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Background  
To the SID European programme - Europe and the 
South: A New Era and the conference 
 
Many changes have taken place in European development cooperation since 2000. This 
process is still underway, and many of the improvements it entails have yet to be fully 
implemented. Yet a new wave of transformations in European development cooperation is 
already on the horizon, driven by a combination of external and internal factors, and relating 
to both vision and practice. A complex timetable of decisions in European development 
policies will stretch through the rest of the decade, with the enlargement of the EU adding a 
new dimension to it. 
 
These fundamental shifts in the international arena and the far-reaching consequences of 
globalization call for a new foundation for international and development cooperation, 
including a meaningful and identifiable global involvement and engagement of the EU. 
 
What is needed is a fundamental, multi-polar, cross-border debate on the role, content and 
identity of the development programmes of the EU in which a key challenge will be to find a 
new and broader meaning of the concept of development. The new policy needs to 
emphasize the distinct profile and identity of an enlarged Europe’s external responsibilities; it 
should involve a broad participation of society in the dialogue required; and it should involve 
new patterns of a sustained communication with the civil society and the governments of 
interested nations. 
 
To address these issues, the Society for International Development (SID), developed a SID 
Europe programme. This program consists of two conferences, the establishment of SID 
chapters in the accession countries and several other working meetings and publications. 
While the first conference in Vienna, in November 2003 aimed to reflect on the future of 
European development cooperation following the enlargement of the EU, the objective of The 
Hague conference is to explore opportunities for policy renewal and lay the foundations for a 
new commitment from politicians and from civil society towards the development agenda. 
 
The aim of this conference is to explore opportunities for policy renewal and lay the 
foundations for a new commitment from politicians and from civil society. The focus of the 
conference will be on the nature of the European response towards closely interlinked 
themes: Foreign Policy, Security and Development; Trade and Development; Aid 
Effectiveness; East-South-West Partnerships; The Institutional Architecture for Development; 
The Politics of European Development Policy: How to Make Reform Happen; and Migration 
and Development. 
 
The Hague conference is organised by SID Europe programme and at the same time it is part 
of a joint multi-annual European Development Programme - EDC2010 - with the European 
Association of Development Training and Research Institutes (EADI) and Europe’s Forum on 
International Cooperation (Euforic). EDC 2010 builds on the accomplishments of the 
individual organisations in the past like the 10th General Conference of EADI in Ljubljana in 
September 2002 and the SID Accession Countries Development Conference in Vienna 
November 2003. With its rich experience in facilitating the ongoing European Development 
debate Euforic provides the needed communication and information platform. 
The conference will provide an opportunity for key civil society actors through innovative input 
to stimulate debate that may move beyond existing development theory and practice in order 
to seek and enhance the global role and inherent responsibility of the EU. The conference 
should serve as a first step towards building a community of people promoting development 
issues in their respective fields and constituencies. With SID, EADI and Euforic as organizers 
of this event, a bridge is made between the worlds of academia, parliaments and civil society. 
Last but not least, the programme will provide ample opportunity for building and 
strengthening formal and informal networks. 
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Introduction 
 
What scenario for the future? 
 
Sven Grimm, ODI, London 
 
January 2004 
 
 
ODI wishes to acknowledge the financial support from the UK Department for International Development 
towards this series. However, the opinions expressed are those of the authors. 
 
The picture in brief 
European development cooperation has undergone significant change since the late 1990s. 
The change process is still underway, with many of its main benefits still to be achieved. Yet a 
new wave of change is on the horizon: a complex timetable of decisions can be seen 
stretching through the rest of the decade. These decisions are at the constitutional level, 
concern financial and/or trade arrangements, or deal with the internal organisation of the 
Commission. There are also external challenges: EU policy has to address key challenges to 
development cooperation: globalisation, population growth, increasing urbanisation, and 
technical change. 
 

Issues and options 
Two main drivers of change can be identified: (a) the extent of commitment to Europe; and (b) 
the extent of commitment to poverty reduction. The interaction of these two gives four 
alternative scenarios for the future of development cooperation. They can be labelled as 
progression, regression, compression and secession (see Figure 1 p.4). 
 
In the Progression Scenario, it might be expected that: 
• Europe develops a more coherent voice on both foreign and development policy. 
• Institutional capacity is created and strengthened to support this. 
• A greater share of aid budgets is channelled through the EC. 
• Greater complementarity is actively sought between EC and the EU Member States’ 
international development programmes. 
• Aid is focused more explicitly on poorer countries and regions. 
• Trade concessions to the poorest countries, such as the EBA, are accelerated. 
 
In the Compression Scenario: 
• Movement towards a common foreign and security policy remains slow. 
• There is little enthusiasm for increasing the share of aid channelled through Europe. 
• But what aid there is becomes more strongly poverty-focused and better administered. 
• Meanwhile, trade negotiations continue, with a pro-poor focus. However, policy coherence 
remains far away. 
 
In the Regression Scenario: 
• A consensus around greater europeanisation is found, including a stronger commitment to 
CFSP. 
• But national and foreign policy interests mean aid flows in large part to ‘nearby’ and middle-
income countries. 
• Regional agreements are strengthened, mostly based on foreign and security concerns. 
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• The aid programme remains diversified, with Member States disagreeing about allocation. 
• Trade negotiations falter. There is little support for radical opening up of markets. 
 
In the Secession Scenario: 
• Lip service is paid to Europe, but, in practice, no progress is made. 
• The Financial Perspectives do not increase aid through the EC. 
• Member States increasingly challenge the decisions and orientations of the Commission. 
• Member States discuss re-nationalising EU aid. 
• Trade talks falter, while bilateral agreements begin to acquire more prominence. 
 
The future timetable 
In the past three years, the main developments with respect to development cooperation have 
been the signature and ratification of the Cotonou Partnership Agreement, the approval of the 
new European development policy, and the restructuring of the Commission in 1999/2000. 
The last two of these, in particular, responded to criticisms made in a series of evaluations in 
the late 1990s, mainly about the lack of a poverty focus and about poor organisation. 
 
Definite progress has been made. The new policy statement commits the Commission to 
poverty reduction and to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The new organisational 
structure has created a cross-cutting implementation unit dealing with aid to all regions. 
Deconcentration has taken place, involving greater authority for Delegations in the field. 
Country Strategy Papers have been prepared for over 120 countries. A single annual report 
on EU development cooperation is now available (Box 1).  
 
What are the issues? 
At the same time, new and diverse issues are emerging. The most important are: 
• The role of development vis-à-vis foreign policy objectives; 
• Enlargement and its implications; 
• The future of the EU-ACP relationship; 
• The architecture of EU development cooperation. 
Underlying these questions are debates in the wider development community, for example 
about the new security context, poorly performing countries, financing for development, global 
public goods, global governance institutions, trade liberalisation and development, and the 
achievement of the MDGs. Core questions arise for the EU about its comparative advantage 
in relation to other bilateral and multilateral development bodies. How can the ‘unique selling 
point’ of the EU be defined? 
 
The development landscape to 2010 
First, Iraq has given added urgency to a long-standing debate about multilateralism and the 
role of the UN. 
 
Second, and independently of the political landscape, the world is changing. There are both 
trends and shocks to take into account. Key drivers include population growth, urbanisation, 
technical change, and further economic globalisation. Key shocks include HIV/AIDS, 
environmental disaster, terrorism and war. 
 
The third issue is whether these changes will force a change in development thinking. The 
discourse today is characterised by a commitment to the Millennium Development Goals, a 
consensus strategy on how to reduce poverty, the widespread use of Poverty Reduction 
Strategies, and a raft of new implementation modalities, including budget support and results-
based management. Will the development landscape shift towards security-related issues, 
away from poverty reduction? Does the experience of Afghanistan and Iraq suggest that the 
emphasis will shift towards humanitarian aid/rehabilitation work and the enforcement of 
democratisation, with less focus on pro-poor policies and on partnership and cooperation? 
 
The EU as an international actor 
At the core of the relation between foreign and development policy is the normative question 
of what role the EU should play in the world. 
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Despite disagreements about Iraq and other tensions, for example regarding Zimbabwe, the 
EU remains engaged with the rest of the world, collectively as well as individually. However, 
the relationship between foreign policy and development remains in play. Many NGOs, in 
particular, have expressed concern about the possible subordination of development to the 
exigencies of foreign policy. A particular debate has concerned the likely ‘merger’ of the posts 
of High Representative and External Affairs Commissioner into a new ‘double-hatted’ post of 
EU Foreign Minister, reporting to both the Council and the Commission, and with oversight of 
development issues. 
 
Second, the debate continues about whether or not European foreign policy and development 
cooperation should privilege the ‘Wider Europe’, especially in Eastern Europe and the 
Mediterranean, or whether they should concentrate on poverty reduction in the poorest 
countries. Critics point to the high share of development cooperation which is spent on the 
‘ring of friends’.  
 
Third, worries about disproportionate favouring of the ring of friends are reinforced by the 
prospect of taking into account the priorities of the 10 accession countries that will join the 
Union in 2004. These countries currently have very small aid programmes (typically 
substantially less than 0.1% of GDP) and also have natural interests in their own immediate 
regions. 
 
The EU as a trade partner 
The EU has long regarded the granting of preferences to its former colonies as a show-piece 
in development policy.  
 
Historically, the EU has pursued differentiated strategies with different partners or groups of 
partners, seeking reciprocal free trade agreements in many cases, but offering unilateral 
concessions in others, for example through the (controversial) ‘Everything But Arms’ initiative, 
which offers tariff free access to European markets for all Least Developed Countries. From a 
developing country perspective, the three key challenges are whether or not bilateral 
preferences will be eroded as a result of multilateral negotiations in the Doha round; whether 
or not the successful completion of those negotiations would significantly improve trading 
conditions for the poorer countries; and whether or not to sign FTAs with the EU, US or other 
developed countries. 
 
Gradual liberalisation on a world scale inevitably erodes the value of prior concessions. 
Special and differential treatment for developing countries, and derogation or waivers from 
global rules, can delay full integration, but not for ever. 
 
There is a growing trend towards the bilateral (i.e. discriminatory) opening up of developing 
country economies through Free Trade Agreements (for instance, in EPAs and other EU 
FTAs; the FTAA in the Americas; or the US with individual LDCs). The EU has declared that 
so-called Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) will have to fit into the WTO framework; 
they will thus be reciprocal rather than granting non-reciprocal preferences to the EPA 
partners. 
 
The EU as a political partner 
Partnership has been a consistent theme of EU relations with the developing world since the 
Yaoundé Convention, and it has been a leader among the development community: in its 
broad definition of the scope of partnership (political as well as economic); in creating 
institutions to pursue partnership (for example, joint parliamentary assemblies); and in 
developing a (limited) form of reciprocity and mutual accountability (Box 2). The intention of 
the Regional Economic Partnership Agreements has been to develop a broad set of 
relationships of this kind with groups of developing countries. 
 
The ACP has the strongest structure of political partnership. This has many strengths, though 
it is problematic that other important groups of countries, containing many poor people, are, 
for historical reasons, excluded from the relationship. South Asia is the main example.  
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The questions for the future are whether the ACP will thrive, or even survive, and whether 
genuine partnership can be maintained in other ways. It may seem extraordinary to question 
the survival of the ACP, so soon after the ratification of the twenty-year Cotonou Partnership 
Agreement in April 2003. There are threats, however, especially from the emergence of new 
groupings which cut across traditional ACP boundaries. For example, it is not difficult to 
imagine that NEPAD initiatives, in consultation with the newly-reformed African Union, could 
draw African interests away from dialogue with the EU through the ACP. 
 
The EU as a donor 
The European Union accounts for more than half of the world’s Official Development 
Assistance (ODA). Three quarters of the overall EU ODA is provided by its Member States. 
The European Commission’s share in EU aid has considerably increased and now stands at 
about a quarter. Among the top ten recipient countries of financial assistance from the EC are 
no Sub-Saharan countries and no Least Developed Country. In 2001, only two non-European 
countries were among the top ten recipients of EU assistance: Tunisia and Morocco. 
 
Improving development aid has been a major focus of EU reform efforts since 1999. EU 
actions are largely consistent with the current development agenda, and in some cases (e.g. 
the commitment to PRSPs) leading the way.  
 
There is more to do to improve quality. In addition, there has been a debate about 
‘budgetisation’ of EU aid. At present, about three quarters of external aid is financed from the 
budget and one quarter from the European Development Fund. Budgetisation would bring all 
monies within the full purview of the political process with the parliament: this might help 
improve the allocation to the poorest countries, but might not. Another big change would be 
that unlike the EDF, the EU Budget works on an annual principle with unused budgets lapsing 
at the end of each year. From an ACP point of view, therefore, budgetisation would involve 
another erosion in the traditional security of the EDF aid contract unless some ‘ring-fencing’ 
mechanism can be agreed.  
 
Budgetisation also holds problems for some EU Member States as it would change the 
relative burden on each of them. For example, the UK pays 14.3% of budget expenditures, 
but only 12.7% of EDF. For France on the other hand the calculation would work in the other 
direction. For accession countries, budgetisation could reduce the total cost of participating in 
aid programmes. 
 
Underlying the various debates about aid remains the critical question about the comparative 
advantage and ‘unique selling point’ of the EU, compared to Member States. There are some 
obvious advantages to multilateral aid, especially economies of scale, lower transactions 
costs, more efficient procurement and, sometimes, less political conditionality. 
 
The EU’s internal organisation 
A final set of issues relates to the internal architecture of the EU. The reorganisation of the 
Commission in 1999 was confused. The ideal would have been a clear distinction between a 
commissioner for foreign affairs, one for development, and one for trade. Instead, the 
development portfolio was effectively split between the external affairs commissioner and the 
development commissioner, with the former being primus inter pares among external 
commissioners and retaining responsibility for Asia and Latin America. The creation of 
EuropeAid as the implementing body went only a small way to remedying the inevitable 
problems of coherence and communication which resulted from this compromise. Despite the 
relative success of EuropeAid, the reorganisation has left DG Development weakened, and 
has undermined the overall impact of reform. 
 
Scenarios for the future 
The drivers of change for EU development policy could include: 
• the enthusiasm for coordinating development efforts among EU Member States and the 
degree to which the EC is used as a framework for aid delivery; 
• the degree to which the EU wants to set itself apart from the US; 
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• the degree to which foreign and security policy dominates development policy, or to which a 
balance is achieved, and more broadly the degree to which the EU is willing to seek 
coherence between its internal and external policies; 
• the extent to which there is a continued focus on regionalism and blocks; 
• the level of commitment to poverty reduction as the overarching UN-led goal of development 
policy; or  
• the level of commitment to and investment in the capacity of the EU development 
apparatus. 
 
In Figure 1, the two key drivers are:  
1. coherence, coordination and complementarity (CCC): the extent to which the Convention 
on the future of Europe results in a greater commitment to European policy coherence, 
coordination and complementarity among Member States and Commission; and 
2. the degree of commitment to the Millennium Development Goals, and particularly to the 
over-arching goal of reducing poverty by half by 2015. 
 
For the next years, the rotating EU Presidency will be held by Member States from the 
geographical North and West of the EU (2004 Ireland and The Netherlands; 2005: Luxemburg 
and the UK; 2006: Austria and Finland). These countries can be grouped under the heading 
of ‘likeminded countries’, i.e. the presidency will be held by countries sharing a common basis 
for their approaches to development policy. Will the like-minded countries deliver change?  
 
Main reference: Maxwell, S. and Engel, P. (2003) ‘European Development Cooperation to 
2010’, ODI Working Paper 219. 
 
