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Many changes have taken place in European devel-
opment 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 coopera-
tion is already on the horizon, driven by a combina-
tion of external and internal factors, and relating to 
both vision and practice. A complex timetable of de-
cisions 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 are-
na and the far-reaching consequences of globalisa-
tion call for a new foundation for international and 
development cooperation, including a meaningful 
and identifi able global involvement and engage-
ment of the European Union.

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 fi nd a new and broader mean-
ing of the concept of development. The new policy 
needs to emphasize the distinct profi le 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 Interna-
tional Development (SID) developed a SID Europe 
programme. This programme consists of several ma-
jor conferences, the establishment of SID chapters 
in the accession countries and several other working 
meetings and publications. While the fi rst conference 
in Vienna in November 2003 aimed to refl ect on the 
future of European development cooperation follow-
ing the enlargement of the EU, the objective of The 
Hague conference was to explore opportunities for 
policy renewal and to lay the foundations for a new 
commitment from politicians and from civil society 
towards the development agenda.

The conference on European Development 
Cooperation: towards policy renewal and a new 
commitment

The aim of this conference was to explore opportu-
nities for policy renewal and lay the foundations for 
a new commitment from politicians and from civil 
society. The focus of the conference was on the na-
ture of the European response towards closely in-
terlinked themes: Foreign Policy, Security and De-
velopment; Trade and Development; Aid Effective-
ness; East-South-West Partnerships; The Institutional 
 Architecture for Development; The Politics and Prac-
tice of European Development Policy and Migration 
and Development.

The Hague conference was organised by the SID 
Europe programme and at the same time it is part 
of a joint multi-annual European Development Pro-
gramme called ‘European Development Cooperation 
to 2010 – ECD2010’ – with the European Associa-
tion of Development Training and Research Institutes 
(EADI) and Europe’s Forum on International Coopera-
tion (Euforic). EDC 2010 builds on the accomplish-
ments of the individual organisations in the past like 
the 10th General Conference of EADI in Ljubljana 
in September 2002 and the SID Accession Countries 
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Development Conference in Vienna November 2003. 
With its rich experience in facilitating the ongoing 
European Development debate, Euforic provides the 
communication and information platform.

The conference provided an opportunity for key 
civil society actors to stimulate debate through in-
novative input that may move beyond existing de-
velopment theory and practice in order to seek and 
enhance the global role and inherent responsibility 
of the EU. The conference served as a fi rst step to-
wards building a community of people promoting de-
velopment issues in their respective fi elds and con-
stituencies. With SID, EADI and Euforic as organisers 
of this event, a bridge was made between the worlds 
of academia, parliaments and civil society. Last but 
not least, the programme provided ample opportu-

nity for building and strengthening formal and in-
formal networks. The conference in The Hague will 
have a follow-up at EADI’s 11th General Conference 
in Bonn from 21–24 September 2005 (see http://
www.eadi.org/gc2005) and in 2007 a follow-up event 
is planned to evaluate the SID European programme 
and the achievements reached at this stage.

This report aims to summarise the key issues dis-
cussed and to refl ect the richness of the debate and 
the variety of voices and opinions raised. It presents 
an overview of the conference discussions and the 
central themes that emerged during the two days, 
resulting in an Agenda for Action. The papers pre-
sented at the conference are summarised here as 
well as being available on the SID Europe website at 
www.euforic.org/sid-europe. 

Summary

‘Europe has to become a social superpower’

Conference in The Hague: the fi rst step towards a European 

Agenda for Action 

by Frans Bieckmann

Europe is at a crossroads. Will Europe adopt a com-
mon foreign policy in the years to come that explic-
itly prioritises the interests of developing countries? 
Will it be successful in setting up an effective Euro-
pean programme to combat poverty? That depends 
on a number of crucial decisions which will have 

to be taken in the near future. During the confer-
ence Europe and the South: A New Era, held on 27 
and 28 September 2004 in The Hague, 250 leading 
experts – scientists, politicians, policy-makers and 
representatives of social organisations from Europe 
and the South – examined a series of central themes 
concerning European development cooperation and 
foreign policy. They drew up an ‘Agenda for Action’ 
which will act as a guideline for future decision-mak-
ing and lay the foundations for a European network 
of researchers, policy-makers, social organisations 
and parliamentarians. 

The conference called for concrete action in six 
areas:

• Europe should accept its international responsi-
bilities and act coherently in the interests of de-
veloping countries

• Particular attention should be paid to the conse-
quences for developing countries of decisions in 
structural areas of policy such as trade, security 
and migration

Summary | Conference in The Hague: the fi rst step towards a European Agenda for Action 
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• In the area of development aid, the member states 
should impose far fewer regulations on the Eu-
ropean Commission, as these regulations signif-
icantly reduce the effectiveness of the Commis-
sion’s aid

• Much more work needs be done to create true part-
nerships, as the current relationships between the 
EU and developing countries are based on extreme 
inequality

• Social organisations should structure themselves 
and lobby far more at a European level, and also 
increase the pressure on national governments

• Parliamentarians in member states and the Euro-
pean Parliament need to be supplied with more 
concrete information and solid research results. 

Europe in the world

Europe is a major player in the world arena, and 
should accept its responsibilities here to a much 
greater extent. Not just by developing a common 
foreign and security policy but also, and most im-
portantly, by more actively supporting the interests 
of developing countries internationally. This means 
that European foreign policy, as for that of the mem-
ber states, must become much more coherent. The 
opinion of the conference delegates was that the Mil-
lennium Development Goals could act as guidelines 
for coherent European policy-making. The EU should 
adopt a unanimous position in various international 
forums: the World Bank, the IMF, the WTO and UN in-
stitutions. It would be even better, in the opinion of 
many conference delegates, if this coherence were to 
be anchored in the European Constitution.

More attention should also be paid to the third 
‘C’, which (in addition to Coherence and Coordina-
tion) was established in the Treaty of Maastricht: 
Complementarity. Is the European Commission just a 
26th donor, or does it add value? The conference del-
egates advocated giving the European Commission 
more room for manoeuvre. At present, its powers are 
too restricted by bureaucratic procedures and regula-
tions that have been imposed by the member states 
and the European and national parliaments.

Other areas of policy: 
trade, security and migration

A second key conclusion of the conference was that 
other areas of policy which are important for devel-
oping countries should be prioritised, with particular 
emphasis on trade, security and migration. 

In the area of trade, many delegates advocated 
the rapid withdrawal of European farming subsidies. 
That would represent a vital impetus to achieving the 
advances that are so essential at the Doha round of 
the WTO negotiations. The conference also discussed 
the European Partnership Agreements (EPAs). Some 
delegates forcefully opposed EPAs, while others were 
more positive (as long as certain conditions were 
met). Everybody supported the call for a high level 
of fl exibility in the EPA negotiations. Room should 
be created for asymmetrical trade relations, mean-
ing that developing countries should be allowed to 
protect their markets against foreign competition on 
a temporary basis. 

The conference delegates were unable to reach 
unanimous conclusions about security, with the 
 possible exception that security aspects should be 
explicitly included in analysis and policy. It was 
agreed that the heightened attention for security and 
anti-terrorist measures should not be detrimental to 
combating poverty, and that steps should be taken 
to guard against ‘contamination’ of the development 
budget by using it to fi nance other activities. Many 
delegates were positive about the European Commis-
sion’s African Peace Facility, which provides funding 
for the African Union’s peace mission to Darfur in 
Sudan. The Peace Facility is innovative, not least be-
cause it is the expression of an important aspect of 
present-day confl icts: such confl icts are increasingly 
regional in nature and call for regional containment 
methods. 

However, it is sometimes better for Europe not get 
involved in African confl icts. That, at any rate, was 
the opinion voiced by Mozambique’s Minister for For-
eign Affairs, Leonardo Santos Simão, which met with 
the agreement of many conference delegates. Santos 
Simão made this statement in reaction to a question 

Summary | Conference in The Hague: the fi rst step towards a European Agenda for Action 
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asking why Mozambique – the current chair of the 
ACP countries – and other southern African countries 
are not more critical about the lack of democracy in 
neighbouring Zimbabwe. He said that there was a 
major risk that polarisation there would escalate to 
an internal confl ict. “You are not the ones who will 
suffer the consequences of a possible civil war in a 
neighbouring country. We are. So it seems sensible 
to keep the peace there. Your boycott has not been 
effective. Maybe our dialogue will be.”

