between political responsibility and the responsibilities of civil servants. This is dangerous and certainly not in the interest of greater public accountability and transparency in the European Union.

10. The emperor on the Titanic?

The Commissioner for Development now heads a much reduced Directorate General for Development. It now comprises  less than 200 officials, while by contrast, DG External and EuropeAid together comprise well over a 1000 officials and further expansion of these are planned as well. No further expansion of The Directorate for Development is planned. 
The picture emerging form these separate elements put together in combination is the following. The portfolio of the Commissioner for Development exists on paper, but in reality the responsibilty has been handed over to the Commissioner for External Relations. The latter now is in charge of: policies towards Asia, Latin America, and the Mediteranean, as well as implementation to all these regions, including the ACP. The Commissioner for Development is left with policy to ACP countries, and executing the policy determined by the Commissioner for External Relations in his capacity as Chair of the Board of EuropeAid. He also oversees the humanitarian aid office. One could also put it differently. Commissioner Nielson may be responsible for EU development policy, but he is certainly not in charge of EU policy towards developing countries.
The Directorate General for Development hardly has any functions left, except for programming wih ACP countries.
 In this context it is difficult to come to any other conclusion than that a future Commisison would deem a separate Directorate for Development as superfluous – if the unofficially announced future restructuring will not already have abolished the Directorate. It would then also be likely that a separate Commissioner for Development would be discontinued in a next Commission.  

Sources from within the Commission are pointing to a new restructuring planned to take place before the end of this Commission. The objective would be to have a full restoration of the project cycle. One can only conclude that this would imply a transfer of the tasks of policy formulation and programming from DG Development and DG External to EuropeAid. This would effectively result in the liquidation of DG Development and would put development aid effectively and completely under the control of the Commissioner for External Relations as the chair of EuropeAid. If this was achieved the Commissioner for External Relations would have gained effective control over the portfolio of Development Co-operation. 

If this scenario comes true a separate and meaningful development policy will no longer exist in the Community. The European Parliament and the Council would no longer have a rationale for their respective Committees on Development Co-operation. The Commissioner for Development Co-operation would be diminished to – the non-existing rank of - a junior Commissioner, or the rank of a –self-appointed civil servant. Most disturbing is the complete lack of political debate on the desirability of this outcome.

11. Looking at an enlarged community beyond 2004…

A first possible enlargement with up to 8 countries can be expected in 2004 at the earliest. From the negotiations currently taking place with pre-accession countries some deductions can be made as to issues that may arise. 

A first observation is that Development Co-operation is not included as a distinct item in the list of 31 topics covered in the screening exercise of accession negotiations for pre-accession countries (See annex 2). From the Draft Common Positions it appears that, if the subject has been touched at all, development cooperation falls under the Negotiation Chapter 26, External Relations. This is in line with the trend described above in which Development Co-operation will no longer exist as a separate policy area, with its own policy objectives, in the European Community.

As the pre-accession countries have not been asked to make clear commitments on the aspects of the current development practices in the Community, they may not feel an obligation towards this part of the acquis once they are members of the Community.

A second observation is that, in the history of the EU, enlargement has always encouraged the Community to stretch its activites to include new areas which are more closely linked to the incoming countries. This may also be the case with the current pre-accession countries. Recognising the complexity of the history of these countries, their links with, and knowledge of, various parts in the former East Block must be acknowledged. This reality may well lead to pressure for more efforts towards these regions that have currently little interest from the Community. 

This will, of course, be the reality that an enlarged EU will face.  The experience that new Members bring to the Community should be welcomed and viewed as legitimate concerns. Some of them may also see the relations that the Community might offer with third countries as an opportunity.
 

At the same time, however, it should be recognised that the interest of the enlarged Community in regions such as Africa, and poorer regions in Latin American and Asia, may further decrease. At present the enlargement countries do not have any significant policies focusing at development co-operation geared towards poverty eradication in Africa, Asia and Latin America. They, therefore, lack the institutional and administrative capacity to deal with these issues. The European Community has consequently neglected this area in its negotiations with the enlargement countries. Hence there is a real danger that Least Developed Countries will receive increasingly less attention and resources from the Community as a result. 

Thirdly, in a Community of up to 23 countries, it can be expected that the new Members will need continued support for an extended period to converge with the economic development of current members. While the EU Members stand to gain from this development in terms of economic growth, it is likely that net transfers need to be made to these new countries. It may be necessary that the principle maintained at present, that contributions are matched with receipts from the Community may be difficult to maintain. Undoubtedly pressure will be put on the Community budget, and particularly on the external budget lines and the EDF. This would be an additional factor for diminished importance of EU action in development.