This and other ODI Briefings are on ODI website: www.odi.org.uk  
Readers are encouraged to quote or reproduce material from ODI Briefings for their own publications, 
but as copyright holder, ODI requests due acknowledgement and a copy of the publication. The views 
expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect any official position of 
ODI. 
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Additional Readings and Websites to be considered  
 
Readings 
 
Mackie, J and C. Rossini. 2004. A changing EU: what are the development implications? 
Challenges facing the EU's new political leadership. (ECDPM In Brief 8). Maastricht: 
ECDPM 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index.htm 
 
Groupo Chorlaví, Improving the Content and Process of European Cooperation Policies, 
Report of the outcomes of the Latin American Electronic Debate organised by ICCO and 
Euforic  (Report is only in Spanish at the moment but shortly to be translated into English) 
www.rimisp.org/europa  
 
Websites 
 
The European Association of Development Research and Training Institutes 
www.eadi.org 
 
Overseas Development Institute 
www.odi.org.uk 
 
European Centre for Development Management 
www.ecdpm.org 
 
Institute for Development Studies 
www.ids.ac.uk 
 
European Solidarity Towards Equal Participation of People – EUROSTEP 
www.eurostep.org  
 
Danish Institute for International Studies 
http://www.diis.dk/ 
 
Europe's Forum on International Cooperation  
www.euforic.org 
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Workshop 1 
Foreign Policy, Security and 
Development 
 
International development and 
foreign policy  
 
Sven Grimm, ODI, London 
 
 
January 2004 
 
ODI wishes to acknowledge the financial support from the UK Department for International Development 
towards this series. However, the opinions expressed are those of the authors. 
 
The picture in brief 
The relationship between development policy and foreign policy is at the heart of current 
debates about the future of Europe. Will development policy become subservient to foreign 
policy concerns, for example security and stability in Europe’s immediate neighbourhood? Or 
will agreement be reached on common principles which lead to greater coherence among 
development, diplomatic and military initiatives – and which allow development policy to be 
firmly focused on poverty reduction in the poorest countries? These questions will be 
answered over the next two years: in the continuing negotiation about the Constitution; in 
decisions made about common foreign, security and defence policies; in decisions about the 
structure of the new Commission in 2004; and in the allocation of resources. 
 
Issues and options 
The interaction between foreign and security policy and international development is 
especially interesting. In the more Europe, pro-poor position, a highly constructive relationship 
can be envisaged, in which political, military and economic instruments are brought to bear on 
issues connected to peace, security and progress in some of the poorest regions of the world. 
The proposed ‘double-hatted’ foreign minister would work closely and in partnership with his 
or her development and trade counterparts, and all three would be sufficiently well-resourced 
at European level.  
 
A less comfortable outcome would be if external relations as a whole became more European 
but less (or no more) pro-poor than at present. In this case, the institutions would be 
strengthened, and the resources increased, but in the service of a relatively narrow definition 
of strategic interests. Financial allocations would reflect the strategic priority. 
 
In practice, if 
• the political response to new challenges such as terrorism does not distinguish between 
security and development concerns, the development agenda risks being ‘captured’ by 
foreign policy goals; 
• no explicit distinction is made between humanitarian protection and foreign policy, then 
development of the Petersberg role under the new EU Security Strategy could weaken the 
independence of humanitarian space; 



 

 13

• resources for development policy are not ring-fenced in the European budget, then diversion 
to nearer and more strategic countries – instead of those most in need – could increase; 
• a double-hatted solution for the EU external relations is adopted and the new person 
becomes a Vice-President of the Commission, this is likely to lead to the subordination of 
development policy to foreign and security policy; 
• each Member State sends at least one Commissioner to Brussels, the attribution of regional 
portfolios in external relations is likely. This might water down the EU’s concern with global 
development and multilateralism. 
 
A little bit of history 
European development cooperation has been central to the European ‘project’ since its 
inception. When the Treaty of Rome was signed in 1957, it provided for the association of 
colonies and overseas territories of the founding EEC Member States. European foreign 
policy, on the other hand, has been a late-comer and began informally, outside the EC 
framework. 
 
Development policy – Out of Africa 
The first European Development Fund (EDF) for the colonies and overseas territories was set 
up in 1957 and became part of all successive agreements. When most became independent 
in the 1960s, they remained associated to the then Economic Community via the Yaoundé 
Agreement – largely a reciprocal prolongation of the bilateral colonial ties to the francophone 
African states. With the accession of the UK in 1973, former British (and former Portuguese) 
colonies in Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific joined in an agreement with the EC, signed 
in Lomé. Successive Lomé Conventions covered three dimensions: (i) aid via the EDF, (ii) 
non-reciprocal trade preferences to the ACP countries, and (iii) a political dimension.  
 
The Maastricht Treaty in 1993 provided a legal basis for development cooperation with the 
ACP and other countries. Development policy at European level was declared as being 
‘complementary’ to national development policies. Its objectives were defined as sustainable 
economic and social development, the integration of developing countries into the world 
economy, and the ‘campaign’ against poverty (Box 1).  
 
In subsequent years, the development cooperation of the EU grew substantially, financed 
partly through the EDF and partly through Heading 4 (External Actions) of the EU budget. By 
2002, total expenditure in external actions was € 6.9bn, of which € 5.1bn from the budget. 
 
A new development policy was approved in 2000. This identified poverty eradication as an 
overarching objective and defined the specific advantages of the EU as being in its potential 
to ensure coherence and synergies between aid, trade and economic cooperation and 
political dialogue. Future Community action should focus on six main areas, where the EC 
claimed a comparative advantage over Member States: (i) the link between trade and 
development; (ii) regional integration and cooperation; (iii) support for macro-economic 
policies and promotion of equitable access to social services; (iv) transport; (v) food security 
and sustainable rural development; and (vi) institutional capacity-building. 
 
Foreign Policy – Common, not Communitarian 
In the early days, European Political Cooperation (EPC) was beyond the influence of the 
Commission or the Parliament. The diplomatic esprit de corps led to some success, for 
example at the Helsinki process – the EC managed to appear as one community in the 
negotiations with Eastern Europe and could commonly trade incentives in the economic and 
trade ‘basket’ (i.e. round) of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE 
1975).  
 
National sovereignty remained inviolable. However, and from 1973, the Commission was 
asked to take part in meetings, as e.g. trade relations ‘overlapped’ into foreign policy. 
Eventually, in 1981, the EC Commission became a regular participant in EPC meetings, but 
without right of initiative. The Single European Act (SEA) was the first to deal with EC and 
EPC matters in a single document. It contained a chapter dedicated to ‘treaty provisions on 
European cooperation in the sphere of foreign policy’, which mainly served to legitimise the 
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informal arrangements already practised. It was also in the SEA, however, that the first 
allusion was made to a necessary ‘consistency’ (today referred to as ‘coherence’). 
 
An improvement in (contractual) commitment was made in the Treaty of Maastricht in 1993. 
‘The establishment of a common foreign and security policy’ (CFSP) was declared. The 
procedure of EPC was largely integrated into the EU Treaty and its secretariat merged with 
the Council. A ‘minor revolution’, however, was the right of initiative that was given to the 
Commission. The major reform in foreign policy under the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997 was 
the creation of a ‘CFSP High Representative’, a post filled by Javier Solana. The treaty also 
made provision for a Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), which is still in its 
infancy. The first joint EU military operations were conducted in Macedonia (Operation 
Concordia, started in March 2003) and in the province of Ituri in DR Congo (Operation 
Artemis, June to September 2003). 
 
Humanitarian Assistance 
The European Commission’s Humanitarian Office (ECHO) was created in 1992. It took until 
1996 before it was defined as a legal entity, by an EC regulation on humanitarian assistance. 
Two principles have guided its work: separation from foreign policy and impartiality. They 
have helped to ensure the autonomy of ECHO vis-á-vis the Commission’s External Affairs 
Directorate, as well as the office of the High Representative of CFSP. During the Santer 
Commission (1995–1999), ECHO was represented by its own Commissioner. Since 1999, it 
has become part of the EU’s external relations structure, known as RELEX. 
 
The constitutional debate 
The reform of foreign policy has been one of the central issues on the agenda of the 
Convention on the Future of Europe, established at the Laeken summit in December 2001. 
The idea of separate ‘pillars’ of EU action disappears in the draft constitution, but the 
differences in decision-making between the two policy fields remain. Thus, with or without the 
Constitution, decisions in the field of development policy are decided by qualified majority 
vote; in the field of CFSP, unanimity is the rule. 
 
The draft Constitution, elaborated by the Convention, contains a statement on the Union’s 
values (Art 3, para 4), referring to a wide range of issues such as peace and sustainable 
development, free and fair trade and the eradication of poverty. The current treaty of the EU – 
in its version under the Nice treaty – indicates the Union’s values (Box 2), but falls short of the 
Constitutional text in some aspects. For instance, the draft Constitution for the first time 
proposes an article on humanitarian aid (Art III- 223). Humanitarian assistance shall be 
provided according to ‘the principles of impartiality and non-discrimination’. The proposed 
article, however, also states that ‘the Union’s operations in the field of humanitarian aid shall 
be conducted within the framework of the principles and objectives of the external action of 
the Union’.  
 
The draft Constitution also provides for a European Foreign Minister, to be appointed by the 
Council, but to be also a Member of the Commission. This proposal is known as ‘double-
hatting’. Even if the Constitution might not be adopted in the end, complementarity, co-
ordination and coherence of European external relations (the three ‘Cs’) are recurring 
features. 
 
Issues 
Foreign policy versus international development 
Since the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, the EU has become increasingly concerned with its 
strategic interests in the ‘Wider Europe’, particularly in Eastern Europe, the Balkans, and the 
Mediterranean. This CFSP focus is shared by some Member States and by the European 
Parliament.  
 
In June 2003, Javier Solana published a strategy paper, the main elements of which were 
adopted by the European Council in December. The paper explores the need for coherence 
in EU external action and provides for joint military-civilian command structures. It also refers 
explicitly to development and trade policy as instruments to support Europe’s role in the world 
(Box 3). 
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With regard to defence policy, new challenges to security in the post-Cold War have 
emerged: international terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and organised 
crime (particularly rampant in ‘failed states’). How to address these challenges?  
 
The scope and independence of humanitarian action 
Following the draft Constitution, the new EU Foreign Minister will be given overall 
responsibility for the activities of ECHO. Critics fear that this may compromise ECHO’s 
independent position by instrumentalising humanitarian action for narrow foreign policy 
interests, e.g. in the fight against terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. The already 
adopted EU Security Strategy provides for the same critical points. In addition, Iraq and 
Afghanistan provided examples of the risk of militarising humanitarian assistance. The so-
called ‘Petersberg tasks’ – which make military units of the member states available for 
humanitarian and peace-keeping operations – could make military entities the delivery 
mechanisms for humanitarian assistance. 
 
Internal institutional questions 
The choice as High Representative of a former NATO Secretary General, Javier Solana, 
provided the very informal position of a ‘Monsieur PESC’ with an experienced personality, 
who – despite his unclear position – was meant to meet on equal footing with foreign and 
defence secretaries of the Member States. In practice, actions in the field of foreign relations 
often ‘spilled over’ into the field of competencies of the European Commission, e.g. funding 
for joint actions from the EC budget or relating to trade instruments. A neat separation of the 
two policy fields has therefore been difficult, hence the proposal for ‘double-hatting’. Under 
the Nice treaty, the post of High Representative of CFSP is attached to the Council Secretary-
General. Double-hatting of a Commissioner is thus not possible under the current provisions. 
 
A number of questions arise, however, not least of the underlying structure providing policy-
input for the proposed Foreign Minister. It would consist of Commission, Council and Member 
State staff, possibly confusing the ‘command chain’. And to whom would the Foreign Minister 
be accountable? The Council? Parliament? The Commission President? All of them? 
 
Resources 
The European Union devotes about one tenth of all its spending to External Relations in the 
broad meaning of the term: of roughly € 100bn in 2002, around € 10bn were for external 
activity. Taking out accession assistance, humanitarian aid and CFSP funds, the greatest 
share of this (€ 6bn) goes to developing countries. The budget line of the Common Foreign 
and Security Policy, by comparison, is only € 32.9m – thus about 0.5 per cent of the spending 
for development assistance. A number of actions are provided for by ad-hoc contributions of 
the Member States outside the budget, e.g. costs for the military actions in Macedonia and 
DR Congo. Nevertheless, the budget of EU’s foreign policy remains tiny (see diagram). 
 
A large proportion of development assistance is allocated to middle income countries: the 
Balkans, the Mediterranean, former Soviet Union republics and the Middle East account for 
roughly € 2bn. The share of the ‘Wider Europe’ in the EU’s overall development funds is thus 
about one third, whereas Asia – with a high proportion of the world’s poor – received about € 
575m of development assistance in 2002. Asia receives only one third of the per capita 
funding of Latin America. The Commission proposed a reform in the allocation of money to 
these two regions, but failed to obtain the necessary majority in the European Parliament in 
November 2003 following intense lobbying, reflecting national foreign policy preferences. 
 
 
 
This and other ODI Briefings are on ODI website: www.odi.org.uk  
Readers are encouraged to quote or reproduce material from ODI Briefings for their own publications, 
but as copyright holder, ODI requests due acknowledgement and a copy of the publication. The views 
expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect any official position of 
ODI. 
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Additional Readings be considered for WS 1 
 
Alexander, L. Higazi, A. Mackie, J. Niño-Perez, J. and A.Sherriff. 2003.  Regional 
approaches to conflict prevention in Africa European support to African processes. 
(ECDPM In Brief 4). Maastricht: ECDPM 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/B02D733C57389B02C1256E1B005B
69CE?Opendocument 
 
Simon A, ECDPM Discussion Paper 46: "The New Organization of the Council of the 
European Union: Setback or Opportunity for EU Development Cooperation? "   April 
2003 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index.htm  
 
Steven Radelet, Bush and Foreign Aid, Foreign Affairs Vol. 82, Number 5, 
September/October 2003 
 
Koos Richelle, Europe’s common foreign and security policy and Europe’s development 
cooperation policy, CDS Development Research Briefings, 2004, No 2 
 
European Commission, A secure Europe in a better World, European Security Strategy, 
Brussels, 12/12/2003 
Could be downloaded from conference website: 
www.euforic.org/sid-europe 
 
Jos J.A.M. Van Gennip: Economic development through the lens of security, 149 EC 03 
E, NATO PA Economics and Security Committee Report, Annual Session November 2003,  
http://www.nato-pa.int/default.asp?TAB=354 
 
Jos J.A.M. van Gennip : Development through the lens of security, speech NATO 
Parliamentary Assembly Annual Session November 2003 
An electronic copy of the speech can be obtained from SID Netherlands
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Questions and Issues to be discussed in WS 1 
 

1. What is the role of development vis--a-vis foreign and security policy objectives? How 
is development policy related to the other EU external action policies and EU's global 
profile? 

 
2. Will the new institutional changes (new constitution) mean that the development 

becomes subservient to the faster changing whims of foreign policy or the EU's 
security concerns? 

 
3. Which specific measures need to be taken to promote the development objective 

poverty eradication and partnership approach as a central consideration of EU's 
external action?  

 
5. In its Conclusions (5519/04) on its annual orientation debate on the effectiveness of 

EC aid on 26 January 2004, Council (GAERC) concluded that "... if coherence is to 
be achieved, aid deployment must form part of a mutually reinforcing mix of policies 
supporting the external objectives of the Union" - how this idea of a 'policy mix' meant 
to work in practice and what does it do anything to help ensure that development 
policies are given due weight alongside other external policies? 

6. The EDF has contributed Euro 250 million to an Africa Peace Facility to be run by the 
AU and regional organisations in Africa in conjunction with the EU.  What sort of 
'returns' can we expect in development terms from this 'investment' of development 
cooperation funds in peace and security?  In other words what criteria related to the 
eradication of poverty can be used to justify this allocation of funds?  

 
7. In how far is the interconnection with the overarching issue of security and combating 

terrorism helpful for strengthening the position of development cooperation  or just the 
opposite and harmful because it deforms a primarily southern agenda into a northern 
one (our own security)? 

 
8. In how far is the focus of the foreign policy on crisis areas (i.e. the Middle East) 

nocuous for the struggle against global poverty and the attainment of the MDG’s (i.e. 
the recent proposal of the ministers of Finance of the EU to divert funds for the poor 
in Latin America to Iraq!) 

 
9. In former Yugoslavia the lack of funding for broader peace keeping operations 

became apparent (border controls; crime fighting, securing public order): in how far 
are these pre-conditions for reconstruction and development to be financed out of 
developments funds (ODA)? In Africa there is a need for financing peace keeping 
operations by African soldiers. Is that ‘’odable’’? 
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Workshop 2 

Trade and Development 
 
EU trade partnerships with 
developing countries 
 
Ian Gillson and Sven Grimm, ODI, London 
 
 
April 2004 
 
ODI wishes to acknowledge the financial support from the UK Department for International Development 
towards this series. However, the opinions expressed are those of the authors. 
 