The conference unanimously agreed on the link 
between poverty and migration and the need for a 
uniform European migration policy. Clear agreements 
are needed regarding migration from Africa and other 
parts of the world to Europe, and regarding asylum 
procedures in the EU. Southern countries must also 
take autonomous steps to reduce migration. Refer-
ence was also made to the advantages of migration: 
migrants send much more money back to their coun-
tries of origin than the sums that are made available 
through development aid. The majority of the con-
ference delegates were opposed to the creation of 
migrant camps outside Europe. The refugee problem 
could be signifi cantly eased by adopting a broader 
approach: in addition to the humanitarian mandate 
that UNHCR currently has, much more  attention 
should also be paid to the development dimension 
– when countries are able to develop, there is less 
reason for their citizens to fl ee. Migration is strong-
ly associated with trade opportunities, development 
aid, investment and security. 

European Development Aid

The conference discussed various aspects of the clas-
sical development aid policies of the European Com-
mission and the European member states. The pleas 
of Commissioner Poul Nielson and others for fewer 
procedures and rules met with general agreement. 
As Nielson put it, “The European Commission has 
created a climate in which you quickly feel that you 
are acting outside the law when trying to achieve a 
practical objective. This is a result of the paralys-
ing excess of often meaningless ‘ex ante’ regulatory 
measures which are prescribed to us by the member 
states and the European Parliament. This criticism of 
ours is supported by the NGOs.”

It was suggested European development instru-
mentation ought to be greatly simplifi ed, include 
clear poverty criteria, and fall under a single budget. 
Going a step further, but nonetheless greeted with 
broad support, was the suggestion that the contri-
bution to the European Commission should no lon-

ger be made dependent on national decisions, but 
to look for forms of international funding. The pro-
posal of the French President Chirac to institute a 
kind of Tobin tax was quoted as an example. Britain’s 
Chancellor of the Exchequer Gordon Brown, has also 
spoken in favour of a more international and stable 
form of fi nance for development cooperation, and 
new methods. The conference again appealed for 
harmonisation of the procedures in order to free de-
veloping countries from the countless contradictory 
conditions and rules that donors impose on them. 
Finally, the EU and the Commission were called to 
place more emphasis on the Millennium Development 
Goals when redrafting the Declaration on European 
Development Policy of November 2000 – which has to 
be modifi ed as a result of the ten new member states 
joining the Union. It was added, however, that the 
Millennium Development Goals have to be interpret-
ed with some degree of fl exibility as, for example, 
an important sector like agriculture in developing 
countries is not given explicit attention.

Partnership

The question of the nature of the relationships be-
tween North and South was repeatedly mentioned 
during the discussions at the conference. The im-
plicit presumption of creating ‘equal’ partnerships 
from unequal starting points was strongly criticised 
by some delegates. For example, the Assistant Sec-
retary General of the ACP secretariat in Brussels, Pa’o 
Luteru, said that Europe has the fi nal say in the ne-
gotiations between the European Commission and 
the ACP countries.

Opinions were divided over the question on 
 whether such partnerships could ever be based on a 
relationship of equals. At present, the differences in 
power and welfare mean that this is defi nitely not 
the case. Multilateral partnerships guarantee greater 
symmetry than bilateral partnerships. It was gener-
ally advocated that the developing countries should 
decide the agenda and defi ne priorities. 

A serious dilemma at an entirely different level 
was raised: what is the situation regarding the part-
nership between the EU and Latin America? European 
aid to this continent has fallen – justifi ably so from 
the perspective that the main focus should be on 
the world’s poorest. But this also represents a severe 
penalty for countries that are borderline cases and 
still have a high proportion of poor people among 
their population.

Summary | Conference in The Hague: the fi rst step towards a European Agenda for Action 
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Networks

The conference spoke in favour of social organisa-
tions making a greater contribution at a European 
level. This would mean that such organisations adopt 
more pan-European structures. There are promises, 
assurances, grand plans and political agreements in 
abundance. However, the important thing is putting 

them into practice, for example by releasing suffi -
cient funds or by generating the political will for 
them and giving them high priority. This will re-
quire social and political pressure and pressure from 
the scientifi c community from all of Europe and the 
South. The conference in The Hague was part of that 
pressure.

1) Wolfgang Schäuble (2003). Scheitert der Westen? Deutschland und 

die neue Weltordnung. 

2) Jeremy Rifkin (August 2004). The European Dream: How Europe’s 

Vision of the Future is Quietly Eclipsing the American Dream 

A new era – opening statement

Senator Jos J. van Gennip – Chairman, SID Programme for Europe 

German statesman Wolfgang Schäuble complained in 
his recent book Scheitert der Westen? [Does the West 
fail?]1, “Profi ling oneself as a politician in the area 
of foreign affairs and international cooperation is a 
recipe for low popularity and little infl uence!” I hope 
that we, as colleagues active in European political 
society with this profi le, will not be deterred by the 
impact of this prescription while we focus on impor-
tant matters of substance. Because more important 
is Schäubles’ observation that European governments 
since 1990 nearly halved their spending on the im-
plementation of the new responsibilities of Europe 
towards global security, international cooperation, 
and fostering multilateralism! 

This contrasts with the observation of Jeremy 
Rifkin2 in his latest book, The European Dream, that 
Europeans are growing more aware of the new Euro-
pean dream. Their dream is one of Europe’s growing 
infl uence and indispensability in the world: Europe 
as a superpower. However the reality outside Europe 
is one of rising expectations of the capabilities, the 
indispensability and the responsibility of the con-
tinent, which through enlargement has grown in 
power and infl uence. It is an expectation that Eu-
rope should exercise its growing infl uence by making 
a much larger contribution to the struggle against 
global poverty, and towards strengthening multilat-
eralism. Unfortunately the reality inside Europe is 
that, since the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 
1989, our Union seems to be imprisoned in an inward 
looking agenda of fi scal austerity, internal welfare 
state reforms, economic renewal, and the work on 

healing the divisions of half a century. While this is 
an important, indeed noble, agenda for Europeans, it 
needs to be complemented by work on a more com-
plete and complex agenda of global economic wel-
fare, global innovation and work on reducing the di-
visions of poverty between all citizens of the world. 
This would be the agenda of moral and intellectual 
coherence. In our ever inter-dependent world, Euro-
peans will only be able to achieve success in their 
own internal priorities if they are aware of how that 
success is conditional on the success of the surround-
ing global society. 

“My European dream is not that of a superpower, 
but that of a power that contributes to the common 
global priorities by maximising its infl uence to reach 
positive results.”

Four years ago SID, which was subsequently joined 
by EADI (the European Association of Development 
Research and Training Institutes) and Euforic (Eu-
rope’s Forum on International Cooperation), started 

A new era – opening statement
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the idea of a new programme of fostering the policy 
renewal and new commitments in the area of the Eu-
ropean development cooperation; and to support a 
dialogue between European politicians, the academ-
ic world, the broader civil society and professionals 
in the fi eld of international cooperation. Our aim is 
“Policy renewal and a new commitment”, a contribu-
tion not only towards the much-criticised European 
Commission but also to the EU as a whole. 

“Our agenda is to bring European international co-
operation back to the centre of EU member states’ 
national parliaments, and through them to Brussels 
– and not the other way around”, Mr van Gennip em-
phasised. We want “to provide to policy makers and 
politicians a re-engaged public debate, better nur-
tured by research and analysis. That is why “A new 
commitment and policy renewal” is the subtitle of 
our Conference.” 

Mr van Gennip mentioned three developments 
which make the moment of the conference a unique 
historic opportunity: The enlarged European Union, 
“which could be the most important soft power in 
the promotion of global peace”; the inauguration of a 
new European Commission which, “may consider for-
eign policy as a high priority”; and a new European 
Parliament, “now with stronger teeth than ever” that 
could translate its intentions and concerns to allow 
a professional, engaged and autonomous implemen-
tation of development programmes. 

Mr van Gennip regretted that the completed ac-
cession process had focused predominantly on inter-
nal European affairs, and had made little reference to 
common European global responsibilities. This was a 
contradiction to the intentions of the ‘founding fa-
thers’ of the Treaty of Rome in 1957. Moreover, the 
new Commission has to deal with “a veritable cul-
ture of control requirements” and the European Par-
liament will have to deal with confl icting claims be-
tween internal and external expenditure in a tight 
budget, and with a number of new members.

“With these opportunities and constraints, in the 
next few years Europe may either assume its global 
responsibilities or it will, in the words of Romano 
Guardini, ‘Seine Stunde verlieren’ [‘lose its momen-
tum’]. The next months may prove to be critical be-
cause of three challenges: 

• Will the paragraphs of the fi nal constitutional trea-
ty dealing with Foreign Affairs permit an autono-
mous role for combating poverty, for a powerful 
contribution to the UN Millennium Development 
Goals (…) or will European development policy re-
main mainly an instrument of short-term foreign 
policy interests? 