Finally, enlargement will have consequences for the structure of the European Commission.  The Treaty of Nice set out that the first Commission taking up its duties following the date of 1st January 2005 shall include one national of each of the Member States. The current number of Commissioners is 20. In the (likely) event that, for instance, only three pre-accession countries will have entered the Union by that date the number of Commissioners would be reduced to 18.  This would necessitate a re-organisation of the Commission. If the current trend prevails there would be ample reason for a Commissioner for Development to disappear or to be transformed into a new post equal to the level of a junior Minister or Secretary. 

12. The end of EU aid?

The trends described above would not imply the end of EU aid. The aid policies of the European Community are not in danger. It is the real objectives of the aid programmes and the effectiveness of Community instruments for poverty eradication that are at stake. The aid policies of the Community are in danger of becoming mere instruments for foreign policy. Without specified targets to explicitely pursue the objectives of poverty eradication, economic and social policy, as set out in the Maastricht Treaty, these policies are likely to have little or no relevance for people living in poverty around the world.

The discontinuation of Development Co-operation as a policy area with its own political seat in the Commission College would, therefore, have serious consequences. While competence in this area has been partially transferred from Member States to the Community, the Community must ensure that a political advocate charged with promoting and defending development policy and its effective implementation remains. Otherwise national administrations would be right to wish to return this competence back to Member States, and proposals have currently been developed to this effect.  While Member States organisations may have to offer an important contribution to the implementation of EU aid, a common European approach to development co-operation remains necessary. The responsibility of the EU as a Global Player and the EU’s commitment to implementing the internationally agreed targets related to poverty eradication require that the European Community does focus part of its policy to the implementation of these objectives.

13. Prioritising the Challenges 

A political debate is necessary to review the future political role and place of EU Development Co-operation. A public discussion requires that the relevance of EU aid should not only be discussed in a narrow understanding of its ‘effectiveness’. The effectiveness of Development Co-operation can not merely be measured in terms of the amount of money that has been disbursed.

Today the most relevant question is, what results are expected from EU aid and whether this is achievable in the current political set-up? It is necessary to consider where Development Co-operation fits in the future of the EU. In more concrete terms, it needs to be clarified whether it is acceptable that Development Co-operation becomes submerged into EU foreign policy.

Development Co-operation cannot be maintained when it loses its own political space, and as a consequence, loses its political constituency. It is essential that Development Co-operation continues to exist as a separately defined area of policy with its own objectives, policies, instruments, administrative and political structures.  Whereas foreign policy is, correctly, intimately linked to questions of the EU's security and economic interests and particularly promotes the commercial interests of the EU in the world, development policy must be based on the needs of the poorest countries in their fight against poverty. 

Development Co-operation should be distinguished from foreign policy as it aims to promote the interests of the poorest countries and their people. These do not always overlap with narrowly defined EU self-interests. Understood in this way, it is clear that the objectives of foreign policy and Development Co-operation are simply not always the same, and that they do not naturally follow from each other. The principles of coherence and consistency can, therefore, only credibly underpin the programmes towards third countries if the development programme continues to exist as a separately defined policy, geared towards development and poverty eradication in developing countries.

It is, therefore, of imminent importance that the European Parliament insists on exercising its budgetary powers and will continue to demand that the Commission respects the development budget-lines which have been established with the aim to advance development co-operation. The Commission should be fully aware that its powers are in the executive area only, and that it is obliged to account for its activities to the European Parliament. 

Moreover, in the reform process of the external relations areas, the Community should develop an integrated development programme, with one single framework for all developing countries. It is, therefore, imperative, that the aid to ACP countries is fully integrated into the Community budget, as Parliament has demanded since the early 1980s. The current separate arrangement for ACP countries is neither credible, nor necessary, and continues to undermine the accountability and transparency of EU aid to LDCs – and in doing so, undermines its public support. 

The accession negotiations with the pre-accession countries are already down the road. Nevertheless it would be unacceptable if the negotations were concluded without specific commitments made towards implementing the acquis communautaire, both relating to the EDF and to the budget. This should also include the principles and objectives set out in the Treaties of Amsterdam and Maastricht. It will be of crucial importance for the future of development co-operation and its state in ten years from now. 

14. Conclusion

An effective EU Development Co-operation policy requires an administrative structure that allows for an independent development policy to be conducted, and that is supported by accountable and transparent allocation of political responsibilities which differentiates between development and foreign policy. The current restructuring has confused these responsibilities and the denial that any political restructuring is taking place, against the mounting evidence to the contrary, points to a covered manoeuvre intended to strengthen the Commission’s institutional capacity over external relations vis-à-vis the Council. 

It is unacceptable that Development Co-operation should be sacrificed in this political game between the institutions. The political portfolio for development, with an administration fully in charge of, and equiped for the implementation of development  policies remains necessary. The interface between development co-operation and external relations – and the roles played by the Council and the Commission, requires a public reflection process that should aim to further define the outside face of the Community, taking new circumstances fully into account. 