The picture in brief 
The EU’s trade relations with developing countries have changed considerably in the last 
decade; the preference system has become increasingly complex. Since 2000, the relation 
between trade and development has been one of six declared priority areas for EC 
development cooperation. The strengthening of multilateral rules in the context of the WTO 
has important implications for the conduct of EU trade policy. Revisions and reviews of trade 
initiatives such as the Generalised System of Preferences (GSP), including the ‘Everything 
but Arms’ (EBA) amendment, and trade-related aspects of the Cotonou Partnership 
Agreement will determine the agenda, but WTO regulations now set the environment for 
bilateral trade agreements and, as such, shape negotiations. The Doha Development Round 
will influence the future balance of multilateral, regional, and bilateral approaches in EU trade 
partnerships. The lack of coherence between the different approaches in trade policy and 
between trade and other policies of the EU remains an overall feature. 
 
Issues and options 
• How to reconcile the special status of the ACP Group with the EU’s obligations to the WTO? 
After almost three decades of offering the ACP non-reciprocal preferential access, the EU 
plans to replace the existing trade regime by Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs). 
These would not be fully reciprocal: the ACP argue that poor and small developing countries 
need asymmetric treatment, which the WTO allows only on a non-discriminatory basis for all 
developing countries (GSP, for example). 
• How to reconcile special treatment for the Least Developed countries (LDCs) with EPAs 
based on regions of ACP countries? Under the EBA initiative, LDCs have been granted duty-
free and quota-free access to the EU for all products. The regions, however, all include both 
LDCs and others, so either the EPAs must provide for differentiation among members or they 
will offer worse treatment to the LDCs than they have under EBA. 
• How to reconcile the EU’s programme of extension of its regional arrangements to an 
increasing number of developing countries (to the ACP and others) with its support for 
multilateralism? Multilateral negotiations are needed to deal with the difficult issues on the 
WTO agenda, such as agricultural reform. Regionalism could undermine the multilateral 
process both through creating countries with an interest in protecting regional or preferential 
access and through the strain it places on negotiating resources (especially in LDCs). 
• How to reconcile differentiated trading arrangements with development goals? Each 
additional offer of special treatment to some developing countries, whether through regions or 
preferences, creates losers in other developing countries.  
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• How to make the EU’s trade policy coherent with its development goals? Member States 
and small groups within them have protected domestic production and prevented reforms, for 
example of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which would offer opportunities to 
developing countries. 
 
EU trade relations with developing countries 
 
The Commission’s role 
External trade in goods is a competence of the European Community (EC). The European 
Commission has the legal authority to negotiate trade agreements with third countries on 
behalf of the Member states (Articles 133 and 300 EC Treaty). The progressive extension of 
the international trade agenda has repeatedly forced the EU to redefine the institutional 
balance between the Commission and Member States. The task has been to weigh the need 
to ‘speak with a single voice’ in multilateral trade negotiations against the accountability of the 
Commission to the Council. Article 133 refers to tariffs, antidumping, and subsidies as areas 
of exclusive EC competence. Additionally, a ruling of the European Court of Justice in 1994 in 
the aftermath of the Uruguay Round gave Member States ‘shared competence’ with the EC 
for ‘new trade issues’, such as services and intellectual property rights. Member States’ 
participation during the process of trade negotiations is ensured through an extensive 
consultation process with the Commission in the form of the so-called ‘Article 133 Committee’. 
 
Trade flows 
In 2001, developing countries supplied 10% of total1 EU- 25 imports and took 9% of total 
exports. By contrast, developing countries relied more heavily on the EU as both a consumer 
and supplier. In the same year, the EU-25 accounted for one-sixth of total developing country 
exports and imports, although this was sharply down from 1990 (see figure 1). Considerable 
shifts in EU market share among developing countries have taken place within the developing 
world. ACP exports to the EU-25 have stagnated at around $27 billion (about 40% of their 
total exports) for almost thirty years, so their share in total EU-25 imports has been declining. 
In contrast, imports from Asia have been growing. In 2001, China was the third-largest 
exporter to the EU-25 with a share of 3% in total imports after the United States (8%) and 
Japan (3%).  
 
EU trade preferences 
In the past, EU trade policy was described as a ‘pyramid of preferences’ with those countries 
at the top receiving the most preferential market access, while only a minority of 
(industrialised) countries benefit from most-favoured nation (MFN) treatment. This simplified 
notion has become increasingly obscured as European trade policy has evolved into a 
complex web of agreements (see figure 2).  
 
Trade agreements 
The EU has signed a number of reciprocal agreements which confer greater-than-MFN 
market access. The European Economic Area (EEA) is an outstanding example since 
liberalisation has been fully reciprocal and goes beyond the stage of ‘shallow integration’ (i.e. 
removal of border measures) into areas of ‘deep integration’ (i.e. mutual recognition or 
harmonisation of economic and regulatory policies). The Euro-Mediterranean Association 
Agreements as well as the free trade agreements with South Africa and Mexico provide for 
asymmetric reciprocity; but integration remains relatively ‘shallow’ in these cases. 
 
The first bilateral trade agreements signed by the EU were Cooperation Agreements with a 
number of Southern Mediterranean countries (Algeria, Egypt, Lebanon, Syria) in the mid-
1970s. Together with Association Agreements, concluded during the 1990s, with Israel, 
Morocco, and Tunisia, these led to the Euro-Mediterranean Free Trade Agreement signed in 
2002. In addition, free trade agreements (FTAs) have been signed with Mexico, South Africa, 
and Chile. There are ongoing negotiations with MERCOSUR in South America (scheduled to 
be concluded by October 2004) and ASEAN in South East Asia as well as longstanding talks 
with the Gulf Cooperation Council. These agreements provide access on a (often 
nonsymmetrical) reciprocal basis. 
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The Generalised System of Preferences (GSP) 
The EU established its GSP in July 1971, under which developing countries receive unilateral, 
non-reciprocal tariff preferences. Gradually, the EU has expanded the range of beneficiaries, 
introduced increasing elements of graduation for the higher income developing countries, and 
offered greater benefits for the least-developed beneficiaries in the scheme. 
 
The present version of the GSP began in 1995 and will expire at the end of 2004. The current 
GSP has abandoned the use of quotas and tariff ceilings which used to restrict imports on 
preferential terms of sensitive products. Instead, the combinations to be excluded are chosen 
(ostensibly) objectively, by a complex formula designed by the Commission to assess a 
beneficiary’s level of industrial development and sectoral specialisation. In addition to this, 
any beneficiary taking over 25% of the share of GSP imports for a given product loses 
preferences for that product. As a result, certain products from large countries (e.g. Brazil, 
China, India, and Indonesia) have been excluded. 
 
The Least Developed Countries 
With its Everything But Arms regulation in 2001, the European Union extended duty and 
quota free access to all products originating in LDCs, except arms and ammunition. This now 
includes (where the ordinary GSP does not) all agricultural products, including ‘sensitive’ 
products. Only three most sensitive agricultural products were not liberalised immediately for 
LDCs: bananas, rice and sugar. For bananas, EBA provides for staged liberalisation between 
1 January 2002 and 1 January 2006 by reducing the full (out-of-quota) tariff by 20% every 
year. For rice and sugar, full liberalisation will be phased in from 1 September 2006 – 1 
September 2009 and 1 July 2006 – 1 July 2009, respectively. 
 
The ACP Group 
Traditionally, the group of ACP countries, now 77 (excluding South Africa), were positioned 
above GSP beneficiaries in the EU pyramid of preferences. Imports from the ACP received 
more generous tariff preferences on a broader range of products and were subject to less 
restrictive rules of origin. The successive Lomé agreements (1975–2000) provided duty-free 
access for all industrial products (that met rules of origin) as well as for most tropical and 
mineral products. In addition, some agricultural products received tariff preferences (restricted 
by quota) and some ACP countries benefited from Special Trade Protocols (for bananas, 
sugar, beef/veal, and rum) which provided (limited) access to the highly protected European 
market. Lomé rules of origin allowed cumulation among all ACP beneficiary countries, 
whereas GSP only allows cumulation within designated groups of countries. Lomé also 
liberalised its rules of origin over time to allow cumulation to include certain non-ACP 
developing countries, with exceptions for certain products, and increases in permissible 
import-content. 
 
Issues 
 
Changes for the ACP group 
The Cotonou Agreement (2000) replaced the Lomé Convention and marked a shift from non-
reciprocal tariff preferences to establishing reciprocal trade arrangements for all ACP 
countries. During a preparatory period (2000–2008), the Cotonou Agreement maintains Lomé 
IV nonreciprocal preferences while the EU and ACP countries negotiate Economic 
Partnership Agreements (EPAs) that will establish timelines for progressively liberalising trade 
barriers. The new trading arrangements will enter into force by 1 January 2008, after which 
liberalisation will be phased in over a period of at least 12 years; the EU expects these 
agreements to be with regional groupings. 
 
The EU intends that EPAs should comply with WTO rules (Article XXIV) regarding preferential 
trade agreements; i.e. liberalising substantially all trade within a reasonable period of time 
(10–12 years). In addition to trade in manufactures and agricultural products, EPAs could also 
cover trade in services as well as other trade-related areas such as non-tariff and technical 
barriers to trade. The latter could include issues such as investment, competition, protection 
of intellectual property rights, standardisation and certification, and sanitary and phytosanitary 
measures. 
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The EU and ACP countries provide the establishment of EPAs with a number of challenges. 
First, under EBA all LDCs have full duty-free and quota-free access to the EU market, except 
for arms (and, until 2009, for bananas, rice and sugar). This removes the incentive (of access 
to the EU market) for least developed ACP countries to open their markets for EU products, 
within the context of an EPA.  
 
Second, providing differential treatment to ACP states at different levels of development 
within defined regional arrangements remains problematic. Haiti (least developed), for 
example, will be participating alongside Barbados in CARICOM negotiations for an EPA. 
Third, some regions will be divided by EPAs. Egypt, although a member of COMESA, will not 
be involved in negotiations for an EPA since it is not an ACP country and has a separate 
agreement with the EU. 
 
Finally, memberships of existing regional organisations overlap, particularly in Southern and 
Eastern Africa: the South African Development Community (SADC), the Common Market of 
East and Southern Africa (COMESA), and the East African Community (EAC) all share 
members.  
 
Market access 
In 2000, imports entering the EU under MFN rates faced a simple average tariff of 5%; the 
‘normal’ GSP average preferential tariff was 3%; and EU imports under the ACP programme 
and Everything But Arms (EBA) were subject to an average tariff of about 0.1%. Although 
these preferential tariffs appear to be very low, the average rates include some high tariffs in 
individual product lines, particularly on ‘sensitive’ goods. Almost half of all agricultural 
products are excluded from coverage under the GSP; the Common Agricultural Policy with its 
goal of high EU producer incomes inhibits market access for competitive suppliers, including 
those from developing countries. Although the Lomé and Cotonou arrangements reduced the 
number of exclusions, EBA is more significant because it eliminates them by 2009. 
 
In 2000, 34% ($248bn) of extra-EU imports came from beneficiaries of the EU’s GSP and 
ACP regimes. However, preferential treatment was granted to a considerably smaller 
percentage of imports from all beneficiary countries (6%, i.e. $45bn). 
 
The use/value of tariff preferences has been low due to the restrictiveness of rules of origin 
employed in the various schemes, officially to prevent trade deflection from non-beneficiary 
countries. Rules of origin under the various EU preferential regimes differ but are based on 
product-specific process criteria. The process criteria may require that imported inputs 
undergo a change in tariff heading;2  undergo specific working or processing in the beneficiary; 
not exceed a specified maximum percentage of the value of the final product; or, comply with 
a combination of the above. The type of processing required for some products can exceed 
production capacity in developing countries or require producers to add an exceptionally high 
value in order to comply with rules of origin – particularly for certain fish, processed food and 
textile products. In addition, the complexity and diversity of the rules complicate documenting 
compliance with EU rules of origin. 
 
Multilateralism versus Regionalism 
Trade liberalisation at the multilateral level has a more favourable effect for most developing 
countries than partial concessions negotiated in bilateral agreements with individual countries 
or regions. However, the failure of the WTO meeting in Cancún might focus the EU’s attention 
towards bilateral and regional agreements. The EU was already negotiating free trade 
agreements with MERCOSUR and ASEAN and had begun to negotiate EPAs with the ACP 
group. Even though multilateral and bilateral/regional negotiations can be managed 
simultaneously, expansion of the latter can strain limited negotiating resources, especially in 
LDCs. More importantly, a system of discriminatory liberalisation is not necessarily efficiency-
enhancing, even for members (due to trade diversion), and is clearly bad for non-members 
(who are excluded from any benefits associated with trade creation and may suffer as a 
consequence of trade diversion). In addition, regionalism may actively serve to undermine the 
multilateral process, since regional agreements establish margins of preference for members 
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over non-members. As such, for members of a preferential trade agreement, multilateral 
liberalisation can have costs associated with erosion of preferences. 
 
Notes 
1 Intra plus extra-EU trade. 
2A tariff heading is an internationally agreed code number for identifying 
a particular commodity. 
 
This and other ODI Briefings are on ODI website: www.odi.org.uk 
Readers are encouraged to quote or reproduce material from ODI Briefings for their own publications, 
but as copyright holder, ODI requests due acknowledgement and a copy of the publication. The views 
expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect any official position of 
ODI. 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 26

 



 

 27

Additional Readings be considered for WS 2 
 
Page Sheila,  Principal Issues in the Doha Negotiations, ODI, London 
Can be downloaded from the conference website:  www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
 
WTO, Doha Work Programme 31 July 2004, WT/GC/W535 
 
Joseph E. Stiglitz and Andrew Charlton: The Development Round of Trade Negotiations in 
the Aftermath of Cancun, Initiative for Policy Dialog (IPD), The Commonwealth Secretariat, 
London 
http://www.thecommonwealth.org/shared_asp_files/uploadedfiles/{F1997C23-BC54-44D0-
8E66-7D1166FC9937}_StiglitzPaperComsec.pdf 
 
Trade Negotiations Insights publication: From Doha to Cotonou. 
http://www.acp-eu-trade.org/tni.html 
 
Szepesi, S. 2004. Coercion or Engagement? Economics and Institutions in ACP–EU 
Trade Negotiations. (ECDPM Discussion Paper 56).  Maastricht: ECDPM 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/1098B04D025BE761C1256EAD0039
100E?Opendocument 
 
European Commission: Assisting developing countries to benefit from trade, Commission 
Communication to the Council and the EP, COM(2002) 513 
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/com/pdf/2002/com2002_0513en01.pdf 
 
European Commission, Developing countries, international trade and sustainable 
development: the function of the Community's GSP for the period 2006 to 2015, 
Commission Communication to the Council, the EP and the EESC, COM(2004) 461 
Could be downloaded from conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe 
 
European Commission, Making trade work for development: putting theory into practice, 
brochure with case reports of EU trade development projects (August 2003) 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/trade/icentre/publications/Trade_Dev_Interieur_EN_14-04-
03%20final.pdf 
 
European Commission, Making trade work for development: trade-related assistance: an 
update (revised brochure to be officially launched at press conference 21/9/04) 
Could be downloaded from conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe 
 
European Commission, Economic Partnership Agreements: a new approach in the 
relations between the EU and the ACP countries (September 2002)  
Could be downloaded from conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe 
 
House of Commons International Development Committee: Trade and Development at the 
WTO: Issues for Cancún, Seventh Report of Session 2002–03 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200203/cmselect/cmintdev/400/40002.htm 
 
House of Commons International Development Committee: Government Response to the 
Committee's First Report:Trade and Development at the WTO: Learning the lessons of 
Cancun to revive a genuine development round, Second Special Report, Session 2003-04 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmintdev/312/31202.htm 
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Questions and Issues to be discussed in WS 2 
 
 

1. What are the most important potential gains in the negotiations for different groups of 
developing countries (short term, long term, and in terms of process)? 