• Will the fi nal organisation of the new Commission 
permit a professional, engaged and autonomous 
implementation of the development programs? 

• Will a new Cotonou Agreement be approved and 
will 25 parliaments subscribe to substantially re-
plenish its funds?“

According to Mr van Gennip, the result of a coherent 
and common European development policy and pro-
gramme will depend on four other decisions: 

• “Will member states adhere to internationally 
agreed promises of allocating 0.7 percent of their 
GNP to combat real and deep poverty in the South? 
(…)

• Will the member states and the Commission radi-
cally harmonise their procedures, with a better di-
vision of tasks, more effective coordination, and 
respect of national engagements? (…)

• Will Europe demonstrate the will to create stron-
ger coherence in using the unique opportunity of 
the resumed Doha negotiations to get at a break-
through in the trade liberalisation dossier in or-
der to radically abolish export distortions? Such 
European determination may infl uence other OECD 
players to act on this issue together, which is ur-
gently needed (…)

• Finally, the crucial challenge in the next four to 
six months: Can we establish a new Atlantic Part-
nership (…) after Iraq, after NATO à la carte, and 
after claims in the current US election campaign 
that national security is in better hands with one’s 
own government than with the UN? This may prove 
to be the most sensitive period in fi fty years’ his-
tory of Atlantic relations, and the fi rst real test 
for the foreign affairs capabilities of the new Eu-
ropean governance.

What has that to do with Europe? Whoever wins in 
the November elections in Washington, the world will 
lose if the incoming administration, new or incum-
bent, does not meet a European partner who does 
not demonstrate willingness and credibility to mobil-
ise soft power; to focus on the strengthening of the 
multilateral system; or to really work at the causes 
and not the symptoms of terrorism (being extreme 
poverty, injustice, lack of pluralism, the violation of 
human rights, and even lack of willingness in certain 
well described situations to implement the principle 
of humanitarian intervention). Yes, Europe, the best 
argument to convince our American partners is not by 
arrogance, but through our own credibility in imple-
menting our verbal principles and commitments.

A new era – opening statement
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“A new era for Europe will start if we succeed in 
identifying its external responsibility as a central 
part of our European identity“, Mr van Gennip said.

Mr van Gennip explained that new alliances are 
needed to create a real constituency and a real and 
new political mandate for actions and engagements, 
in our present climate of budget restrictions, inter-
nal economic recovery priorities, old and new poor, 
and insecurity inside Europe.

“In this conference we should therefore also de-
bate the possibilities of creating these new alliances, 
of linking internal and external solutions to threats 
and problems, and of combining different political 
and societal agendas. (…) At present there is more 
political space for new linkages and alliances than 
in the time of the cold war or during the aftermath 
of colonialism.”

Mr van Gennip suggested fi ve potential alliances:

• an alliance of Global Security,
• an alliance for asylum and migration,
• an alliance for human rights,
• an alliance for sustainable development,
• an alliance with the business community, build-

ing on the fact that interwoven economic interests 
can be the precondition of peace and stability. 

Mr van Gennip said that forging such alliances is par-
ticularly important “now that the generation which 
was at the cradle of the movement of international 
solidarity and development cooperation has to hand 
over its mission to the next generation”. 

“These issues were put at the centre of our deliber-
ations together with the quality of the development 
aid and institutional arrangements.” Mr van Gennip 
went on to describe that this conference will suc-
ceed, “if it contributes to the renewal of thinking and 
action about European development policies” and 
builds a stronger network of concerned policy makers 
and politicians, sustained by academics, civil society 
organisations and other actors in the public debate, 
in each of the member states and in Brussels. 

Mr van Gennip concluded by thanking the partic-
ipants and speakers for their various inputs in the 
workshops, as well as ”the many volunteers, the Eu-
ropean Commission, the NCDO, the Netherlands Com-
mittee for International Cooperation and Sustainable 
Development, the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign 
 Affairs and above all the Dutch Postcode Lottery, for 
their support in our present effort.”

“Because, I repeat, our European dream will only 
become reality if the successes of European citizens 
are shared with the co-citizens of our global society. 
Because that European dream will be about Europe 
being an economic and social superpower, using its 
spiritual, intellectual and political infl uence in the 
truly noble work on the most urgent human agenda: 
eradicating human misery and supporting human de-
velopment and global security for all. We have wit-
nessed in the last decades many of our ‘dreams’ com-
ing true. They became reality when we continue to 
work, step by step, on coherent policies towards im-
portant goals. Let us take a number of these steps 
today and tomorrow!“

This is a summary of the 
speech, including excerpts. 

The full speech is available at 
www.euforic.org/sid-europe

A new era – opening statement
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“More than ever before, people from all corners of 
the globe depend on each other. Population growth, 
the AIDS pandemic, the widening poverty gap, the 
exhaustion of natural resources, confl ict and state-
lessness concern us all.” Minister Agnes van Ardenne 
started her speech by underlying the importance of 
mutual interests and mutual responsibility in the 
‘global village’. “Not only with other Europeans from 
Vilnius to Granada, but also with Africans from Wind-
hoek to Khartoum.”

According to Ms van Ardenne, certain conditions 
have to be fulfi lled to guarantee that the changes 
within the European Union – EU enlargement, a 
new Commission and Parliament, a new Constitu-
tion – really benefi t the poor. Firstly, Europe has to 
be based on subsidiarity. This means that all social 
actors – NGOs, interest groups, churches, knowledge 
institutes, business and citizens – must take their 
responsibilities for development, in the same way 
that the European Union must allow national gov-
ernments to deal with those matters best tackled 
at national level. “Taking subsidiarity as the guid-
ing principle, member states could target their aid 
efforts at countries and sectors where they have a 
comparative advantage” because of historic or trade 
relations with a country, for instance. The Minister 
therefore expressed her reticence to transfer more 
national powers to Brussels.

In order to increase the effi ciency of aid, more 
coordination between the different actors and more 
coherence between the EU policies is needed. The le-
gal basis of coherence has been laid in the new Con-
stitution, yet what matters is the implementation. 
“Before taking decisions on agriculture, the environ-

ment, fi sheries, trade and migration, Europe should 
consider their effects on developing countries”, the 
Minister said. To this end, she suggested the creation 
of an Europe-wide strategy to promote policy coher-
ence for development and the introduction of coher-
ence screening, as it already exists at national level 
in the Netherlands. 

Additionally, Ms van Ardenne emphasised that 
“the budget should (…) refl ect a more integrated 
and coherent approach”, and that the contributions 
to developing countries should not be reduced. The 
inclusion of the European Development Fund (EDF) in 
the regular EU budget would increase the effi ciency 
of aid and would improve transparency and ensure 
better control by the European Parliament.

As for EU enlargement, the Minister was convinced 
that the new member states (NMS) would bring 
‘added value’ to European development cooperation. 
The NMS traditionally focused on their close neigh-
bours, like Ukraine and Moldova, to maintain trade 
relations or deal with cross-border issues like illegal 
migration and corruption. The case of Ukraine, with 
an average per capita income of about three hun-
dred euros a month and comparable to developing 
countries in many respects, shows the importance 
of such relations. “The social and economic develop-
ment of these new neighbouring countries will lead 
to more stability on the borders.” The know-how the 
NMS have acquired in working with their neighbours 
should be used within the EU Neighbourhood Policy. 
However, Ms van Ardenne was certain that “the as-
sistance we give our neighbours to the East will not 
be at the expense of our neighbours to the South”. 
The new Europe is a community of 25 donor countries, 
each of which has committed itself to the 0.33 % 
norm for ODA. 

Finally, Ms van Ardenne pleaded for a strong civ-
il society, for partnership and dialogue, underlying 
that, “development cooperation is not a matter for 
governments alone”. Parliamentarians, civil and reli-
gious leaders, citizens, entrepreneurs and scientists 
must take part in development cooperation alike, 
and “partnerships between companies, civil society 
organisations and governments are the key to sus-
tainable development”. The Minister particularly not-
ed that, “a strong civil society can have a positive 
impact worldwide on bureaucratic, technocratic and 
autocratic governments”. 

This is a summary of the speech, including excerpts. 
The full speech is available at www.euforic.org/sid-europe

Let’s make the new Europe good news for the poor 

Agnes van Ardenne, Minister for Development Cooperation of the Netherlands

Let’s make the new Europe good news for the poor 
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The fi rst issue discussed was the low priority of inter-
national development cooperation among politicians 
in Brussels, and the need to improve political and 
public awareness regarding national and European 
development policy. According to Agnes van Ardenne, 
specifi c programmes to raise and strengthen public 
and political awareness must be launched – as is be-
ing done by the North-South Institute of the Council 
of Europe in cooperation with NCDO. 