* Mirjam van Reisen (1962) is a development expert in European Union policies. She works as a policy advisor based in Brussels with various NGOs and NGO networks, as well as with Members of the European Parliament. Mirjam van Reisen is the author of the book "EU 'Global Player', The North-South Policy of the European Union", published in 1999/2000 by International Books. This book offers a profound analysis of the dynamics within the European Union, necessary for the understanding of the development policies and practices of the EU. She is currently finalising a Ph.D. thesis in Policy Studies, which is forthcoming under the title: "The Logic of Coincidence. A re-construction of Agenda-setting on Development Aid (1990-1995)". This study analyses the political processes on which policy changes were based in European aid, following the end of the Cold War in 1989. Mirjam van Reisen, who is a Dutch national, was previously employed by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the University of Nijmegen (Department of political Science). From 1988 - 1995 Mirjam van Reisen was associated as a policy advisor to NOVIB, an NGO in The Hague, as a consultant from the University of Nijmegen. She is the author of the annual contributions of Eurostep in the Reality of Aid (published by Earthscan in London) and Social Watch (published by Instituto Tercer Mundo in Montevideo).
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Annex 2:
Chapter headings of the screening exercise for pre-accession Countries
1. Free movement of goods 

2. Freedom of movement for persons 

3. Freedom to provide services 

4. Free movement of capital 

5. Company law 

6. Competition policy 

7. Agriculture 

8. Fisheries 

9. Transport policy 

10. Taxation 

11. Economic and monetary union 

12. Statistics 

13. Social policy and employment 

14. Energy 

15. Industrial policy 

16. Small and medium-sized undertakings 

17. Science and research 

18. Education and training 

19. Telecommunications and information technologies 

20. Culture and audiovisual policy 

21. Regional policy and coordination of structural instruments 

22. Environment 

23. Consumers and health protection 

24. Cooperation in the fields of justice and home affairs 

25. Customs union 

26. External relations 

27. Common foreign and security policy 

28. Financial control 

29. Financial and budgetary provisions 

30. Institutions 

31. Other 
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� With firms accounting for $510 billion in 1999. Source: United Nations, World Investment Report 2000, New York and Geneva, 2000. 


� See: Mirjam van Reisen, EU ‘Global Player’. North-South Policy of the European Union, International Books, Utrecht, 2000. 


� This office was established in 1997/1998 to help speed up implementation of aid to developing countries. As a separate office it was under the responsibility ofthe Commissioner for Development, Professor Pinheiro. Its task was to manage all aspects – technical and operational, financial and accounting, contractual and legal – of the implementation stages of the Community’s aid to non-member (and non-accession) countries. It was also responsible for audits and evaluation. See also: Bossuyt, et al, Assessing Trends I EC Development Policy. An Independent Review of the European Commission’s External Aid Reform Process, ECDPM, Discussion Paper No. 16, Maastricht, May 2000.


� European Parliament, Questionnaire for Nominee Commissioners with special responsibility for Development Co-operation and Humanitarian Aid. Reply from commissioner designate Poul Nielson. Final Consolidated Version, 13.08.1999.


� Established by the Amsterdam Treaty (1997).


� European Commission, The European Community’s Development Policy, COM(2000)212, 26 April 2000.


� Development Co-operation Directorate, Reporting on the Purpose of Aid, Official Document, DCD/DAC(99)20, 12 July 1999, OECD, Paris, 1999.


� For further detail see: European Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Development and Cooperation for the Committee on Budgets on the 2001 Budget, Draftsman: Margrietus van den Berg, PA\411578EN.doc, PE286.802, July 2000.


� European Commission, The European Community’s development policy, Programme of Action, Commission staff Working Document, SEC2000, 6 November 2000, EN, page 5.


� Exchange of letters in 2001 Discharge procedure. Contrary to the commitment made in the discharge process in 2000 and 2001 to produce output figures, in a letter of October 1, 2001 to Parliament Commissioner Nielson objected again to the output targets. He stated (among others) that the Commission databases did not allow for the output categories to be established. This argument disregards the fact that the categories had been established on the basis of output figures and categories provided by the Commission the previous year (and these were based on an OECD-DAC agreed database that the Commission had put in place).


� The large increase in foreign aid programmes in the 1990s without matching increase in human resources has often been given as an explanation for the continuous problem of underspending. It is undoubtedly true that the availibilty of human resources per unit of capital spent is low in the Commission compared to other donors. Nevertheless the problem of underspending dates back to the 1980s, and also seems to be caused by other factors inherent in the dealing and handling of Community aid.


� Letter from The Right Honourable Cristopher Patten Ch, and Poul Nielson, Members of the European Commission, to the European Parliament, 30 March 2000, D/00/10098, D(00)20127.


� Commission of the European Communities, Communication to the Commission on the Reform of the Management of External Assistance, 16 May 2000, Rev 8, En. 


� A “Quality control group” was established in DG Development to give some general leadership to this exercise from DG Development. Its effectiveness has not yet been established.


� It also includes the European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO)


� The governmnet of Poland has made statements to this effect on several occasions.
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