 
2. What must the EU offer to ensure that these gains are realised? 

 
3. How can the EU help those who will lose from negotiations? 

 
4. How to relate WTO and EPA (and other) negotiations (priorities, overlap, process)? 

 
5. How did the EU respond to the commitments in the Doha Declaration to provide more 

assistance in the trade area in order to improve the effective participation of DCs and 
to help them reap the benefits from trade? 

 
6. How is the situation as regards the coordination of the support related to trade 

(between EC and Member States and at a more general level)? 
 

7. Which measures have been undertaken to improve coherence of certain aspects of 
trade policy with the objectives of development policy? 

 
8. What is the direction to take in order to improve the rules of origin in the EU's 

preferential trade regimes?  
 

9. What is the relation between the EU's priority areas trade and development on the 
one hand and regional integration on the other hand? Sometimes it is stated that 
regional integration in the sense of faster opening up in the region makes it possible 
to gain experience in the regional market and to improve efficiency so that countries 
become more competitive on the world market.  

 
10. One of the important aspects of the EPAs is that they must be designed in a way that 

they cannot be challenged in the WTO (unlike the present EU-ACP trade regime). 
The requirements of GATT Article XXIV permit a certain flexibility in regional trade 
agreements. For example it is possible to exclude some sensitive products. The EU 
has indicated that EPAs will be flexible in order to take into account the level of 
development of the ACP countries. How flexible should EPAs be in order to obtain 
the best overall development results? 

 
11. The trade capacities and potential are quite different across developing countries 

(there is a large difference between the G20 and the G90 developing countries). 
What would be the implications of these differences for the approach towards trade 
related assistance?   

 
12. Does the EU put enough emphasis on informing not only government officials but 

also the business community on the trade policy changes associated with EPAs and 
their implications? 
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Workshop 3 
Aid Effectiveness 
 
Aid disbursement and effectiveness 
 
Sven Grimm, ODI, London 
 
July 2004 
 
 
ODI wishes to acknowledge the financial support from the UK Department for International Development 
towards this series. However, the opinions expressed are those of the authors. 
 

The picture in brief 
The European Community has undertaken considerable – and necessary – reform of its aid 
programmes. The new Commission appointed in 1999 shuffled the portfolios, wrote a new 
overarching policy emphasising poverty reduction, created a single implementing agency 
(EuropeAid), and introduced a policy of ‘deconcentration’ of authority to field offices. 
Additionally, the EU Member States committed themselves at Monterrey to spend at least the 
current average of 0.33% of their GNP (by 2006) on official development assistance (ODA). 
This will lift the average ODA/GNP ratio to 0.39%. 
 
Issues and options 
Six major issues remain on the agenda: the financial commitment to development cooperation 
and the channel chosen for its disbursement (the mix between bilateral and via the EC); the 
overall value-added of aid through Brussels compared to Member States’ programmes; the 
regional balance of aid so as to have a maximum impact on poverty reduction; the priority 
setting in European development cooperation; and the effectiveness of aid interventions, 
including questions about conditionalities and assistance to weak states or in (post-)conflict 
situations. The possible integration of the European Development Fund (EDF) into the EC 
budget might have implications for the size and predictability of aid to poor countries; besides 
its potential impact on aid delivery, it also touches on institutional issues (see EDC Briefing 
The institutional 
architecture). 
 
In a minimum scenario, the EC will act as a 26th European donor and thereby put additional 
strain on partner countries’ administrative capacities. In this scenario, national interests of 
Member States will prevent the EC from defining areas of expertise and result in an over-
freighting of the agenda. Rather than fighting poverty, the EU will concentrate more on 
strategically important states, i.e. predominantly the ‘Wider Europe’; predictability of aid will 
suffer, as assistance depends on the EU’s agenda and internal horse-trading. 
 
In a maximum scenario, the EU as a whole will coordinate its assistance to third countries. 
In this scenario: 
• areas where the EC can add value to Member States’ aid will be identified and supported; 
• the EU – i.e. the Commission and the Member States – will have a coherent approach to 
assistance, each doing what they can do best; 
• aid will be targeted at the poorest countries; 
• predictability of aid will allow long-term planning in partner countries and thereby enhance 
the effectiveness of aid programmes; 
• sustainability will be improved by providing for coordinated participatory approaches and 
accountability to their citizens. 
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EU development aid 
About €8 billion worth of aid a year is provided through Brussels, though only €6 billion count 
as official development assistance (ODA) to developing countries, with the rest going to 
accession states or other countries not eligible for ODA under OECD rules (Box 1). 
 
The figure of €6 billion amounts to about one fifth of all ODA from EU Member States (22% in 
2002), but with considerable variation between countries. Sweden, for example, only 
channels 4% of its aid through Brussels; the figure for Greece, on the other hand, is 45% 
(Table 1). 
The EU as a group accounts for more than half of worldwide ODA (51% in 2002), including 
roughly half of global humanitarian assistance. The ODA share administered by the European 
Commission has grown in size and importance: It now accounts for 11% of the global total.  
 
In the 1960s, the EDF was the main external expenditure administered by the European 
Commission (see EDC Briefing International development and foreign policy). With the growth 
of other cooperation programmes, such as the Asia and Latin America Programme and aid to 
Central and Eastern Europe, the share of money for external actions administered through 
the budget has risen to 68% in 2000. Consequently, the EDF has lost importance as an EC 
instrument. It accounted for only 47% of all EC external expenditure in 1990 and less than 
one third of all EC external expenditure in 2000.  
 
The sectoral focus of EC aid has also changed. In the 1980s, one third of EC aid was given 
as food aid. In 2002, the share decreased to around 7%. Spending on institutional capacity 
building, governance and civil society has seen a steep increase since the 1990s. In 1991 to 
1995, only 0.96% of the EDF spending was dedicated to this sector. That figure is now about 
15%. Transport remains one of the core areas for European cooperation. It accounted for one 
fifth of overall EC development assistance in 2002 (Box 3); the 9th EDF (2000 to 2005) 
commits 31% of the funds for this sector. 
 
EC development policy in crisis and recovery 
A series of critical evaluations in the mid-1990s revealed incoherent leadership, poor policy 
and often dreadful implementation. The main measures taken to reverse this situation have 
been: 
• Within the College of Commissioners, those for external relations and for development 
policy now have more clearly shaped portfolios (see EDC Briefing Institutional architecture). 
• A new policy paper on development policy, published in 2000 and providing for six priority 
areas for EC cooperation (see Box 3). 
• At the country level, EC assistance is now given direction by Country Strategy Papers 
(CSPs). 
• Within the Commission, an inter-service Quality Support Group (iQSG) has been 
established to coordinate the activities of different Directorates-General of the External 
Relations group (‘coherence’ of EC external actions). The iQSG played a major role in the 
elaboration of CSPs. 
• In 2001, EuropeAid was created. This agency identifies, appraises, implements, monitors, 
and evaluates all EU external assistance programmes and projects. 
• Deconcentration of aid decisions to the Commission’s delegations in third countries was 
concluded in 2003. Thematic cooperation programmes will follow, beginning in 2004. 
 
The outcomes of these reform processes have largely been favourable. As one example, 
there has been a positive impact on the backlog of money committed and not spent, the so 
called RAL (reste à liquider). This had been a serious problem. Previously, the overall 
financing period of EDFs used to be open-ended; the fund was open until the last money was 
paid. In the case of the 6th EDF (1985 to 1990), the last payment was made in 2002, 16 years 
after it had been signed. In 2003, the EC introduced a ‘sunset clause n+3’: all contracts 
(excluding audit and evaluation measures) have to be signed at the latest three years after 
the date of adoption of the budgetary commitment. With the 9th EDF, a general sunset clause 
for the entire fund will have to be decided upon before 2007. 
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Issues for the future 
Important decisions will be taken in 2004–5 about the future of European development 
cooperation. These include: the appointment and distribution of functions of a new 
Commission, which will greatly affect the relationship between aid and foreign policy; the 
overall decision on the EU budget, which will affect the amount available for development 
cooperation; the decision (or not) to ‘budgetise’ the European Development Fund, which will 
affect the allocation and accountability of aid; the possibility of a revision to the EU 
development policy of 2000; and a series of reviews of individual programmes, including a 
review of the European Development Fund in 2004. There are six key issues. 
 
Financial commitment to development cooperation 
The financial perspectives for the years 2007 to 2013 will determine the financial framework 
for EC action in all policy areas. With regard to external relations, an increase in spending has 
been proposed. However, the emphasis in discussion has been on security policy rather than 
poverty reduction. The Commission’s overall proposal to increase spending to 1.24% of GNP 
has been criticised by the six net contributors to the EU budget: Austria, Germany, France, 
the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK have all insisted that the EU budget should be capped 
at 1% of GNP. 
 
Aid via the Commission, however, accounts for only one fifth of EU assistance. The remaining 
two-thirds are given via the bilateral programmes of the EU Member States. At their 
Barcelona summit in 2002, preparing for the Monterrey conference, the EU Member States 
committed themselves to increase their development expenditure. So as to raise the average 
of ODA/GDP to 0.39% by 2006, all EU Member States below the EU average pledged to 
raise their ratio to the current average of at least 0.33% by 2006. This still remains below the 
0.7% target endorsed by the UN General Assembly in 1970, and reconfirmed by the EU 
Member States in Barcelona. Only four Member states currently reach this target: Denmark, 
Sweden, the Netherlands and Luxembourg. Ireland has pledged to reach 0.7% ODA/GDP in 
2007, while France has set an intermediary goal of reaching 0.4% ODA/GDP by 2006. Most 
big member states – among them Germany, Italy and the UK – have no timelines for reaching 
the 0.7% target.  
 
The new Member States are understandably far from reaching any of these ratios. In their 
nascent bilateral programmes, they focus on their immediate neighbourhood. Even if financial 
contributions are negligible, the new Member States’ political contributions have to be taken 
into account when considering pending issues on the reform agenda.  
 
The comparative advantage of the EU 
Should aid be disbursed bilaterally, through the EU, or through the UN, the World Bank, and 
the rest of the multilateral system? The 2000 policy paper was clear that the EU had a 
comparative advantage with respect to both Member States and the multilateral system. For 
the former, the values of the EU came into play, along with the EU’s experience of regional 
integration and the range, volume and quality of development cooperation instruments. For 
the multilaterals, a key advantage was the web of political relationships associated with 
development cooperation, along with the size and grant nature of aid. 
 
It will be necessary to explore comparative advantage in more detail, especially if the 2000 
policy statement is revised. Some of the perceived advantages of the EU depend on the size 
of the Member State’s programme. Even with respect to small programmes, however, the 
claimed economies of scale need to be demonstrated. However, some policy areas with an 
impact on developing countries, such as trade and agriculture, are largely ‘communitised’, i.e. 
are the remit of the European institutions and require an involvement of the EC. With respect 
to the multilaterals, the EU sometimes claims to have a distinctive voice; this could be 
developed. There is also a significant advantage in the area of political relationships with 
other regions. A key question follows, however: can relationships be preserved if the regional 
grouping begins to fray? (see EDC Briefing Political partnership with the South). 
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The regional balance of aid 
The regional balance of EC cooperation is heavily influenced by foreign policy goals. 
Assistance programmes to Central and Eastern Europe have inflated the budget for external 
assistance in the last decade; to a level which is now about one tenth of the EU budget (see 
EDC Briefing International development and foreign policy). Compared to bilateral 
programmes, European external assistance is under-performing with regard to the share 
allocated to least developed countries (LDCs) (see Box 4). In 2001/02, only one LDC, 
Mauritania, was among the top 10 ODA recipients from the EC.  
 
In the late 1980s, aid to ACP countries – mainly former colonies in Africa, the Caribbean and 
the Pacific – via the European Development Fund amounted to more than half of the EC’s 
external assistance programmes (which included e.g. food aid). Since the 1990s, the relative 
volume of EC aid to ACP countries has declined considerably (see Box 5), whereas the 
absolute amount from the EC for ACP countries has remained stable (€12.97bn in 1996–2000 
to €13.5bn for 2000–2005). The absolute figure, however, does not take inflation into account, 
nor does it consider welfare gains in donor countries (as does the ODA/GDP ratio) and it does 
not break down aid per capita for recipient countries. EC aid to the Mediterranean is at US$ 
98 per capita, whereas Asia – with enormous numbers of poor people – receives only US$ 
0.5 per capita. 
 
Priority setting in European development cooperation 
In a political system like the EU, which favours consensus decisions, focusing actions is a 
challenge, particularly so in distributive policies. Since 2001, the European Commission has 
drawn up Country Strategy Papers (CSPs) for all partner countries as an exercise to foster 
coherence in the relationship with these countries. The General Affairs and External Relations 
Council (GAERC) in March 2003 recommended ‘considering’ the integration of additional 
areas into CSPs; the challenge remains to focus the country strategies.  
 
European donors do not set up their Country Strategy Papers in parallel. Commission CSPs 
thus have different scheduling and direction to strategy papers of EU Member States – as do 
the Member States’ papers among each others; both coherence within the EU and integration 
of partner countries (governments and the non-state actors) are difficult to achieve in this 
setting. 
 
Effectiveness of interventions 
The EC claims to add particular value in the area of budget support, as it is able to raise a 
considerable amount of money; budgetary support usually involves larger sums than project 
aid. It potentially entails lower transaction costs for an understaffed EU development 
administration and for recipient governments, and thus promises to improve the effectiveness 
of aid disbursements channelled through the EC. In theory, direct budget support meets 
demands for more ownership of development cooperation; potentially, programming is 
undertaken by southern governments and the success of the measures is assessed after the 
programme has been implemented.  
 
In this context, the conditionality of EU aid becomes an issue (see EDC Briefing Political 
Partnership). If aid is targeted to good performers, i.e. to states with a good record in poverty 
reduction and pro-poor growth, the under-performers risk suffering further setbacks due to 
reduced aid flows. 
 
‘Poor performers’ and ‘failed states’ 
States that lack good governance are likely to have little capacity to transform aid into a 
positive impetus for development. New ways of supporting ‘failed’ states will have to be found; 
linkages with other interventions and the issue of sequencing are on the agenda. 
 
Relief actions have recently come under the spotlight as part of an overarching political 
response to crisis (see EDC Briefing International development and foreign policy). The 
European Commission’s humanitarian aid is channelled through ECHO, a quasi-autonomous 
part of the Directorate for Development, created in 1992. It has a distinct mandate, aimed at 
relief for civilians in acute crisis situations (i.e. natural and man-made disaster) and based on 
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the principles of non-partisanship in conflict situations and political neutrality. Its association 
with political interventions and the delivery of humanitarian assistance by military forces (the 
‘Petersberg tasks’) might compromise the perception of neutrality – and thus ultimately the 
legitimacy – of humanitarian assistance. 
 
This and other ODI Briefings are on ODI website: www.odi.org.uk 
Readers are encouraged to quote or reproduce material from ODI Briefings for their own publications, 
but as copyright holder, ODI requests due acknowledgement and a copy of the publication. The views 
expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect any official position of 
ODI. 
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Additional Readings to be considered for WS 3 
 
COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL AND THE EUROPEAN 
PARLIAMENT: Translating the Monterrey Consensus into practice: the contribution by 
the European Union, COM(2004)150 final, Brussels, 05.03.2004 
(relevant for WS 5 as well) 
Can be downloaded from the conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
 
COMMISSION STAFF WORKING PAPER; ANNEX: EU follow – up to the Barcelona 
Commitments and operationalisation of the Monterrey consensus, SEC(2004)246, 
Brussels, 5.3.2004 
(relevant for WS 5 as well) 
Can be downloaded from the conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
 
COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION: Translating the Monterrey Consensus into 
practice: the contribution by the European Union - Council Conclusions, 8973/04, 
Brussels, 29 April 2004  
(relevant for WS5 as well) 
Can be downloaded from the conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe 
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Questions and Issues to be discussed in WS 3 
 

1. In mobilising resources for development, the volume of aid is not the sole issue; it is 
also a question of efficiency and effectiveness. To what extent does national 
ownership also play a role? 