Zéphirin Diabré pointed to a certain ‘aid fatigue’ 
among the civil society of the ‘old’ member states. 
The governments and organisations have to demon-
strate that development cooperation shows results. 
Progress has been made in Mozambique, for instance, 
but unfortunately “you don’t see the ‘good stories’ in 
the media”. To increase the visibility of aid, efforts 
must be decentralised and move away from Brussels 
to reach local NGOs, communities and cities.

On the issue of coherence, Agnes van Ardenne 
was concerned about the impact of other, ‘non-aid’ 
EU policies on developing policies – such as agricul-

ture or trade. “The 56 billion US$ the EU spends ev-
ery year in ODA are little compared to the 300 bil-
lion US$ developing countries have to pay to enter 
EU markets”, she said. The Minister insisted that it 
is now an urgent matter to develop a more coherent 
European policy in favour of the poor. 

Another important aspect discussed was the 
harmonisation and coordination between member 
states. Zéphirin Diabré said that recipients often 
do not have the capacity to deal with the different 
policies and procedures of the donors. Although he 
positively judged the efforts of the EU to increase 
coherence and coordination among member states, 
he felt more had to be done for procedures to be 
harmonised. Diabré called for more humility among 
donors to ensure that aid is being delivered more ef-
fi ciently. The UNDP administrator added that, in par-
ticular, “big donors” often “feel that they have the 
right to be a special case”.

Agnes van Ardenne stressed that harmonisation 
already exists in practice. As an example, she men-

Where did we get to and what’s next?

Dual Interview with Zéphirin Diabré (Deputy Administrator of 

the UNDP) and Agnes van Ardenne (Minister for Development 

Cooperation, NL)

Chaired by Louk Box, President of EADI

Where did we get to and what’s next? | Dual Interview with Zéphirin Diabré and Agnes van Ardenne
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tioned the efforts for procedure harmonisation in 
Zambia by the Netherlands and six other donor coun-
tries. Such efforts have to be expanded, the Minis-
ter stated. She also insisted that the South has to 
be involved by setting the guidelines for harmoni-
sation among donors. Capacity programmes to allow 
developing countries to do so are implemented by 
the UNDP. Diabré explained that assistance is given 
to recipient countries to articulate their own devel-
opment policy and thus, “take in charge their own 
destiny”. He mentioned Mozambique, Zambia and also 
Burkina Faso as successful cases.

The role of NGOs as actors of change was actively 
discussed. Both speakers stressed the positive im-
pact of civil society. In Europe, NGOs are very ac-
tive in putting coherence on top of the agenda. The 
same dynamic can be found in the South, where local 
NGOs have developed a strong capacity to have an 
impact on both governments and donors. Although 
some Southern NGOs might be driven by Northern 
interests, Diabré welcomed the fact that these NGOs 
have become “a respectable component of social dy-
namic in development”. However, Ms van Ardenne la-
mented the fact that Southern NGOs are not being 
further involved in sectors other than development 
– such as trade, migration, refugees, etc. She advo-
cated for closer relationships with Southern civil so-
ciety groups, to allow North and South to learn from 
each other.

Is there a consensus on development issues with-
in the different UN organisations? Diabré explained 
that a few years ago the view expressed by the Bret-
ton Woods Institutions was still prevailing, and the 
success of the Asian countries was there to show 
that liberal policies were the best way to overcome 
poverty. Perceptions are more varied today. There is 
a consensus that poverty should be at the centre of 
the debate. However, there are still different angles 
to tackle poverty, such as governance, monetary sta-
bility, environment, etc. – all of them valid in their 
own way. 

Having a poverty focus and the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals were other important issues discussed 
during the interview. Europe has not been very ef-
fective in supporting the poorest countries, with 
half of the development budget going to middle-in-
come countries. “This must be changed”, Agnes van 
Ardenne said. The fi ve-year programme to be present-
ed next year by the new Commission must focus on 
the MDGs. At the same time, funding of other sectors 
such as security and migration should not be allowed 
to dilute the development budget. However, specifi c 
aspects such as security sector reforms in post-con-
fl ict situations should be taken more seriously by the 
development community. The Dutch ‘stability fund’ 
is fi nanced partly through ODA money, explained the 
Minister, who did not understand why there was so 
much diffi culty in opening up ODA criteria to the 
security sector. “If we don’t, we will fail in (many) 
countries”, she declared.

Diabré agreed that risks linked to terrorism and 
insecurity should not be underestimated, but added 
that the issue of poverty should not be neglected. 
In the last few years worldwide ODA has increased, 
mainly due to activities in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
There is a clear necessity to direct more attention 
towards low-income countries, particularly to coun-
tries ‘under stress’, where governments have failed 
in their ability to perform their role as development 
partners and aid fl ows have been interrupted.

Finally, the speakers agreed on the need for Eu-
rope to establish a coherent immigration policy. The 
Minister insisted that it was necessary to accept 
 migration as a global phenomenon. At a practical 
level, she suggested that the screening of immigrants 
before they cross EU-borders could be a fi rst step to 
effi ciently control immigration. Diabré warned not to 
see migration issues only through the prism of se-
curity. Europe’s demographic ageing problem could 
only be solved in the long term “if Europe opened 
its borders”.

Where did we get to and what’s next? | Dual Interview with Zéphirin Diabré and Agnes van Ardenne



11

The representatives of Grupo Chorlaví, a network of 
Latin American research institutes, NGOs and indi-
viduals promoting social learning in the transfor-
mation process of rural societies in Latin America, 
presented the results of an electronic discussion co-
ordinated by Euforic on the cooperation relations 
between the EU and Latin American countries. The 
electronic discussion involved 30 experts from uni-
versities, civil society groups and independent think 
tanks from the region, including several people with 
signifi cant experience in national governments. The 
Latin American electronic forum formulated a num-
ber of suggestions on fi ve major issues related to the 
EU/Latin-American relationship: foreign policy, trade 
agreements and investment, the new architecture of 
development, and the role of civil society.

Mr Chiriboga gave a brief overview on the history 
of the political dialogue between the EU and Lat-
in America which took place within the summits of 
Heads of State and Government. He referred to the 
Association Agreements between the EU and Mexico 
and Chile, and to the dialogues with MERCOSUR, the 
Andean Community and Central America. 

He said that at present Latin America remains mar-
ginal in the EU economic and geopolitical priorities, 
which can be seen from the declining trade presence 
of the EU. In 1990, the EU represented 25 % of total 
imports and exports of Latin America, while in 2004 
this proportion decreased to 16 % (import) and 12 % 
(export). He underlined “reversing these trends re-
quires political will and political dialogue”. The EU 
and Latin America should not only promote changes 
in the global trade policies, but should also develop 
mechanisms for EU investments in Latin America, 
based on information on the conditions for invest-
ment and trade.

With regard to foreign policies, he stressed that 
the EU and Latin America should push for an ex-
pansion of the concept of security by incorporating 
non-military factors such as the political capacities 
of governability, the creative dynamism of societies 
and the convergence of democratic values. The role 
of civil society in inter-regional relations should be 
promoted, because civil society proposals have had 
little acceptance so far in summits (like the Guada-

lajara summit). Suggestions were made on taking 
actions to strengthen the presence of EU and Latin 
American society in dialogues such as the Bi-regional 
Strategic Association Agenda.

With regard to cooperation policies and practices, 
Mr Chiriboga said that contributions of the EU in of-
fi cial development assistance to Latin America rep-
resented only 9 % of its total aid and were less than 
that transferred to other regions, such as Sub Saha-
ran Africa (37 %). Nevertheless, EU ODA had been 
the main source of external aid for the region during 
the 1990s and the beginning of the current decade 
(41.2 % of total external aid). In real terms, the fl ow 
of offi cial European aid to Latin America decreased 
by 19.6 % from 1990 to 2000. It increased in 2000–
2001, but fell again in 2002. 

Based on a 1999–2000 report of the EU Council of 
Ministers of development cooperation in 1999–2000, 
which identifi ed the main problems of EU aid, there 
was criticism of the fact that the progress made in 
the decentralisation of aid was still scarce. “There is 
still a wide gap between the funds budgeted and the 
funds used, whereas the formal administrative and 
bureaucratic aspects carry too much weight. A large 
part of the resources is being spent on administrative 
expenses and too little is being spent on the actual 
development project”, Chiriboga said.