 
2. Over the past years the flexibility and the quality of the development aid seems not to 

have been fostered but hampered  by an increasing number of control measures, 
reporting requirements, accounting exigencies and especially very fixed and rigid 
settings of aims and goals. But the reality on the ground demands much more 
‘’programmatic approaches’’ and flexibility. That is at odds with all these 
requirements. The lead time for approval of projects and programmes, even smaller 
ones, extends to two years. How to cope with this culture of control, which is imposed 
not only by the European Commission itself on its programmes, but also under 
pressure from national parliaments in order to get more transparency, etc. How to get 
at a new equilibrium? 

 
3. In terms of resources, current levels of development assistance should be doubled. 

Has anybody new visionary ideas on the subject? 
 

4. To what extent does bureaucratic resistance to change and ‘red tape’ hamper the 
delivery of aid? 

 
5. Shouldn’t the EU aim at elaborating a common strategic framework and business 

plan based on ownership and partnership for each partner developing country, 
indicating how development assistance will be delivered by the various actors? 

 
6. Shouldn’t the EU aim at devising common training opportunities to increase 

understanding for the potential of aligning, simplifying and harmonising programmes? 
 

7. Shouldn’t the EU aim at one quality analysis and one planning or policy framework for 
each partner country that is acceptable to all external development partners, bilateral 
and multilateral, that would increase coherence and reduce transaction costs? 

 
8. Is the development policy a useful strategic tool? 

 
9. Does it consider the needs of development countries?   

 
10. Does the European development policy contribute to the reduction of global poverty? 

  
11. How is it related to the other EU policy fields? (3Cs) 

 
12. Do the MDGs provide a sensible focus for European development cooperation?  
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Workshop 4 
East-South-West Partnerships 
 
Political Partnership with the South 
 
Sven Grimm with Bettina Woll, ODI, London 
 
May 2004 
 
 
ODI wishes to acknowledge the financial support from the UK Department for International Development 
towards this series. However, the opinions expressed are those of the authors. 
 
 

The picture in brief 
Partnership has become a prominent feature of development cooperation. The European 
Union (EU) has longstanding partnerships with other regions in the world, not only with the 
African, Caribbean and Pacific group (the ACP) but also with other regional groupings, like 
the Mercado del Sur (Mercosur) in Latin America, or the Association of South East Asian 
Nations (ASEAN). However, there is no consistent pattern to political partnerships with the 
South, which are based on different principles according to the context. Some exist mainly as 
vehicles for dialogue; others have more of a contractual character, with clear obligations on 
both sides. The institutional apparatus also varies: in some cases, there is only minimal 
infrastructure; in others, the partnership is underpinned by joint political and parliamentary 
bodies. In all cases, partnerships are constantly evolving. The partnership with the ACP, for 
example, has become distinctly less contractual and more conditional in successive treaties 
and conventions. 
 
Issues and options 
The EU and its partners face difficult choices in coming years, both about who participates in 
terms of appropriate regional groupings, and about what partnership involves in terms of 
reciprocity and accountability. No one pattern is likely to predominate but there will certainly 
be changes in the way current partnerships are structured. 
 
Along our scenario axes of pro-poor policy focus and the level of coherence (see EDC 
Briefing: What scenario for the future), two extreme scenarios for the future of political 
partnerships can be defined: 
 
In the minimum scenario: 
• The EU will continue to define regions according to its own preferences; 
• Ties with the ‘near abroad’ will be strengthened at the expense of other partnerships; 
• Interest in the ACP group will decay; 
• Regional groupings beyond the ‘Wider Europe’ will increasingly be neglected; 
• Partnerships with other regions will be seen as an alternative rather than complementary to 
multilateral international cooperation; and 
• Participation of non-government actors and civil society will largely be symbolic.  
 
In the maximum scenario: 
• The EU will open its regional partnerships to requirements of new settings, which might go 
as far as a dismantling of the ACP from within; 
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• However, positive aspects of the ACP relationship (for example, political institutions) will not 
be lost, but transferred to new regional groupings that presently cut across existing 
boundaries, such as the AU; 
• Other regions will engage in an equally institutionalised dialogue with the EU; 
• Regional dialogues will feed into the UN system and strengthen the voice of developing 
countries in the international system; and 
• Integration of civil society into the political dialogue and mutual accountability will be 
practised. 
 
A brief history of political partnerships 
The notion of ‘partnership’ features prominently in EU relations with developing countries. 
However, the term has many meanings, ranging from informal dialogue at one extreme to 
some kind of contract at the other, with mutual obligations, dispute procedures and sanctions. 
Different EU partnerships take different forms (Box 1) and have different objectives (Box 2). 
 
Africa, the Caribbean and Pacific states 
During the early days of its existence, the EEC affirmed its commitment to its former colonies 
and to overseas countries and territories through the successive Yaoundé agreements, 
focusing mainly on francophone Africa. With the accession of the United Kingdom in 1973, 
the partnership was redefined into the Lomé I agreement with the Africa, Caribbean and 
Pacific Group (ACP) in 1975. Successive Lomé agreements were concluded for five years in 
1980 and 1985 and for ten years in 1990, with a midterm review in 1995. The latest 
agreement with the ACP is the Cotonou Convention, signed in 2000 for a twenty-year period. 
 
The various Agreements have always talked in terms of partnership in three dimensions: 
political, trade and aid. Institutions have been established to support the partnership (Box 3). 
 
Thus, Title II of the Cotonou agreement is dedicated to establishing a ‘comprehensive political 
dialogue […] to exchange information, to foster mutual understanding, and to facilitate the 
establishment of agreed priorities and shared agendas’. The dialogue is conducted by an 
ACPEU Council of Ministers, assisted by a Committee of Ambassadors. The Joint 
Parliamentary Assembly gives recommendations to the Council of Ministers. The new 
Cotonou Agreement of 2000, which replaces the Lomé Convention, strengthens the political 
dimension, e.g. democratisation, human rights, and good governance. 
 
In 1995, the mid-term review of Lomé had already inserted the respect for human rights and 
democracy as essential elements. Good governance was included in Cotonou in 2000. These 
issues are also defined as topics of the ongoing political dialogue. Some ACP countries 
consider this more pronounced political dimension an enforcement of conditionalities and an 
erosion of the former partnership. 
 
Asia and Latin America 
Dialogue with Asia and Latin America gained momentum towards the end of the 1970s, both 
in terms of trade and investment relations and of development cooperation. In 1976, the EC 
Asia and Latin America (ALA) cooperation programme was established. 
 
The creation of the Rio Group in 1986 – the year of the Iberian enlargement – became an 
occasion to launch interregional dialogue on a ministerial level with the whole region. At the 
same time, a multitude of dialogue fora were created between the EU and the Rio Group: 
ministerial meetings and the Latin American & Caribbean summits, as well as specialised 
political dialogues with Central America, the Andean Community and Mercosur. 
 
Political dialogue between the EC and the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
was launched in 1972. Meetings at ministerial level have been taking place since 1978. In 
1994, the Commission adopted a new strategy to strengthen the political ties between Europe 
and Asia.  
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After the creation of the European Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the EU 
became a member of the ASEAN regional forum, which is a forum for security issues in Asia. 
In 1996, the Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM) was created in Bangkok. 
 
The ‘Wider Europe’ 
During the 1980s, new types of aid instruments were established to include the ‘near abroad’. 
These new partnerships with the Union’s neighbours were modelled along somewhat different 
lines to traditional development assistance and were administrated by the External Relations 
Commissioner. 
 
Relationships with Central and Eastern Europe were launched soon after the fall of the ‘Iron 
Curtain’, assisted via the PHARE programme; this process eventually led to Eastern 
enlargement. Former Soviet Republics receive funds through Technical Assistance to the 
Commonwealth of Independent States (TACIS) to enhance their transition to democracy and 
market economy. 
 
In 1995, the Euro-Mediterranean partnership was initiated. The MEDA assistance programme 
to the Mediterranean countries functions in a similar way to TACIS. 
 
Recently, the ‘Wider Europe’ policy has led to a proposal for the neighbouring countries to 
participate in the EU’s internal market, on the basis of particular internal political, economic 
and institutional reforms. One particular partnership within this broader approach is the 
assistance to the Balkans, offering the long-term prospect of EU membership. 
 
Issues 
 
Does the EU have the right partners? 
Although the Cotonou convention was signed as recently as 2000, entered into force only in 
2003, and formally extends to 2020, there are doubts about the future of the ACP relationship. 
These relate partly to the heterogeneity of the group, but also to the existence of other 
arrangements which cut across the boundaries of the ACP. The most important of these is the 
African Union, founded in 2001, and currently the focus of interest of developed countries 
through the New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD). The AU includes countries 
which are not members of the ACP, notably most North African countries. 
 
The Cotonou Agreement of 2000 stated that non-state actors should be informed, provided 
with financial aid and ‘be involved in the implementation of cooperation projects and 
programmes in areas that concern them or where [they] have a comparative advantage’. In 
some partner countries, civil society organisations have set up fora to have an impact on their 
national planning process and to interact with the local representation of the EU Commission. 
However, the quality of civil society involvement varies considerably, and might range from 
information sharing over consultation to joint decisionmaking. 
 
Is partnership touching the right topics? 
Through political dialogue, the EU is attempting to foster economic ties. However, 
partnerships are also seen as instruments for promoting regional integration. Dialogues can 
be seen as a tool for the prevention of conflicts. One example is the EU’s approach to South 
Eastern Europe. A mixture of aid, trade preferences, dialogue, technical advice and 
contractual relations has smoothed conflicts. However, the long-term prospect of full 
accession to the EU – one major element – is not applicable in other regions. Other forms of 
genuine partnership have to be developed. 
 
In the ASEM framework, China, Japan and South Korea loosely coordinate their discussions 
with the EU and with South East Asian states (Brunei, Indonesia, Philippines, Malaysia, 
Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam). The structure is hardly formalised but these rivalling 
states previously had even less political interaction. Little evidence can be given about results 
of political dialogues, as these are usually convened behind closed doors. 
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Fading Cotonou partnership? 
The character of the ACP relationship has evolved but there is now less emphasis than in the 
early days on contractuality and the obligations of the EU towards its partners. Many 
observers feel that the relationship has become less of a partnership and more of a traditional 
donor-recipient arrangement, with strong elements of conditionality. 
 
The possibility of suspending aid is central to this. Under international law, any treaty party 
can suspend treaties if the partner commits a ‘material breach’ of the treaty (Vienna 
Convention of 1969). Since 1995, a ‘human rights clause’ is a standard for all EU treaties with 
third countries. Article 9 of the Cotonou agreement lists human rights, democracy and the rule 
of law as ‘essential elements’ of the agreement; good governance features as a ‘fundamental 
element’. The Agreement defines governance rather broadly but uses rampant corruption in 
the partner country as the indicator for a breach of the element – which might be followed by 
sanctions. 
 
Article 96 of the Cotonou agreement outlines the procedure for the suspension of the 
Convention (Box 4). The procedure has been applied after coup d’états or flawed elections in 
the cases of Haiti, Fiji, Côte d’Ivoire Coast and Zimbabwe. Other (so-called ‘targeted’) 
sanctions can be concluded as CFSP measures, outside partnership agreements, for 
example arms embargos or travel bans, the latter aiming at members of government. The 
application of negative sanctions, however, can lead to disagreements internally within the EU 
about the justification and duration of measures (as in the case of Zimbabwe). Inconsistent 
application of sanctions risks undermining their credibility. And political dialogue risks losing 
its two-way character when the immediate link to aid suspension is made. 
 
Is reciprocal accountability viable? 
The contractuality of Europe’s relations to the ACP formally defines the responsibilities of the 
partners. Both the EU and the ACP are responsible for adopting framework programmes for 
cooperation and ensuring the ‘proper, prompt and efficient execution of projects and 
programmes’ (Art. 57 of the Cotonou Agreement). Joint institutions within the Cotonou 
framework offer the fora for an actual, frequent dialogue; partners are mutually accountable. 
The legal framework is trying to balance asymmetric power relations. However, given that the 
ACP countries are aid recipients and are granted preferences, they could potentially pay the 
highest price for any disagreement. The benevolent rhetoric of the EU might veil European 
interests and complicate the dialogue in situations of conflicting interests. 
 
 
This and other ODI Briefings are on ODI website: www.odi.org.uk 
Readers are encouraged to quote or reproduce material from ODI Briefings for their own publications, 
but as copyright holder, ODI requests due acknowledgement and a copy of the publication. The views 
expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect any official position of 
ODI. 
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Additional Readings to be considered for WS 4 

 
TRIALOG: Development Co-operation in the Context of EU Enlargement. 
Second Edition, September 2002 
http://www.trialog.or.at/docs/trialog-polic.paper_engl.pdf 
 
Léna Krichewsky: The role of Accession Countries in EU Official Development 
Assistance,  Presentation at the EADI Conference 2002, TRIALOG 
http://www.trialog.or.at/docs/eadi_reemerging-donors.pdf 
 
Verhagen, H. (et al.). Building partnerships for sustainable development: lessons 
learned from the Netherlands, Benin, Bhutan and Costa Rica. Amsterdam: KIT, 2003. 
 
European Commission. Participation of non-state actors in EC development policy: 
communication from the Commission (COM(2002) 598 final). Brussels: 2002. 
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/com/cnc/2002/com2002_0598en01.pdf 
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Questions and Issues to be discussed in WS 4 
 

1. Does the EU have right partners? 
 

2. Are partnerships dealing with the right topics?  
 

3. North-South partnerships are usually basically asymmetrical with regards to power 
and influence, wealth and technical capacity. How can this asymmetry be reduced? 

 
4. How can North-South partnerships improve the effectiveness of external support to 

developing countries? 
 

5. In light of the objective of poverty eradication for development cooperation what kind 
of North-South partnerships should be promoted? 

 
6. Will the EDF budgetisation be a positive improvement to ACP-EU cooperation? 

 
7. Is the strengthening of regional groupings in Africa a challenge for ACP?    
 
8. How does the growing strength of the African Union and the EU interest in it affect the 

ACP-EU relationship?  Could the AU possibly contribute to a strengthening of the 
ACP by promoting a better organised African group in the ACP, or is it likely to eclipse 
the ACP Group and make it split into 3 separate regional groups each dealing with 
the EU?  

 
9. How does the EU's interest in the AU with its all-Africa membership affect its MEDA 

policy which includes North African countries?    Should the EU, in response to the 
rise of the AU, not be dealing with Africa as a whole rather than seeking to have one 
set of policies for sub-saharan Africa and one set for North Africa?  
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Workshop 5 
The Institutional Architecture 
for Developoment 
 
The institutional architecture 
 
Sven Grimm, ODI, London 
 
July 2004 
 
ODI wishes to acknowledge the financial support from the UK Department for International Development 
towards this series. However, the opinions expressed are those of the authors. 
 
 

The picture in brief 
The institutional architecture of European development cooperation comprises: political 
leadership provided by the Council; the Commission in Brussels; the network of field offices; 
the supervision and decision-making arrangements for Member States; and the European 
Parliament. All of these have undergone changes, especially since the appointment of the 
Prodi Commission in 1999. Recent developments include the creation of a single 
implementing office for aid, EuropeAid, and the deconcentration of authority to delegations 
located in developing countries. However, there have been a number of concerns expressed, 
in particular regarding: the abolition of a separate Development Council and the integration of 
development cooperation into the General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC), 
attended by Foreign Ministers; the division of responsibilities (and the balance of interests) 
among commissioners for foreign policy, trade and development; and the weakness of the 
European Parliament’s political supervision. 
 
2004/05 is of key importance, seeing as it does the appointment of a new Commission and 
the resolution of the Financial Perspectives for 2007–13. ‘Budgetisation’ of the European 
Development Fund looks likely, incorporating what has hitherto been a separate development 
fund into the main EU budget; this would give the European Parliament a greater voice but 
could reduce the share of aid going to the poorest countries if funds are not ring-fenced. The 
eventual approval of a new constitution and the appointment of a European foreign minister 
will also have an impact on the institutional architecture. 
 