Cooperation relations between the European Union 

and Latin America: evaluation and perspectives

by M. Chiriboga, RIMISP, D. Garcia-Sayan, Andean Commission of Jurista, 
M. Valderama, SNV

Cooperation relations between the European Union and Latin America: evaluation and perspectives
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Mr Chiriboga regretted the lack of broad owner-
ship of EU cooperate programmes, which is basically 
 demonstrated by the fact that the Country Strategy 
documents are prepared by European teams that in-
volve Latin American governments or civil society 
very little, on both the national and regional levels. 
It was therefore strongly recommended that Latin 
America countries be allowed to more systematical-
ly participate in the defi nition of cooperation poli-
cies and programmes on the regional and country 
levels. 

There was also a need to establish a new modus 
operandi in technical assistance. “In Latin America, 
there are highly qualifi ed experts with better know-
ledge of the countries, at much lower costs, who opt 
for local approaches”, underlined Chiriboga.

A very important problem was the lack of coor-
dination among European cooperation agencies. Mr 
Chiriboga pointed out that “there is limited exchange 

of information, and therefore little progress in de-
fi ning common strategies and programmes, even in 
some areas in which several European entities con-
centrate their attention such as poverty reduction, 
education, health or democracy”. Therefore the grow-
ing importance of decentralised cooperation was wel-
comed, where offi cial EU aid is channelled to local 
governments. A pioneer role for NGOs was seen here. 
A dialogue between European and Latin-American 
NGOs needed to be initiated to discuss their roles and 
their common agenda; this would have to be rede-
fi ned to adapt to the new challenges lying ahead.

Apart from severe criticism on the management of 
European development cooperation, the forum came 
up with a number of suggestions on foreign policy, 
trade agreements and investment, the new archi-
tecture of development and the role of civil soci-
ety. These can be downloaded from their website at 
http://www.Rimisp.org.

This is a summary of the 
speech, including excerpts. 

The full speech is available at 
www.euforic.org/sid-europe

Cooperation relations between the European Union and Latin America: evaluation and perspectives
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Workshop Reports

The focus of the workshop was on the interaction be-
tween foreign and security policy on the one hand, 
and international development on the other. New 
challenges to security have appeared, and the grow-
ing interrelationship between development and se-
curity is likely to undermine the development agenda 
itself – including the goal of poverty reduction. Thus 
the questions: How is development policy related to 
foreign and security policy? Are their goals similar, 
complementary or different? These questions are par-
ticularly relevant for the EU, which spends about c 6 
billion on ODA, while the resources for the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy only amount for c 32.9 
million. Another concern relates to the decision of 
the EU to support the African Peace Facility, estab-
lished earlier this year by the African Union and 
 using c 250 million from the European Development 
Fund. Is security going to be paid for by develop-
ment money?

In his presentation ‘Will security displace devel-
opment in Europe?’, Ben Tonra (University College, 
Dublin) argued against the above concerns. Accord-
ing to him, the linkage between development and 
security policy has to be judged positively. After the 
end of the Cold War, the orthodox, traditional con-
cept of security that focused on the territorial de-
fence of state has been challenged and has become 
more people-oriented. Moreover, as a global power 
the EU now increasingly considers development as a 
precondition for security, thus bringing it into the fo-
cus of attention of foreign and security policy. Tonra  
assumed that more importance will therefore be 
given to development issues, which many complain 
are too marginalized in the foreign policy agenda.

According to Tonra, the linkage would also 
strengthen the EU’s capacity to broadcast its nor-
mative power. It would require more ‘joined-up’ 
thinking, a more holistic approach, and a longer-
term framework. It could facilitate policies that ad-
dress the fundamental root causes of insecurity. Fur-
thermore, widening the foreign constituency to the 
supporters and activists of development cooperation 
could also increase the accountability of foreign and 
security policy making, by engaging public partici-
pation and thus opening up debates in a sector that 
traditionally has been one of the most closed in gov-
ernment. 

Jean-Claude Boidin (European Commission, DG 
Dev), in his presentation ‘Towards regional ap-
proaches to confl ict resolution, peace building and 
development: the new way forward?’, focused on the 

Workshop 1: 

Foreign Policy, Security and Development

Chaired by Tim Shaw, Institute of Commonwealth Studies, University of London
1234567
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importance of regionalism for peace and security. 
In the past, security issues in Africa were treated 
multilaterally by the UN or bilaterally. However, the 
situation has fundamentally changed since the cre-
ation of the AU and the launching of the NEPAD ini-
tiative, which have turned peace concerns in Africa 
into regional ones. As the AU is gaining competence 
in the peace and security agenda, these issues are 
now being included in the dialogue on development 
between the EU and Africa.

Different levels of regionalism coexist in Africa. 
Sub-regional bodies like ECOWAS (ECOMOG) in Libe-
ria were the fi rst ones to develop regional security 
approaches and to receive international support. 
 Additionally, since 2002 the AU has been promot-
ing a continental agenda with a strong principle 
of subsidiarity. Multilateralism is also an essential 
 element of African regionalism, with the strength-
ening of the regional bodies occurring under the ae-
gis of the UN.

According to Boidin, the easiest way for the EU to 
support “the economy of the peace process” is to use 
its development cooperation resources, since the cur-
rent resources of the CFSP are limited. However, there 
are limitations, as shown in the case of the African 
Peace Facility. For the future, the Commission has 
proposed the creation of a specifi c “stability instru-
ment” to be distinct from “Ecodev” resources. 

The discussion showed that the linkage between 
security and development is not a simple one. On a 
conceptual level there was a consensus that there is 

a battle between traditional security and human se-
curity, with the latter including trade policy and for-
eign policy issues. Some called for a foreign policy 
that addressed the sources of confl icts, like global 
inequality and irresponsible use of natural resources. 
“If you want peace, you work for justice.” 

Others pointed out that the traditional military 
defi nition of national security is still dominant. 
Javier Solana’s security strategy paper, for instance, 
involves a broad concept, but also a more military 
defi nition of security. The linkage between develop-
ment and security might democratise security policy, 
but at the same time it might ‘securitise’ develop-
ment policy, meaning that there will be more reli-
ance on the intelligence when decisions about the 
use of development cooperation resources are tak-
en. Development cooperation resources have been 
reallocated from long term cooperation on poverty 
reduction in Latin America, for instance, to serve 
short-term foreign policy interests in Iraq. While 
 expenses of military capacity are going up again, 
security should not be fi nanced even more by devel-
opment cooperation.

Finally, democracy building was considered as an 
important part of security. Democracy and human 
rights should get more attention in the stability in-
struments of the Commission and as components in 
PRSPs. Governance, in general, was seen as having 
direct links both to security and development.

Liisa Laakso, University of Jyväskylä, Finland

Workshop Reports | Workshop 1: Foreign Policy, Security and Development
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Workshop 2: 

Trade and Development

Chaired by Jürgen Wiemann, German Development Institute (GDI)

Sheila Page (Overseas Development Institute) began 
the session with a presentation on ‘What should the 
EU do to promote a successful outcome of the Doha 
negotiations for developing countries?’. Agriculture 
and services are the two central development issues 
in the Doha negotiations. Ms Page insisted that in 
both sectors, policy changes are required. Agriculture 
remains the most protected sector with an average 
bound tariff of 62 %, as compared to 29 % for indus-
trial products. The subsidies by the developed coun-
tries may help consumers in some developing coun-
tries, but hurt competitors, as shows the case of the 
West African cotton exporters (Benin, Burkina Faso, 
Mali and Chad). In 2003, these countries “cited the 
cost to them of subsidies” and requested a reduction 
of subsidies to cotton and a compensation for Least 
Developed cotton producers. Ms Page concluded that 
the elimination of subsidies would generally benefi t 
developing countries, although a few may need to 
reduce their own controls. 

Ms Page also argued for policy changes in the ser-
vice sector. A lot of developing countries, particularly 
those with an important tourism sector, are highly 
dependent on services. Ms Page concluded that the 
EU cannot permanently continue to exclude a major 
part of the economic activity from trade. “The WTO 
is really where the attention has to be for the next 
years”, she said. However, she insisted that “we can-
not expect trade to solve all things”. LDCs may lose 
from trade liberalisation, because they already have 
preferential access to the developed countries, and 
rather need health services and infrastructure in a 
long-term perspective. Others may lose because they 
have had exceptional income from exports because 
of their preferences. 