Issues and options 
Following on from the scenarios introduced in the first paper of this series (What scenario for 
the future?), positive and negative outcomes for the future could involve:  
Positive: 
• The GAERC paying full attention to international development; 
• A clear separation of responsibilities among commissioners responsible for (a) foreign 
policy, (b) trade and (c) development and humanitarian aid; 
• Unified leadership of development policy planning, implementation and evaluation, under a 
single Development Commissioner; 
• Further deconcentration to field offices; 
• Focusing of Member State supervision on strategic issues and reporting; 
• Budgetisation of the EDF, partly in order to empower the EP; 
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• An EP focus on strategy, reporting, and better mechanisms for political accountability, 
avoiding micro-management through budget lines. 
Negative: 
• Increased sidelining of development issues by the GAERC; 
• Development cooperation becoming subject to regionally defined responsibilities of junior 
commissioners in an enlarged Commission; 
• Member States forcing their respective special relationships into programming; 
• EC assistance programmes lacking a focus on genuine development concerns, such as 
poverty reduction; 
• The possibility of the EDF continuing to exist outside the budget framework and becoming 
increasingly marginalised. 
 
The current institutional setting 
From a development perspective, the key bodies in the European Union are (a) the Council of 
Ministers, (b) the European Parliament and (c) the Commission. Their respective powers 
have changed over time, however, and will change further during the current reform process, 
not least in connection with the proposed Constitution. There have been and will be significant 
consequences for the development aspects of the Union’s work.  
 
The Council of Ministers 
The Council of Ministers (of Member States) provides political direction: all European laws 
(regulations) on international development need the assent of at least a qualified majority in 
the Council of Ministers. In the past, EU development ministers met on average twice a year. 
In March 2002, however, the informal Development Council was abolished by the Heads of 
State and Government, who argued for improved coherence in external policies.  
 
Each assistance programme (the EDF, MEDA, TACIS etc.) involves representatives of 
Member States in a committee structure; in the same way as do some thematic engagements 
(such as the promotion of democracy and human rights). 
 
Before 1993, cooperation and trade arrangements with other regions did not fall under the 
heading of ‘development cooperation’, as the EC did not have a legal mandate for this policy 
area. Aid was not given as development assistance but rather in connection to trade, or as ad 
hoc food aid. Since the Maastricht treaty, the European Community has had a mandate to 
‘complement’ Member States’ policies in all aspects of international development. 
 
Diplomacy and security policy, however, are organised into an intergovernmental ‘pillar’ 
separate from the supranational Community institutions – the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP). The CFSP is not subject to EP scrutiny. 
 
The proposed position of EU Foreign Minister will only be effective after a successful treaty 
change (i.e. the adoption of the Constitution), which will require referenda in several Member 
States and hence take time. The European Foreign Minister will be linked both to the 
Commission (as its vice president) and to the Member States (via the Council); this will give 
the position additional weight. 
 
The European Parliament 
EP approval is necessary for the overall annual budget – with the often criticised exception of 
agricultural spending and the European Development Fund. Overall budgetary expenditure is 
capped by the multi-annual Financial Perspectives, next due to be set in 2005 for the period 
2007–13. Within this framework, annual budgets are proposed by the Commission and have 
to be approved by the Council and the EP. Development policy is agreed upon under the 
heading ‘external actions’. Parliamentary scrutiny can lead to the altering of sums for specific 
programmes within this framework, say for the promotion of democracy and human rights, or 
by shifting money within the Asia-Latin America programme. However, the EP cannot 
increase the overall amount spent on external actions, as it cannot raise revenue. The EP is 
also responsible for the discharge of the Commission at the end of the financial year (Art. 276 
TEC). It can force the Commission to take measures for the improvement of the budgetary 
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system and report to Parliament on their implementation. It was ultimately the EP’s 
intervention over budget auditing that brought down the Santer Commission in 1999 and that 
triggered the reform of external assistance. 
 
The EP has gained additional influence in policy-making through the co-decision procedure 
introduced in 1993, which enables the EP to prevent European laws from coming into force 
(see Box 1). Development decisions are subject to this procedure; all regional and thematic 
activities are based on specific regulations, which need EP approval. The EP has made 
important thematic input into relations with third countries, although this has not always been 
easy to reconcile into one consistent approach. For instance, the EP has been promoting 
human rights policy in external actions; on the other hand, traditionally it has emphasised the 
partnership character of the relationship with developing countries. The two sets of principles 
could come into conflict (see EDC Briefing Political partnership with the South). Moreover, 
some 
Parliamentarians pursue national foreign policy agendas 
when it comes to the distribution of funds. 
 
The Commission 
The term ‘Commission’ is used to refer both to the College of Commissioners, appointed by 
Member States and led by the President (currently Romano Prodi), and also to the central 
administration of the EU. The Commission has the monopoly on the initiation of legislation, 
except in the CFSP and Justice and Home Affairs. It puts forward the EU budget and partly 
implements legislation, usually under the scrutiny of Member State administrations.  
 
In the organisation of external relations, the EC has oscillated between geographical and 
thematic portfolios (see Box 2). During the Santer Commission (1995–99), portfolios were 
assigned following a geographical rationale. As many as six commissioners were responsible 
for external aspects, with inevitable boundary problems and disputes. The Prodi Commission 
changed this arrangement largely back to the functional logic, with four commissioners 
currently responsible for external relations. The Commissioners for External Relations, 
Development, 
External Trade, and Enlargement form the ‘Relex’ group (for relations extérieures), chaired by 
Chris Patten as primus inter pares (see Box 3). 
 
In 2001, the EU Commission began a major reform of its external assistance. An 
implementation agency (EuropeAid) was created and placed under the ultimate responsibility 
of the Commissioner for External Affairs. The Commissioner for Development supervises 
implementation, as Chief Executive of EuropeAid. EuropeAid aims to identify, prepare, 
implement, monitor and evaluate EC projects and programmes; the Directorate General of 
Development holds the overall planning capacity for international development policy. 
However, the External Affairs Commissioner retains responsibility for EU relations with 
developing countries in Asia and Latin America. Trade aspects of the EU-ACP partnership 
agreement have been integrated into DG Trade. Overall, about two-thirds of DG 
Development’s staff have been posted to other Commission departments. 
 
On the ground, EU relations with non-Member States are the responsibility of its delegations. 
Commission delegations in third countries manage geographical programmes (e.g. for ACP 
countries, the Mediterranean, the Balkans etc.), although thematic policies (i.e. human rights, 
food policy etc.) are still to follow (in 2004). Delegations are legally representatives of the 
Commission, not of the Union as a whole. However, they give logistical support to the High 
Representative of the CFSP and copy all reports to him. Although often regarded as ‘EU 
embassies’ pursuing a kind of ‘diplomacy without a state’, they do not currently have full 
diplomatic functions, nor do they have diplomatic training. 
 
Issues 
 
Is a development Council necessary? 
The General Affairs Council [of Foreign Ministers] has been reshaped as the General Affairs 
and External Relations Council (GAERC) and now holds biannual special sessions dedicated 
to development issues, with the participation of development secretaries and ministers. The 



 

 52

development council did not meet more frequently, but it remains to be seen how the GAERC 
will fit development issues onto its very crowded agenda. Will poverty reduction and 
humanitarian issues be centre stage? What impact will strategic and security questions have 
on the agenda? (See EDC Briefing International development and foreign policy). 
 
How will development feature in an enlarged Commission? 
After enlargement in May 2004, the College will be formed of 25 commissioners, with the 
organisation of their portfolios still at stake. The new Commission could anticipate the future 
institutional arrangement from November 2004, e.g. by organising the portfolio for the 
Commissioner for External Relations in accordance with provisions of the draft Constitution. 
Directorates-General could be merged, to be supervised by several commissioners. Given the 
increasing number of commissioners, the creation of ‘clusters’ or ‘groups’ is highly likely. A 
strategic decision will be whether to integrate development in regional responsibilities or to 
organise development cooperation as an autonomous advocate for international development 
at the level of the College of Commissioners. 
 
Will budgetisation of the EDF improve the poverty focus? 
Integration of the European Development Fund (EDF) into the budget (‘budgetisation’) will 
bring parliamentary scrutiny to the EDF. However, this could have implications for the 
beneficiaries of the EDF, in terms of focus and predictability, as well as for the amount of 
financial resources for the ACP countries. Not all EU Member States have yet taken a stance 
on budgetisation. More detailed information from the Commission is still to come, in particular 
on safeguarding the amount dedicated to development and on provisions dealing with the 
quality of aid. 
 
If agreed upon, the Commission estimates that budgetisation could start in 2007/08, after the 
ninth EDF has come to an end. Negotiations on the Financial Perspectives post-2006 would 
therefore have to consider the implications of the possible EDF budgetisation. Taking the EDF 
into the budget will require changes in the Cotonou Agreement and possibly in protocols in 
the EU Treaty. The Cotonou agreement is in force until 2020; the consent of all partners is 
needed. Some sort of ‘ring-fencing’ of development resources is being discussed, as are 
different options for separating development from other ‘external actions’ in the budget and/or 
the financial perspectives.  
 
How can policy implementation be improved? 
The draft Constitution provides for an integrated ‘European External Action Service’ under the 
auspices of the European Foreign Minister and comprising personnel from the Commission, 
the Council and from national diplomatic services. This is intended to improve both the 
coherence and legitimacy of European external action. It is not clear, however, how this will 
affect the chain of command among different policy areas. To enhance a common vision, the 
European Parliament has proposed a joint European diplomatic training institute for EC 
officials and diplomats from EU Member States. 
 
 
 
This and other ODI Briefings are on ODI website: www.odi.org.uk 
Readers are encouraged to quote or reproduce material from ODI Briefings for their own publications, 
but as copyright holder, ODI requests due acknowledgement and a copy of the publication. The views 
expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect any official position of 
ODI. 
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Additional Readings to be considered for WS 5 
 
Andrew Rogerson, Adrian Hewitt & David Waldenburg: The International Aid System 2005-
2010: Forces For and Against Change, ODI Working Paper 235, London, UK , March 2004 
http://www.odi.org.uk/publications/working_papers/wp235.pdf 
 
 
Mackie J & Rossini C,   A Changing EU:  what are the development implications?   
Challenges facing the EU's new political leadership,  InBrief No 8, April 2004, ECDPM (for 
EADI:  EDC to 2010 project)  
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/7693C5C8ACD2B5FDC125
6E7C002D0755?Opendocument 
 
COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL AND THE EUROPEAN 
PARLIAMENT: Translating the Monterrey Consensus into practice: the contribution by 
the European Union, COM(2004)150 final, Brussels, 05.03.2004 
(relevant for WS 3 as well) 
Can be downloaded from the conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
 
COMMISSION STAFF WORKING PAPER; ANNEX: EU follow – up to the Barcelona 
Commitments and operationalisation of the Monterrey consensus, SEC(2004)246, 
Brussels, 5.3.2004 
(relevant for WS 3 as well) 
Can be downloaded from the conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
 
COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION: Translating the Monterrey Consensus into 
practice: the contribution by the European Union - Council Conclusions, 8973/04, 
Brussels, 29 April 2004  
(relevant for WS 3 as well) 
Can be downloaded from the conference website: www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
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Questions and Issues to be discussed in WS 5 
 
 

1. Could you explain a bit more in which respect the objectives of foreign policy and 
development policy differ so much that you warn against full institutional integration? 

 
2. Of it is true that ‘’Security is the first condition for development’’ (Solana) why is there 

a reason to fear that the new institutional structure will draw financial resources to 
security initiatives such as peace keeping and peace enforcing? Is that not good for 
development? 

 
3. How would you draw the conceptual and institutional dividing line between 

development assistance and politically motivated aid? How would that be reflected in 
the budget and in financial perspectives? 

 
4. You make a plea for reunification of responsibility for all developing countries in one 

Directorate General. But do the differences of situations and problems between for 
example Africa and Latin America not justify separate departments and approaches? 

 
5. Is ‘’Brussels’’ not too much headquarter centred? Should one not transfer more 

powers to the delegations on the spot? 
 

6. NGOs have a key role to play in development. Both the World Bank and the IMF have 
produced poverty reduction strategy papers which made a case for interaction 
between civil society and governments. None the less, governments in the South 
tend to view civil society groupings with suspicion as tools being used to advance 
foreign interests. How can these suspicions be allayed?   
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Workshop 6 
The Politics of European 
Development Cooperation: 
How to Make Reform Happen? 
 
 

How do we get there? The politics 
of EU reform 
 
Simon Maxwell, ODI, London 
 
September 2004 
 
There’s no shortage of ideas about why we need reform of EU development policy and what 
form change might take. However, the key question is not ‘Why?’ or ‘What?’ but ‘How?’. Take 
as read the high principles and values: peace, justice, freedom, equity, sustainability and the 
rest. Take as read, also, the many specific proposals about the structure of the Commission, 
the content of EU policy, or changes to the administration. The really challenging question is 
how to get there. 
 
Thinking about collective action provides a framework within which to understand why 
countries might or might note collaborate in particular reforms, and also a way of thinking 
about actions and processes that might incentivise greater collaboration.  
 
At the heart of this is the idea that successful cooperation happens only when certain 
conditions are met. The conditions have been established by researchers in different 
disciplines, studying situations as varied as villages in India, business associations in New 
York and communities of guppie fish. There is also more than one strand of pure theory, for 
example using game theory. Sometimes, the actors are all equal – villagers, for example, 
cooperating in the management of shared forest or grazing land. More often, and more 
usefully, there are disparities in power: there may be one rich landowner, acting as a local 
superpower, or a shark in with the guppie fish. 
 
Some of the conclusions are unsurprising. Trust turns out to be central, the medium within 
which exchange takes place, the key ingredient of social capital, and the means by which 
transactions costs are kept as low as possible. Among diamond traders in New York, social 
networks are so dense that legal contracts are simply unnecessary. There is an important 
corollary, however: the group has to be small enough that knowledge can be shared. Trust is 
harder to achieve in large groups, and more likely to require formal institutions for dispute 
settlement. 
 
More generally, the likelihood of cooperation increases when the prevailing culture provides 
strong reinforcement: non-cooperators are simply frozen out. Why, for example, do people not 
steal the tea-bags provided in the office kitchen? The answer is that the shame of being 
caught acts as a deterrent. Only the boss has the power to escape punitive social sanction. 
Researchers call this ‘network closure’. 
 
Cooperation is also very much a matter of self-interest. It is more likely when all the actors, 
including the richest and most powerful, gain; and more likely, too, when defection entails 
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significant costs. Villages successfully manage mountain meadows, irrigation systems or 
communal forests: but only when everyone values the resource. 
 
Finally, there are benefits when cooperation is broad and long-lasting as well as deep. It is 
easier to sustain community organisations if they perform more than one function: managing 
the grazing lands, for example, and also providing social insurance and access to credit. 
Again, the transactions costs are minimised. By the same token, the incentives to cooperate 
are greater if cooperation is likely to be long-lasting. One of the insights of game theory is that 
cooperation builds over time, with fewer defections. 
 
It seems as though cooperation requires a combination of an enabling social environment and 
a rational exercise of ruthless self-interest: a mutually reinforcing mix of culture and calculus. 
For fifty years, that mix has lain at the heart of a successful European Union, rooted in a 
determination to avoid war in Europe and secure prosperity for its people.  
 
In development cooperation, however, neither the social environment nor the self-interest 
have been quite so prominent, and, indeed, the incentives have sometimes acted perversely. 
 
First, it has been possible to pursue a development policy without recourse to collective action 
at international level – as most European countries have demonstrated through their bilateral 
aid programmes and the work of their NGOs. 
 
Second, where there has been international collaboration, it has often been through the 
OECD, the Bretton Woods Institutions or the UN. As a relatively late-comer to the 
development scene, the EU has had to make a case for a new kind of international 
collaboration, a harder task than simply making the case for international collaboration of any 
kind. 
 
Third, where cooperation has taken place at EU level, the scope for benefits to the EU 
countries themselves, for example through trade arrangements or the award of aid contracts, 
has been large, and this has sometimes encouraged the pursuit of self-interest at the 
expense of the collective. 
 
At the same time, it is easy to see that there can be benefits from greater cooperation at 
European level: in international Councils, in policy design, in administration – and, most 
importantly, in impact. These derive from economies of scale, more efficient procurement and 
greater political weight internationally. 
 
What, then, can be done? An easy answer to failures of collective action is to use the 
language of selective incentives and jump straight to sanctions. One country won’t play? 
Punish them. That’s a tempting answer, but an incomplete one, the last resort offered as the 
first.   
 