Mr Walter Kennes (European Commission, DG Dev) 
made a detailed presentation on the role of EPAs for 
developing countries. With negotiations initiated in 
September 2002 and scheduled to enter into force by 
January 2008, the EPAs were partly a response to the 
lack of WTO compatibility of some aspects of the pre-
vious preferential EU trade regime towards the ACP 
States. EPAs are based on the concept of partnership. 
While the EU must prepare to further open up its mar-
kets to ACP products, the ACP States should imple-
ment policies to strengthen their supply capacity and 

to reduce transaction costs. Another particularity of 
EPAs is their support of integration processes within 
the ACP countries, which is why they should be re-
ferred to as ‘South-South-North integration’. Finally, 
EPAs are WTO compatible, but mean some fl exibility 
is compromised (according to Art. XXIV of GATT), for 
example as regards the length of the transition pe-
riod and the exclusion of sensitive products.

Mr Kennes stressed that EPAs are above all in-
struments for development. They take account of 
the economic, social and environmental constraints 
of the ACP countries and of their capacity to adapt 
to the new trading environment. In line with the 
Cotonou Agreement, EPAs must be fully integrated 
into the development policies of the ACP countries. 
Under the 9th EDF – which is the funding arrange-
ment of the Cotonou Agreement – more than c 400 
million have been set aside for EPAs and trade re-
lated support. Mr Kennes concluded that EPAs and 
trade arrangements in general (especially the Doha 
Development Agenda) are positive-sum games. The 
EC has been trying to get more attention for trade 
as a powerful tool for development. Although trade 
is only one important issue of development, taking 
better advantage of the possibilities of trade will be 
crucial for achieving the Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs). 

Alfred Nhema (Organization for Social Science Re-
search in Eastern and Southern Africa, OSSREA) pre-

1234567
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sented the African point of view. In terms of world 
participation in trade, Africa accounts only for 2 % 
of the total, whereas intra African trade is about 
7–10 % of total African trade. Referring to the Afri-
can Union (AU), Mr Nhema stressed that the main 
objective is to enhance economic and political ties 
between the African countries, and the major chal-
lenge is to transform the production structure of all 
member countries. As a positive consequence of the 
AU, Mr Nhema indicated that the number of African 
countries which have experienced confl icts has clear-
ly declined since 2000. However, he also lamented 
the lack of commitment of the African leaders after 
they entered the Union. In practical terms, commit-
ment is confi ned to some few countries: South Africa, 
Nigeria, Kenya, and Egypt.

How can the regional schemes in Africa enhance 
trade? According to Mr Nhema, it is imperative for 
the African countries to diversify their production, 
because within Africa most countries concentrate 
on the same commodity products. In twenty years, 
“economies with no diversity will have no future”, 
he concluded. 

As a representative of European civil society, 
Stefan Verwer (Both Ends Environment and Develop-
ment Service for NGOs) gave his opinion of EPAs. He 
particularly focused on the pressure which is  being 
exerted on the ACP countries to initiate negotia-
tions for EPAs. Furthermore, he emphasised the fact 
that EPAs build on the regional integration initiative, 
which he considered very positive. However, he iden-
tifi ed various areas of incoherence within EPA ap-
proaches, including the lack of transparency, the re-
strictive interpretation of GATT article XXIV by the EU 

Commission, and the diffi culty for ACP countries to 
absorb the liberalisation shock. Mr Verwer also stated 
that ACP civil society organisations have called on 
the European civil society to join their call to stop 
EPAs as they are currently negotiated.

Mr Wiemann concluded the fi nal plenary by insist-
ing on the importance of fair trade. The Common Ag-
ricultural Policy (CAP) must be reformed, subsidised 
food must be phased out, and ACP countries even 
under EPAs must be given the possibility to protect 
their markets against subsidised food exports from 
the EU. The protection of domestic producers could 
thus be combined with a transfer of resources from 
EU to ACP countries.

Free trade and trade liberalisation may be the best 
trade policy in the long run. However, it should be 
left to the developing countries to decide when and 
how fast they want to open their markets. Therefore, 
it is not appropriate for the EU to offer assistance 
to the trade negotiators of ACP countries with whom 
they negotiate, while the next day talking about re-
ciprocal trade concession in the old-fashioned mer-
cantilist manner.

Finally, integrating developing countries into 
the world economy needs more than just liberalis-
ing trade policy and phasing out subsidies. It is im-
portant to have institutions that facilitate structur-
al transformations of an economy when there are 
changing world market conditions. In addition, the 
supply side capacity of ACP countries has to be im-
proved, and developing countries need assistance to 
cope with the stricter quality standards on the Euro-
pean markets as a consequence of consumers’ con-
cerns around food safety.

Adina Popovici, 
University of the West of Timisoara, Romania
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The European Community has undertaken a consider-
able reform of its aid programme to achieve the over-
arching objective of poverty reduction in develop-
ing countries. The new Commission created a single 
implementing agency (EuropeAid) and introduced a 
policy of decentralisation aimed at giving more pow-
er to fi eld offi ce staff in matters related to decision 
making and aid disbursement. In addition, the EU 
member States committed themselves at Monterrey 
to spend 0.33 percent of their GNP on ODA by 2006, 
and to increase the EU average to 0.39 percent. 

However, over the past few years the fl exibility 
and quality of development aid have been hampered 
by an increasing number of monitoring and control 
measures such as the adoption of fi xed and rigid sets 
of goals, and reporting and accounting requirements. 
These measures, although they have been adopted 
in order to increase transparency and ensure the ac-
countability of the EU Commission towards national 
parliaments, considerably reduce aid fl ows. 

In his presentation ‘Ten years of evaluation of Eu-
ropean aid: lessons learned?’, Paul Hoebink (Centre 
for International Development Issues, Nijmegen) said 
that the structure and criteria used by the EU to carry 
out evaluations on the effi ciency of their activities 
are being complicated by rigid communication lines 
and bureaucracy. He presented the fi ndings of three 
major evaluations of EU programmes (Lomé, MEDA 
and ALA), and pointed out that: 

• they give little information on the effectiveness 
and effi ciency of EU aid and are based on the in-
puts, rather than on the objectives and results of 
aid,

• they show that the general impact on poverty re-
duction, good governance and human rights is 
weak, whereas the projects focused on infrastruc-
ture and transport are the most successful ones,

• there is an inevitable gap between the principles 
and the practice of partnership due to the lack 
of fl exibility and the delays, and this leads to a 
lack of credibility and predictability of aid pro-
grammes,

• the management structure on both donor and part-
ner sides is insuffi cient,

• the ‘entitlement approach’ (repatriation of EU aid) 
introduces some form of tied aid, 

• there is a lack of coordination between the dif-
ferent DGs of the EU on the one hand, and be-
tween the EU and the bilateral donors on the other 
hand.

Hoebink concluded that the capacity of the Com-
mission to implement development cooperation was 
questionable, and that its effi ciency was diffi cult to 
assess. However, the policy framework of the EU with 
regard to development cooperation was now much 
better than that of most member states (e.g. The 
Netherlands). The new institutional setup of EU aid 
delivery should be monitored carefully. Raising the 
effectiveness of EU development assistance primarily 
meant raising aid disbursement and concentrating on 
a few sectors, such as infrastructure. 

Robrecht Renard (Institute of Development Policy 
and Management, University of Antwerp) discussed 
the role of the MDGs in his presentation ‘Do the Mil-
lennium Development Goals provide a sensible focus 
for European development cooperation?’. As a conse-
quence of EU commitment to the MDGs, aid volumes 
(member states plus EC) will have to be increased, 
as well as the coherence of EU polices (trade, agri-

Workshop 3: 

Aid Effectiveness

Chaired by Thea Fierens, MP Dutch Parliament
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culture, migration, foreign policy, etc.) with develop-
ment objectives. Yet some of the MDGs may be more 
problematic than they appear. To begin with there 
are obvious omissions, like the reproductive health 
of women, or the civil and political rights, which are 
not addressed adequately. Another problem concerns 
country ownership: low-income countries produce 
their own strategies for reducing poverty (PRSPs), 
in which they set their targets in accordance with 
civil society and with donors. Having two targets 
at the same time – PRSPs and MDGs – might be not 
only confusing but also ineffi cient. However, Renard 
concluded by saying that the MDGs are important for 
harnessing the commitments of the EU.

In the discussion, participants highlighted the im-
portance of MDGs as a political commitment to erad-
icating poverty throughout the world. Conversely, 
they emphasised the gap between the rhetoric and 
practice of the EU Commission and member states in 

meeting the MDGs. There are worrying signals that 
the MDGs are not going to be met in many Least De-
veloped Countries, specifi cally in Sub-Saharan Africa. 
It is therefore imperative to mobilise the efforts of 
the Commission and the member states. Much more 
political will is necessary in order to provide the re-
quired funds and to start a serious debate on com-
plementarity and coherence across all policies – par-
ticularly trade policy – that impact on developing 
countries. Furthermore, a focus has to be put on ur-
gent sectors of poverty reduction – i.e. immediate 
problems such as HIV/AIDS, or particularly affected 
regions such as rural and peri-urban areas – and on 
promoting ownership to include the civil society of 
recipient countries into the development process.

Majda Bne Saad, 
Centre for Development Studies (CDS), 

University College, Dublin

Workshop 4: 

East-South-West Partnerships

Chaired by Torild Skard, Norwegian Institute of International Relations

Following the two opening presentations, the theme 
of East-South-West Partnerships was looked at from 
the ‘African, Caribbean and Pacifi c’ and ‘Latin Ameri-
can’ angles. Mr Pa’o Luteru (Assistant Secretary Gen-
eral of the ACP Group based in Belgium) addressed 
the question ‘Can European partnerships be sym-

metrical and reciprocal?’. Ms Cecilia López Montano 
(Fundación Agenda Colombia and former Minister of 
Environment, Agriculture and Planning, Colombia) 
spoke in a lively manner on the question ‘Do region-
al summits and joint parliamentary assemblies do 
any good?’. The speakers’ contributions were linked 
by the question of a global hierarchy between North 
and South. Both speakers argued that the possibili-
ties for equal partnership were extremely diffi cult – if 
not impossible. The historical burden of colonisation 
and the economic dominance in the relationship be-
tween donors and recipients were considered as very 
hard to overcome in theory as well as in practice. 

In the context of the general concept of partner-
ship, Mr Luteru focused on the differences in the 
motivations and expected outcomes of the existing 
partnership between the ACP and the EU. Whereas 
the ACP-countries’ main preoccupation was develop-
ment oriented and directed towards improvements 
in education, health services, environmental and in-
frastructure systems, the EU was more interested in 
better economic, trade and security structures. Thus 
Mr Luteru’s principal argument was that there was a 
need for better clarifi cation of mutual expectations. 
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“The challenge is therefore to maximise the overlap 
between donor expectations and recipients’ aspira-
tions”, he suggested. If a real partnership was not 
possible, at least alliances should derive from shared 
visions and priorities. Luteru pointed out that deci-
sion-making in the Cotonou agreement was too one-
sided. The opinion of ACP countries was listened to, 
but not necessarily taken on board. In spite of these 
diffi culties, Mr Luteru considered the EU as a vital 
ally of the ACP which was able to provide a counter 
balance on the global setting. He therefore urged the 
EU to take a global leadership role in the fi eld of de-
velopment cooperation. 

Referring to the literature and investigations 
about American and Iberoamerican summits of the 
last 10 years, Ms Cecilia López Montano pointed out 
that “nobody believes in summits anymore”. In the 
1990s, the Washington Consensus was considered a 
chance for economic growth in Latin American coun-
tries and presidential summits were organised as an 
alternative to multilateralism in the region. Howev-
er, the socio-economic crises of the last few decades 
have dramatically changed the situation. The Amer-
ican summit in January/February 2004 in Monter-
rey, Mexico, proved that many Latin American heads 
of state – with the notable exception of Colombia’s 
Uribe – are turning the traditional economic poli-
cies into a controversial issue that no-one can ig-
nore anymore. There is a growing disagreement with 
Washington policies which focus on issues such as 
democracy and transparency, instead of looking at 
the economic crisis and searching for new ways for 
economic growth in the region. 

The same phenomenon can be observed in the case 
of the ACP-European partnership, where the main 
issues are set by the EU, while other predominant 
needs defi ned by the Latin American region itself is 
left out. This imbalanced approach to the situation in 
the South also has a political impact on the legitima-
cy of democracy itself. The diagnosed fatigue of sum-
mits – which is apparently shared by Mr George W. 
Bush who, according to Washington Post writer Mike 
Allen, “sounded tired and bored” in his speeches in 
Monterrey – leads to a threatening loss of belief in 
democracy among Latin American citizens. According 
to a survey, 50 % of them would prefer dictatorship 
to democratic systems if this led to more welfare. The 
power structure which entailed the failure of fi rstly 
multilateralism and secondly presidential summits 
therefore has to be treated very seriously. To over-
come the bilateral dead-end in the Americas, Europe 
now has the important role to reinstall multilateral 
dialogue around the critical topic of trade. 

In order for the EU to take the lead in a ‘dialogue 
of equals’ on a global scale, the cooperation of the 
new member states in Eastern Europe is necessary. 
For this purpose, the similarity of development needs 
of South and East has to be emphasised. Pointing out 
common opportunities from potential East-South co-
operation was the best way to raise awareness within 
the populations of the new member states. Addition-
ally, examples of good practice in local international 
cooperation projects between the South, North and 
East could deliver a good base for more equal deci-
sion-making structures and concrete ways out of cri-
ses at national levels. 

Anita Reddy, 
Capacity Building International (InWEnt), 

Germany
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The spectrum of issues dealt with covered the inter-
nal architecture of the EU and the links of the EU with 
the international system, more precisely the Bretton 
Woods institutions.

In his presentation ‘European Union Development 
Cooperation: who does what? And who should do 
what?’, Dieter Frisch (former DG Development, Euro-
pean Commission) started by regretting the lack of 
a common EU framework for EC and member states’ 
 development policies and programmes. He then pre-
sented the three major European institutions deal-
ing with development cooperation: the Council, 
the Parliament and the Commission. Referring to 
the Council, he noted that the Development Council 
had been abolished, which de facto led to a merger 
with the General Affairs and External Relations Coun-
cil (GAERC). As foreign ministers already had an im-
possible schedule with ‘purely political’ issues, they 
needed to allow development ministers to meet with 
suffi cient time for discussion either within the GAERC 
or informally outside. Although the European Parlia-
ment historically had been a close ally of the devel-
opment community, development had a limited lever-
age on the overall agenda. This was best illustrated by 
the low rank of the EP Development Committee in the 
‘auction’ of Committee chairs. The main feature out-
lined for the third actor, the Commission, was the geo-
graphical split of developing countries between two 
portfolios (‘Development’ and ‘External Relations’). 

Moreover, Dieter Frisch focused on the risk that 
development cooperation could become subservient 
to foreign policy and security concerns. This risk was 
increased by the mixed competences of DG Relex and 
its Commissioner. The future Constitution, although 
it put all elements of external relations on an equal 
footing, could lead to a subordination of aid and 
trade matters to CFSP objectives, as the future For-
eign Minister will be directly responsible for CFSP 
and, as a Vice-President of the Commission, will co-
ordinate the other elements of external relations. 
The precise setting of the European External Action 
service under the direction of the Foreign Minister 
would therefore have to be closely watched.

Andrew Rogerson (Overseas Development Insti-
tute, former World Bank representative in Brussels) 
refl ected on ‘How should Europe handle its relations 
with the UN and the BWIs?’. He pointed out the high 
number of aid suppliers in the international system, 
which has increased to about 90 agencies. He com-
mented that there was a lack of an overall strategy 
on aid agencies – the ‘architecture’ has seen organic 
growth, without much of a strategic blueprint. Only 
countries with ‘high sovereignty’ – e.g. India – could 
afford to formulate requirements towards the aid do-
nors. Some recipient countries, however, might judge 
it to be much more benefi cial to deal with donors 
individually.

Several points were raised in the discussion. These 
included refl ections on the role of the G8 in its cur-
rent set-up as the forum where policy on the Bret-
ton Woods institutions was made de facto, which 
thereby reduced the relevance of the EU. With regard 
to global funds, Rogerson warned against the ‘vis-
ibility trap’ for Brussels. Paying large sums into the 
global funds on specifi c issues, e.g. the HIV/AIDS 
fund, could ultimately raise the question of why 
member states should give aid through the EC into 
these funds instead of paying directly (bilaterally) 
into them. With reference to EU engagement within 
the UN system – one of the characterising features 
of the Prodi Commission – it was noted that the EU 
was doing relatively well in ‘punching at its weight’. 
However, the engagement seemed to be much more 
effective in policy areas which did not include de-
velopment.

Workshop 5: 

Institutional Architecture

Chaired by James Mackie, European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM)
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The second day’s speaker, Manuel Chiriboga (Ri-
misp – Centro Latinoamericano para el Desarrollo Ru-
ral, Ecuador) noted that development is often seen 
as economic growth. This would not exist in a void, 
but needed a supportive environment. Some relative-
ly new EU instruments, such as the Country Strategy 
Papers (CSPs), were meant to improve coherence. 
However, it remained unclear how they refl ected 
countries’ priorities. Inclusion of civil society and 
the private sector in this exercise was not necessarily 
guaranteed. The question to be asked was therefore 
whether they were strategies for countries or for do-
nors. Broader issues, such as trade and investment, 
would have to be addressed. Responding directly to 
the presentation, a member of staff of the EU Com-
mission claimed that the most recent improvements 
(i.e. Monterrey fi nance decisions, the Geneva trade 
talks and the Rome declaration on harmonisation) 
should not be forgotten. 