A better approach is to start with the easy things and build cooperation brick by brick, drawing 
on the lessons of collective action theory. This can be done in eight steps. 
 
First, keep the core group small. This might be challenging, given the fuss that is made about 
the representative nature of the EU, and the regular complaints about who really participates 
in the leadership. Most observers argue for greater participation and democratisation, not 
less. It is important, however, that democratisation does not necessarily imply physical 
presence. Does the new Constitution provide adequate voice and decision-making 
arrangements, especially for small countries? Further, in the development field, do the 
partnership institutions (the joint Council of Ministers and the parliamentary assembly) offer 
sufficiently flexible structures to meet this test? 
 
Second, develop trust-building measures from the beginning. This can be done by providing 
opportunities for informal interaction as well as formal negotiation. The walk round the park or 
the trip to the pub is not a trivial aspect of international meetings: it helps to build a shared 
vision as well as fomenting the basic inter-personal chemistry. In addition, large and complex 
agreements can be broken down into smaller, more manageable and sequential steps, which 
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again build trust and thereby momentum: think, for example, of Senator George Mitchell’s 
careful choreography of détente and peace-making in Northern Ireland. Shouldn’t we have 
sent Senator Mitchell to talk to Saddam Hussein, or to help negotiate the Cotonou 
Convention? 
 
Third, use the same core group for as many issues as possible, in order to keep transactions 
costs down and benefit from what economists call economies of scope. Application of this 
principle could explain the increasing use of NATO in ‘out of theatre’ operations, as in 
Afghanistan. Here we have a small group of (sometimes) like-minded nations, used to 
working together and with established ways of doing business. Far better to use this group 
than establish a new one. There might be similar implications for the role of EU security 
forces. 
 
Fourth, encourage network closure, make it awkward or embarrassing not to cooperate. 
Leaders themselves can do this, but civil society plays an important role. There’s nothing like 
a good demo at a European summit, in favour of debt relief perhaps, or fairer trade rules, to 
concentrate minds and shift the political context. Leaders can then claim that ‘you know, I’d 
like to steal the tea bags, but I just can’t, the political consequences would be too severe’. 
 
Fifth, choose the right issues. These are the ones where all the players, including both sharks 
and guppie fish, have something to gain and something to lose. Genuine global public goods 
look like a particularly good bet: rules everyone needs, or new knowledge, or investments that 
benefit all. Examples might be trade rules or new vaccines or internet protocols. Poverty 
reduction also has many global benefits. However, we need to do more work to make ideas 
like this specific to Europe. 
 
Sixth, now start to think about positive incentives. This is the territory of rational choice theory, 
but rational choice with a human face. If the scales don’t quite balance, then add a penny, a 
ha’penny, a farthing, until they do. Sometimes, the balancing can be done within a single 
negotiation and can follow the negotiators’ old maxim, that ‘nothing is agreed until everything 
is agreed’. This approach is much in evidence in trade negotiations. At other times, it may be 
more helpful to seek trade-offs against the whole range of bilateral and multilateral 
relationships: look, for example, at the aid packages offered to countries prepared to back 
action on Iraq. 
 
Seventh, and perhaps as a last resort, the lesson that collective action is often most 
successful when the costs of defection are high. More aid may be a carrot, less aid a less 
palatable but equally effective stick. Expulsion or suspension from international bodies works 
in this way. By the same token, what do the big players, the sharks, really, really value that 
they might be denied? Beware, however: sharks have big teeth and the guppie fish need to 
work together if they are to succeed in this strategy. 
 
Finally, set up the institutions to manage these interactions and relationships. In the natural 
world, biology plays a part, as in the cooperation between algae and fungi in lichen. Instinct is 
also important, and may explain how guppie fish work together to test the mood of the 
predator fish, and collaborate with each other to minimise losses. In our world, it is not 
unreasonable to expect development, trade, climate change or disarmament negotiators to 
have both the genetic programming of a fungus, and the protective instincts of a fish, but we 
can probably help them by having the right spaces with the right rules and the right 
procedures. That is why the WTO is more valuable than its critics allow: the problem is not 
with the instrument so much as with how it is used. Again, we need to look carefully at the 
partnership institutions of the EU. 
 
Applying these eight principles to the current EU reform agenda would certainly enable us to 
do better. They could usefully inform the continuing debate about the relationship on the EU 
to the UN, about the role of the EU in trade negotiations, or about partnership arrangements. 
Take these in turn.  
 
First, the EU has declared its collective commitment to the UN, and urgently needs to identify 
which areas of work can easily be passed upwards. The current deadlock on Security Council 
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reform needs to be broken. More generally, how can the call for better representation be 
balanced against the fear that the US will walk away from a body entirely dominated by often 
hostile developing countries? This issue goes to the heart of the power and potency of the 
UN. The High Level Panel, of which Lord David Hannay, former British Ambassador to the 
UN, is a member, is charged with solving the problem. He has emphasised the importance of 
building consensus on the issue (see ‘trust’ and ‘vision’, above), but has also underlined the 
need to engage constructively with the US. He is wary of confrontation and is sceptical of an 
approach which might attempt to punish the US. He describes this as a ‘Gulliver Strategy’, 
with consequences for the world similar to those suffered by the Liliputians when they tried to 
tie Gulliver down (see above, ‘sharks have big teeth’).  
 
Applying the logic of collective action suggests that there is a general need to build better 
understanding with US leaders and their publics: more people need to follow the lead of Mary 
Robinson, who has deliberately based herself in the US in order to reach US public opinion 
with messages about human rights and ethical globalisation. 
 
More assertive action is needed, however. A modest increase in the size of the Security 
Council seems warranted and would be consistent with keeping the size of the core group 
relatively small – current proposals are for an increase from 15 to between 20 and 24. More 
important will be to ensure that the Council’s remit is expanded to cover economic and 
financial issues. Can the EU lead here? 
 
On trade, the WTO has sometimes given the impression of being paralysed by the need for 
consensus. This, however, is an illustration not of the weakness of collective action, but of its 
strength. In the past, and particularly during the Uruguay Round, developing countries were 
ill-equipped to negotiate on the very wide range of issues on the trade agenda. In the latest 
round of talks, the so-called Development Round, launched at Doha in 2001, they have 
learned how to work together and target key issues, like agricultural subsidies. Especially 
interesting was the emergence of the G-20, a slightly flexible group sometimes called the G-
20 something, but including countries as diverse as Brazil, China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, 
Nigeria and South Africa. The G 20 took a strong position opposing US and EU proposals on 
agriculture, and made it difficult to reach agreement. Cancun, however, was not the end of the 
negotiation. With luck and careful strategy, this example of collective action by developing 
countries may achieve movement on subsidies that has not before been possible. 
 
Equally, of course, it may not. The EU and the US may decide that the gains in other areas 
are not worth the political cost of reducing subsidies. That would be a standard calculation in 
any negotiation, with the parties looking constantly to their BATNA, their Best Alternative to a 
Negotiated Agreement. It would then be up to the G 20 to manipulate the incentives, 
increasing the number of sweeteners or ratcheting up the cost. 
 
What the G 20 needs to avoid is a divide and rule response, which is exactly what happens 
when a quick and relatively straightforward bilateral deal is offered as an alternative to the 
multilateral process. Collective action fails when players defect, whoever they are. The EU 
must be careful not to fall into this trap. 
 
Finally, on partnership, the critical issue is to build reciprocal accountability into the system. 
Current EU arrangements hint at this, but are far from perfect. A collective action approach to 
this problem again requires action to build trust and shared vision. At a general level, the 
Helsinki Process, led by the Foreign Ministers of Finland and Tanzania, is a forum of stake-
holders from different constituencies that might achieve this. More immediately, however, 
there is a responsibility on some of the major players, including the EU, to think more 
strategically about how to change the incentive structure. What would it take for the EU to 
agree to make itself truly accountable? 
 
EU officials probably don’t need lessons in how to manage international negotiations. What 
they may need is the occasional sharp reminder of why their negotiations matter and why 
they need to be bold. As Lord Hannay has remarked, the risk if they are not is that we end up 
with institutional tiddly-winks. A final reminder from collective action theory is the importance 



 

 61

of creating the right climate of opinion, a culture in which lack of progress is unacceptable. 
This is the role of civil society and of the political classes 
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Additional Readings to be considered for WS 6 
 
Corre, G. 2003.  Non-state actors in Guinea, Bridges between a national dialogue 
process and a thematic platform. (ECDPM In Brief 3A). Maastricht: ECDPM 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/1AEDDC46E8C86F90C1256E3E005
AE8E9?Opendocument 
 
Carlsson, C. 2003.  Non-state actors in Chad - Turning natural partners into effective 
allies . (ECDPM In Brief 3B). Maastricht: ECDPM 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/E2C6EC960182ED95C1256E470033
0A45?Opendocument 
ACP Secretariat. 2003.  The Cotonou Agreement – A User’s Guide for Non-State Actors. 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/E64F3BBB37116384C1256DFF002E
B663?Opendocument 
 
ECDPM. 2003. InfoCotonou No. 3:  Do procedures hamper policy ambitions? Maastricht: 
ECDPM. 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/AA92187C1034D813C1256E010058
45FB?Opendocument 
 
ECDPM. 2004. InfoCotonou No. 4:  Who does what in development cooperation? 
Maastricht: ECDPM. 
http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Navigation.nsf/index2?readform&http://ww
w.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/Content.nsf/0/6BA89B632668759EC1256E6E0050
DB46?Opendocument 
 
BOND, Civil Society Participation in EU Aid, London, UK 
http://www.bond.org.uk/pubs/eu/ecaid.pdf   
 
Jos. J. Van Gennip The Soft Spoken Inspiration, Socires, The Netheralns,  2002, with a 
preface of Chris Patten. 
Available from the SID Netherlands 
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Questions and Issues to be discussed in WS 6 
 

1. What are the main constraints to reform of EU development cooperation? 
 

2. How can these constraints be overcome? 
 

3. What is the role of different European actors - in parliaments and civil society? 
 

4. What is the role of developing countries in the EU reform process? 
 

5. Given that Many reforms take place with EC, perhaps too many at the same time, 
would you agree with a statement that: ''it is not a question of how to make a reform 
happen, but rather what kind of policy is behind the reform, what understanding is 
there of the process of development and the role of civil society organisations in 
particular''. 

 
6. How does one prevent the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) slipping off the 

development agenda? 
 

7. Is it better to focus attention on specific MDGs, rather than on all of them en bloc? 
 

8. Shouldn’t the EU ask all donors and NGOs to provide details on actual and projected 
aid flows and assistance so as to increase accountability and transparency in the 
interests of harmonisation? 

 
9. The official international development community and especially the Bretton Woods 

Institutions seem to adhere to a societal model which is based on an Anglo-Saxon 
interpretation of the free market principle. The question is whether this is compatible 
with the experience, that development can only be achieved if it is an authentic 
process and not imposed by foreign donors? Furthermore the European experience 
leads to the conclusion that there are many versions of the free market principle. In 
Europe the social market principle, together with the welfare state, has been the 
preferred model after the second world war, and in some Rhineland countries even 
before. This model leads room for non profit economic actors as housing 
cooperatives, public-private partnership and other formula’s which are mostly 
overlooked by the Bretton Woods Institutions like the World Bank. Is it not high time to 
intensify the discussion in Europe about the viability of such alternatives, especially 
after the dramatic experiences in some post socialist countries with the Anglo Saxon 
Capitalistic Model?  
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Workshop 7 
Migration and Development 
 
The Migration-Development Nexus 
 
Ninna Nyberg Sørensen and Nicholas Van Hear 
Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS), Copenhagen 
 
 
This briefing focuses on positive dimensions and possibilities in the migration-
development nexus. It highlights links between migration, development and 
conflict from the premise that to align policies on migration and development, 
migrant and refugee diasporas must be acknowledged as a development 
resource.  
 
Migration and development are linked in many ways - through the livelihood and survival 
strategies of individuals, households and communities; through large and often well-targeted 
remittances; through investments and advocacy by migrants, refugees, diasporas and their 
transnational communities; and through international mobility associated with global 
integration, inequality and insecurity. 
 
Hitherto, migration and development have constituted separate policy fields. These fields are 
marked by differing policy approaches that hinder national coordination and international 
cooperation. To migration authorities, the control of flows to Denmark, the European Union 
and other OECD countries remain a high priority issue, as does the integration of migrants 
into the labour market and wider society together with the cooperation with migrant producing 
developing countries. Development authorities may fear that the overriding goals of 
development policies are jeopardized if migration is taken into consideration: Can long term 
goals of global poverty reduction be achieved if short term migration policy interests are to be 
met? Can partnership with developing countries be real if preventing further migration in the 
principal European migration policy goal? 
 
While there may be good reasons to keep some policies separate, conflicting policies are 
costly and counter-productive. More importantly, there is unused potential in mutually 
supportive policies, i.e. in a constructive use of activities and interventions that are common to 
both fields and may have positive effects on poverty reduction, development, prevention of 
violent conflicts, and international mobility.  
 
The Briefing Paper focuses on positive dimensions and possibilities in the migration-
development nexus and highlights the links between migration, development and conflict from 
the premise that to align policies on migration and development, migrant and refugee 
diasporas must be acknowledged as a development resource. At the same time policies 
should create conditions that allow poor people to remain in their countries of origin, rather 
than aiming merely to prevent outflows.  
 
Poverty, conflict and migration 
 
The popular conception that the poor are migrating from the South to the North is unfounded. 
Most migration is among developing countries, rather than from the developing to the 
developed world: this is the case for migration that is both primarily economic and induced by 
conflict. The poorest of the poor do not have the connections and resources needed to 
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engage in inter-continental migration. Even half of the world’s population who live on less than 
US$2 a day, are unlikely to provide the bulk of migrants and international asylum seekers. If 
migrants originate from poor households, it is most often the most resourceful member of the 
household who is encouraged to migrate to the North.  
 
Causes of migration 
Poverty underlies much current migration but is not the direct cause of it. Given that mobility 
requires a minimum of resources and network connections, international migrants usually do 
not come from poor, isolated places that are disconnected from global relations, but rather 
from countries or regions within countries that are undergoing rapid change as a 
consequence of their incorporation into global trade, information and production networks. 
Rather than containing migration pressure, development can stimulate migration in the short 
term by raising people’s expectations and by enhancing the resources that are needed to 
move. In this way, migration does not only stem from a lack of economic development but 
also from development itself. Poor communities and poor countries in conflict may be the 
source of outflows of refugees, but these forced migrants often also need resources to 
migrate.  
 
Developmental impact of migration 
Migration may have both positive and negative effects on development in areas of origin. 
Depending on the income earning opportunities available to migrants in countries of 
destination, migrants’ contributions to development in the sending countries can be 
significant. At the family level, migration may improve household earnings, giving people 
better food, health, housing and educational standards. Positive effects may spread to the 
wider community and society, preventing the decline of rural communities or collapse of 
national economies. At the community level, home-town associations may serve as platforms 
resulting in significant development, such as improvements in local health, education, 
sanitation, and infrastructure conditions, benefiting migrant- and non-migrant households 
alike. On the other hand, migration may have a negative effect on a sending community if the 
labour force is depleted by the departure of the most productive members abroad. The 
infusion of money from migrants may have an inflationary influence on the local economy, 
especially on land and real estate prices.  
 
Forced displacement also has development implications. Refugee flight involves the loss of 
labour, skilled workers and capital for the country of origin. But while refugee flight deprives 
their homelands of labour and skills, it also opens the possibility of remittances from refugees 
who manage to find employment allowing surpluses to be sent home. Refugees hosted in 
developing countries will have less in the way of earning and therefore less remittance power 
than those in more prosperous asylum countries. 
 
Mass arrivals of refugees – usually in countries neighbouring those from which refugees have 
fled – may have short term damaging effects, particularly in terms of strains on the resources 
hosts must provide. However, in the longer term the impacts of such mass arrivals may be 
more beneficial, particularly in terms of the economic, human and social capital newcomers 
bring with them.  
 
Migrants as a development resource 
 
Recognition of a number of factors has prompted reassessment of the developmental role of 
migrants. First, the remittances by migrants and refugees are likely to be double the size of 
aid and may be at least as well targeted at the poor in both conflict-ridden and stable 
developing countries. Second, migrant diasporas are engaged in a variety of transnational 
practices (such as relief, investments, cultural exchange, political advocacy) with direct effects 
on international development cooperation. Third, an increasing number of migrant-sending 
states recognize that migrant diasporas can advance national development from abroad and 
endow their migrants with special rights, protections and recognitions. These and other trends 
point to the potential of migrant diasporas as a development resource and to seeking links 
between aid and migrants’ transnational practices. However, realising that potential is not 
straightforward.  
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Remittances and Return 
Migrants influence the development of their home countries by the resources and assets they 
send or bring back with them. These resources are not evenly distributed, however, and there 
is a tension between the remittances migrants and refugees send and the return or 
repatriation of migrants and refugees. Remittances are an important resource for many 
households in developing countries, and because they move directly from person to person, 
they may have a more direct impact than other resource flows. But the benefits of remittances 
are selective. Though not exclusively, they tend to go to the better-off households within the 
better-off communities in the better-off countries of the developing world, since these 
households, communities and countries tend to be the source of migrants.  
 
In societies in conflict or emerging from conflict remittances from abroad help families to 
survive during conflict and to sustain communities in crisis – both in countries of origin and in 
neighbouring countries of first asylum. After conflict, remittances are potentially a powerful 
resource for rehabilitation and reconstruction. But again there is selectivity: these transfers 
reach relatively few households. At the same time, remittances and other transfers, as well as 
international lobbying by diasporas, may help perpetuate the conflicts or crises that beset 
such families and communities, by providing support for armed conflict. 
 
Return of migrants and refugees can also be a substantial force for development and 
reconstruction of the home country, not least in terms of the financial, human and social 
capital migrants and refugees may bring home with them. However there is the dilemma that 
return of migrants will reduce the flow of remittances to the home country. Similarly, if the 
resolution of conflict or crisis is accompanied by large scale repatriation, the source of 
remittances will obviously diminish, raising potential perhaps for instability and further conflict. 
There may even be an argument against repatriation on these grounds. 
 
Migrant women as a development resource 
 
Women play an important role in international migration both as family members and as 
autonomous economic migrants. A growing proportion of migrant women have high standards 
of education and skills, and take part in transnational economic practices and 
entrepreneurship. Women also make up a growing share of refugees and asylum seekers, 
especially in less developed areas devastated by warfare. In general, remittances are an 
important aspect of women’s roles within social networks, as is female participation in migrant 
associations, both as organizers and fundraisers.  
 
Nevertheless, migration and development policies often ignore migrants’ gendered identities 
and practices. When women are targeted as a special group, their transnational engagement 
in both sending and receiving societies are often overlooked. It is important that policies are 
designed according to the opportunities and constraints specific to different groups, as well as 
according to specific groups’ transnational spheres of action. Migrants not only contribute 
remittances while abroad. They also contribute new skills and life views whether they return 
or not. Their abilities to do so depend on whether they have equitable access to services and 
training. International agencies should therefore approach migrants’ gender specific concerns 
and make sure to follow up effectively on gender awareness campaigns and programs when 
women return. Unless properly assisted, women may lose newly gained gender rights to men, 
who seem to regain their traditional gender privileges upon return. 

 
New policy fields 
 
Underlying international thinking on aid and migration has been the question of the 
effectiveness of aid in reducing migration and refugee flows, by enhancing local development; 
preventing and resolving local conflicts; and retaining refugees in neighbouring areas. 
Viewing migrant and refugee diasporas as a development resource opens up for improved 
policies in three important fields. 
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1. Support for neighbouring countries that receive migrants and refugees  
While much attention has been paid to refugee outflows and to refugee repatriation, countries 
that have hosted refugees, particularly for protracted periods, are often neglected. Conditions 
for refugees in such countries have tended to be poor, encouraging instability and movement 
further afield. Neglect has continued after refugees have repatriated: little attention is paid to 
the countries and communities that have hosted refugees after they return home. Yet these 
countries and communities are often poor, unstable, or vulnerable to instability from the spill-
over effects of conflict in their neighbours’ territory. With some justification, and pointing to the 
neglect of the principle of responsibility-sharing, developing countries hosting refugees have 
responded by becoming less willing to accommodate new inflows. Directing aid to such 
countries would recognise the contribution such refugee-hosting countries make, and 
encourage them to maintain a liberal policy towards receiving refugees. More broadly, 
directing aid to these countries makes sense from the point of view of assisting refugees: 

•  helping them to contribute to the host society 
•  targeting poverty generally in host societies 
•  preventing or containing potential conflict in those countries.  

 
Aid should be allocated on the basis of need in such neighbouring countries, not with the 
purpose of containing international flows of migrants and refugees. Taking account of 
potential tensions between refugees and hosts, a new approach to support for neighbouring 
countries should be designed to benefit both refugees and the communities that they are 
hosted by. Support for neighbouring countries should complement, not substitute, overall 
poverty reducing efforts. 
 
2. Building on the development potential of migrants 
Through the livelihood strategies migrants pursue, the money and other resources they send 
home, and the lobbying in which they engage, migrants and their organisations have 
substantial influence in developing countries that are relatively stable as well as those that are 
in conflict or emerging from it. Over the last decade, remittances were some 20 percent 
higher than aid to developing countries; moreover, remittances are a more constant and a 
more direct source of income than other flows into developing countries.  
 
Many governments of migrant-sending countries have recognised the potential of their 
citizens abroad in recent years, and international development agencies are beginning to do 
likewise. Migrants’ incentives to participate in home country development or reconstruction 
depend on the extent to which they are or feel incorporated in their home nation-states as well 
as in the countries that host them. In partnership with developing countries and diasporas, 
development agencies could work towards: 

•  securing the rights of migrants 
•  cutting the cost of money transfers 
•  encouraging migrants to invest in community development initiatives in their home 

countries.   
Beyond seeing migrants as a source of resources for development and reconstruction, steps 
could be taken to give diasporas a more active voice. These could include involving diasporas 
in international fora aimed at transparency and coordination of resource flows from donors 
and from diasporas for development and reconstruction. In addition, diasporas could be 
allowed greater influence in peace-building and reconciliation efforts. Since nongovernmental 
organisations have become increasingly involved both in advocacy and in the delivery of aid, 
and often have direct lines of communication with diaspora groups, they are well placed to act 
as interlocutors promoting diaspora participation. Integration into the host community and 
return to the country of origin are not mutually exclusive: a balance needs to be struck 
between helping migrants who wish to return to do so, and accommodating those who can 
contribute more to their home societies by remaining abroad.  
 
3. Encouraging mutually supportive aid policy and migration policy regimes 
The current tendency for aid to go to the ‘good performers’ among developing countries is 
counter-productive, if the aim is to prevent conflicts from turning violent and producing 
refugees. Broad-based, long-term development aid is needed, if the international community 
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wishes to engage in dialogue and partnership aimed at poverty reduction, conflict prevention 
and democratisation in poor and/or unstable developing countries. 
 
Likewise, the tendency to allocate only humanitarian assistance to the trouble spots is short-
sighted. Humanitarian assistance cannot generate the trust and long-term partnerships 
needed to address the roots of conflict, fundamentalism and poverty which produce instability 
and displacement. To address the long-term vulnerabilities that underlie regional insecurities 
and threats of terrorism, the international community needs to move beyond attempts at 
‘linking relief and development’ towards coexistence of humanitarian and development 
agencies in actual and potential trouble spots. 
 
Aid policies could take greater account of the impact of migrants’ remittances, so as to foster 
complementary roles for the two kinds of flow to developing countries. Remittances are great 
potential resources for development and reconstruction, but the distribution and benefits of 
remittances are skewed, related not least to the particular localities migrants originate from. 
Donors should therefore allocate more aid to the poorest countries and communities that do 
not benefit from remittances.  
 
The international migration and asylum regime could be made more supportive of these ends. 
This would involve:  

•  maintaining flexible asylum and resettlement policies that relieve pressure on poor 
first asylum countries hosting refugees 

•  allocating temporary work permits to workers from poor countries both to meet labour 
shortages in developed countries and to enhance remittances to their homelands 

•  ensuring sensitive recruitment of highly skilled workers to avoid depleting developing 
countries of human capital 

•  introducing dual or flexible citizenship to allow migrants to return to home countries 
without prejudicing their right to stay in host countries.  

These steps should be taken in consultation with migrant-sending states rather than 
unilaterally.  
 
Steps could also be taken to ‘multilateralise’ the discussion on migration, to develop an 
international migration regime that is comparable to the multilateral arrangements on trade 
and investment. The field of international migration might then have a better defined 
constituency with the possibility of developing greater consensus than is currently the case. 
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Additional Readings to be considered for WS 7 
 
Ninna Nyberg Sørensen, Nicholas Van Hear & Poul Engberg-Pedersen: The Migration-
Development Nexus, CDR Working Paper 02.6, 2002 
http://www.cdr.dk/working_papers/wp-02-6.pdf 
 
Sørensen, Ninna Nyberg, 2004. The development dimension of migrant transfers. DIIS 
working paper  
Can be downloaded from the conference website www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
 
  
Sørensen, Ninna Nyberg, 2004. Migration, development and conflict: Opportunities and 
pitfalls in the migration development nexus. DIIS brief paper  
Can be downloaded from the conference website www.euforic.org/sid-europe  
 
European Commission, Integrating migration issues in the European Union’s external 
relations with third countries, Commission Communication to the Council and the 
European Parliament COM(2002) 703, Brussels, 03/12/2002  
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/news/com02_703_en.pdf 
 
Ben Hayes & Tony Bunyan, Statewatch1: Migration, development and the EU Security 
Agenda, BOND, UK  
http://www.bond.org.uk/pubs/eu/eumigr.pdf 
 
House of Commons International Development Committee: Migration and Development: 
How to make migration work for poverty reduction, Sixth Report, Session 2003-04 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmintdev/79/7902.htm 
  
Ellerman, D., 2003. Policy Research on Migration and Development, World Bank Policy 
Research Working Paper 3117, August. 
  
Martin, P., 2004. Migration and Development: Toward Sustainable Solutions. ILO, 
Geneva, DP/153/2004. 
  
Ratha, D., 2003. Workers Remittances: an important and stable source of external 
development finance, in Global Development Finance 2003, World Bank.  
  
Skeldon, R, 1997. Migration and development: A global perspective. Addison 
Wesley/Longmand, Harlow. 
  
Special Issue on the Migration-Development Nexus, International Migration, Quarterly 
Review, 40(5), 2/2002 
  
Adam Higazi, ECDPM, the paper is forthcoming 
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Questions and Issues to be discussed in WS 7 
 
 
As migration has steadily climbed up the list of public and policy concerns, is has become 
recognized that migration can be affected by interventions in the kindred areas of 
development policy and humanitarian assistance, as well as by the wider policies and 
practices in the foreign and domestic spheres. Underlying much international thinking on 
development and migration has been the effectiveness of reducing migration and refugee 
flows by generating local development, preventing and resolving local conflicts, and retaining 
refugees in neighboring or first countries of asylum, an approach commonly referred to as 
‘combating the root causes of migration’. 
 

The idea that development should be fostered to stop or reduce migration can be found in 
various documents of the European Commission throughout the 1990s. During the late 
1990s, however, this approach demonstrated its structural limits. Academic analysis 
presented evidence that economic and social development does indeed affect mobility, but 
not in the instrumental way suggested by the ‘root cause’ approach. On the contrary, a 
simultaneous increase in economic productivity may increase mobility, at least in the short 
term. The ‘root cause’ approach therefore gained competition from what became known at the 
‘migration hump’ approach, the paradox that the same economic policies that can reduce 
migration in the long term can increase it in the short term.  
 

During the Danish EU presidency, The Danish Centre for Development Research introduced 
a third ‘transnational’ approach to the policy arena. This approach sees internal, regional and 
international mobility as an intrinsic dimension of development and understands mobility as 
an essential condition for economic and social development. 
  

1. Workshop participants are asked to discuss: 
1. To what extent can migration be viewed as a development resource? What are 

the gains of linking migration and development? What are the pitfalls?  
2. Policy discussions on migrants as a development resource have primarily 

focuses on remittances. It remains an important question whether migrant 
transfers will contribute to greater socio-economic differentiation. Are there ways 
to link up those who started out better endowed in terms of resources and 
networks, who may return better educated, with better networks and resources, 
with the poor who remain excluded from such networks?  

3. Migrant remittances may be double-edged: at times they may better the 
livelihoods of family members or even be productively invested in development 
and/or post-conflict reconstruction, while in other cases such funds are 
channelled into prolongation of local inequalities or even the financing of violent 
conflicts. How can the positive impact of remittances be enhanced and the 
possible negative consequences limited?  

4. Sending remittances can be a large drain on the resources of those who have 
employment in the West, and even more so for those who do not. Such demands 
may work social mobility in the host country and also make accumulating capital 
for return or broader investments back home very difficult. We must therefore ask 
if remittances come at a cost to those settling abroad. What trade offs are 
migrants making to save sufficient resources to remit? Are they unable to make 
investments in education and skills upgrading in order to send all this money 
home? Are remittance expectations another form of dept bondage that takes over 
as soon as other migration costs are paid off? How do we avoid placing additional 
stress on already vulnerable groups?  

5. Return and repatriation are generally seen as the natural ‘end product’ of the 
migration cycle and a prerequisite for migrants’ and refugees’ continued 
engagement with local development. However, people who are living at the edge 
of the global economy may be unable to establish sustainable livelihoods without 
incorporating highly mobile strategies for gaining access to work, education and 
markets. Which migration-development policies could better ‘mobile livelihood’ 
strategies?  
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6. Finally it should be discussed which approaches to linking migration and 
development have been adopted by European member states and the EU this 
far? What are the possible good practices in this field?  

 
2. Buttiglione's ideas to set up migrant reception camps in EU neighbouring countries. 

Will be a big debate in 2005 and is likely to arrive in some kind of form. Assessment, 
dangers, conditions? 

  
3. Effective promotion of temporary migration / 'transnational communities'. It is probably 

THE theme for those who try to explore synergies between migration and 
development policies. What does this mean in practice? What are the obstacles 
(political and otherwise) and opportunities? 
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Society for International Development (SID)  
SID is an international non-governmental association of individuals and organizations founded 
in 1957 to promote social justice and foster democratic participation. Through locally driven 
international programmes and activities, SID strengthens collective empowerment and 
facilitates dialogue and knowledge sharing worldwide. The SID-Netherlands Chapter, which is 
coordinating SID’s European programme, has become in recent years an important platform 
for the debate on (the renewal of ) international cooperation for policymakers and politicians, 
academics and students, the NGO community, the private sector and the media. 

 
Society for International Development 
Netherlands Chapter 
Eisenhowerlaan 120 –II 
NL-2517 KM The Hague 
The Netherlands 
T: +31 (0)70 338 32 81/5 
F: +31 (0)70 338 32 80 
E-mail: g.stankovic.sid@socires.nl 
 m.langen@socires.nl  
Web:  www.sidint.org SID International 

www.euforic.org/sid-europe SID Netherlands Chapter, European Programme 
 

 
 
European Association of Development Research and 
Training Institutes (EADI) 
EADI - European Association of Development Research and Training Institutes - is an 
independent and non-profit making international non-governmental organisation. It is an 
active network of 140 organisations and 120 individual members from over 30 countries. The 
12 working groups address key issues in Development Research, Training and Information. 
EADI's purpose is to promote development research and training activities in economic, 
social, cultural, technological, institutional and environmental areas. The network is managed 
from a small central Secretariat in Bonn, Germany, although its Executive Committee is 
drawn from throughout Europe.  
www.eadi.org  
 
 
 
Europe's Forum on International Cooperation (Euforic) 
Platform for debate and information on Europe's international cooperation. Euforic is the focal 
point on the Internet and beyond for communities involved in Europe's international 
cooperation. More and more organisations use Euforic as the platform for debating topical 
issues and highlighting their latest information. It is a powerful answer to the need for more 
transparency on Europe's international cooperation, as Euforic improves the access to 
scattered information on the Internet, and brings people together. 
www.euforic.org 
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