The following points were highlighted during the 
discussion:

• The question emerged on who would be facilitat-
ing coherence in the fi eld of development policy. 
In this context, it was suggested to reinstate the 
Development Council (of Ministers).

• The split between DG Development and RELEX 
does not make sense anymore. With the expected 
shake-up of Commission portfolios once the EU 

Constitutional Treaty comes into force, the Devel-
opment Commissioner should have responsibility 
for all development policy beyond the current lim-
ited geographical areas.

• The budgetisation of the EDF was recommended 
since the ACP countries, who had lost their stand-
ing in the debate, would gain from it.

• Improving joint strategic thinking of the EU to-
wards international institutions, such as the UN 
agencies and the BWIs, would be necessary to 
foster the international role of the European 
Union. Europe’s link to the international aid sys-
tem could be improved by having an EU observer 
in the BWIs.

• Alongside the formal institutions, one should not 
forget the informal arrangements. Links to other 
donors and donor agencies have considerably im-
proved in the last few years. Coherence of action is 
therefore slowly (and often with painful changes) 
increasing.

• Concepts such as human security could possibly 
improve coherence of external action and avoid 
sidelining development. Participants in the dis-
cussion also emphasised the potentially new im-
portance of development issues in the security 
debate. 

Sven Grimm, 
Overseas Development Institute (ODI), 

London
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Workshop 6: 

The Politics and Practice of European Development Cooperation

Chaired by Simon Maxwell, Overseas Development Institute (ODI), London

In his presentation ‘The difference between po-
litical commitments and reality: suggesting concrete 
ways forward’, Justin Kilcullen (Director of Trocaire, 
Ireland) explored the role that NGOs are playing in 
holding the EU to its commitments. Despite the EU 
focus on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) 
and thus on poverty eradication, ODA to the poor-
est countries has fallen consistently since the 1990s 
(although contributions to sub-Saharan Africa rose 
in 2003). The ‘war on terror’ has certainly infl uenced 
this development, and there is a real danger that 
OECD DAC criteria for ODA may expand to include di-
rect anti-terror initiatives. New contracts between 
the EU and recipients already contain clauses on 
commitments to counter terrorism. Another worry-
ing aspect is whether or not development coopera-
tion will fall directly under the EU’s foreign policy. 
If this were to be the case, it would undermine pov-
erty eradication as the central theme of development 
cooperation. 

Kilcullen said that Civil Society needs to be ac-
tive in monitoring the EU’s implementation of its 
political commitments. For instance, as far as the 
MDGs are concerned, NGOs and researchers should 
further work together with parliamentarians to in-
crease the accountability of ministers towards their 
parliament. With the G8 Summit, the Commission for 
Africa and the MDG review on the agenda, 2005 is 
an important year for the development community 
in this respect.

Issues from the general discussion included the 
role and legitimacy of Northern and Southern NGOs. 
NGOs play an important role by educating the public 
about development issues and the necessity of de-
velopment cooperation. Unlike governments and pri-
vate sectors, they are capable of reaching the most 
marginalised in society. However, not all NGOs show 
the same commitment or indeed have the same legit-
imacy. Southern NGOs are sometimes considered as 
agents of foreign donors, and not necessarily working 
in the best interests of the country. In other cases, 
like in war-torn countries, NGOs have ended up in a 
problematic role when they support the state. 

The NGO community in the European new member 
states (NMSs) is still rather weak, and the general 
public in these countries is not yet prepared for is-

Berthold Kuhn (Van Vollenhoven Institute, Univer-
sity of Leiden, The Netherlands) started the session 
with a presentation on ‘What role for non-state ac-
tors in European development cooperation?’. While 
the term ‘non-governmental organisation’ (NGO) is 
in widespread use, the legal status of NGOs varies 
from country to country, which has implications for 
partnerships between the EU and NGOs. In spite of 
this fact, the EU works with a broad spectrum of civil 
society and was one of the fi rst agencies to support 
Southern NGOs, a principle which has recently been 
reaffi rmed by the commitment under the Cotonou 
Agreement to earmark fi fteen percent of the budget 
for non-state actors. 

However, the working relationship between NGOs 
and the EU has not always been smooth. As a public 
donor the EU is not inclined to have long-term com-
mitments with individual NGOs, which is sometimes 
expected by Southern NGOs used to long term part-
nerships based on common religious or ideological 
grounds. In the case of Southern NGOs, funds are of-
ten channelled through umbrella organisations which 
are by default becoming a small number of privileged 
professional organisations. For these reasons, there 
is an urgent need to reconsider how the present fund-
ing mechanisms affect the effectiveness of NGOs in 
reaching out to the most marginalised sections of 
society in developing countries.

Workshop Reports | Workshop 6: The Politics and Practice of European Development Cooperation

1234567



23

sues related to development. It is sometimes diffi -
cult for the public and civil society organisations in 
the NMSs to relate to the structures of EC-NGO dia-
logue that have developed over many years. Capac-
ity building is needed, but continued dialogue on 
the basic concept of solidarity for development is 
equally important in order to win public opinion for 
the development work of EC and its partners in the 
North and the South.

Building new NGO capacity is being supported by 
TRIALOG, an EU funded programme, but until now 
only the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia and Mal-
ta have national platforms as members of CONCORD. 
For Northern NGOs in general, burdensome EU fund-
ing procedures raise the question of the diffi culty 
of both fund raising and of being independent from 
policy-makers.

It was agreed that public opinion undoubtedly in-
fl uences the effi ciency of development policy. Unfor-
tunately, the public demand for transparency at an 
EU level is often converted into fi nancial regulations 
which increase the bureaucracy of delivery. Demand 
for transparency might also convince the public to 

call for the Commission to have less responsibility, 
since Brussels might seem too distant. The public 
usually would prefer money to be spent closer to 
home, where control is easier and where it may in-
crease national benefi ts. 

Initiating change requires concerted action by the 
various actors. The experience of CONCORD showed 
that the different approaches of the member groups 
did not matter so much. What seemed often more 
important was the “amount of noise being gener ated 
around an issue” in order to draw attention to it and 
get things moving. The effi ciency of peer reviewing 
mechanisms was also questioned – Development 
 Ministers are, for example, scrutinized on the pro-
gress on the MDGs by both their national parliament 
and the EU Parliament in Strasburg. As a positive 
 example, German aid structures were considered to 
have changed in response to this type of construc-
tive criticism.

Joy Clancy, 
Technology and Development Group, 

University of Twente

Workshop 7: 

Migration and Development

Chaired by Ninna Nyberg-Sørensen, Danish Institute for International Studies

The chair and the opening speakers, Anita Bunde-
gaard (UNHCR) and Bimal Ghosh (international con-
sultant on trade, migration and development) in-
spired the participants and consensus emerged on 
the importance of translating complex and not suf-
fi ciently known links between migration and devel-
opment into operational terms. Though progress had 
been made, the European Union had not been taking 
the links between development and migration suffi -
ciently into account. The gap between development 
and migration remained within EU institutions. Mi-
gration fell under the European Commissioner for 
justice and home affairs, while development was a 
separate directorate-general. What was needed was a 
more coherent approach including not just develop-
ment and migration, but also trade, foreign invest-
ment and security policies. 

In her presentation ‘Refugees, Confl icts and De-
velopment’, Anita Bundegaard focused on refugees, 
commonly considered as a separate group within 

the migrant community. There was agreement on 
the need for supplementing the humanitarian man-
date of the United Nations High Commission for Ref-
ugees (UNHCR) with development assistance to pro-
vide more durable solutions to refugee crises. Refu-
gees are often kept in camps for long periods, with 
freedom of movement, access to education, training 
and job opportunities denied to them. Where situa-
tions exist over a long period, short-term aid relief 
is insuffi cient and (long-term) development coop-
eration is needed. 

With two-thirds of the world refugee population, 
Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and their local 
communities carry the main burden. From a long-
term perspective, partnerships are needed between 
destination countries, source countries, donors, in-
ternational organisations, NGOs and civil society. 
Refugees should be allowed to have a chance for a 
decent life in the future, and to freely choose be-
tween reintegration in their areas of origin, local in-
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tegration or resettlement to a third country, rather 
than being abandoned and having no other choice 
but to drift into camps. Another option could be to 
allow refugees trans-national mobility, something 
that has proven benefi cial to refugees and for the 
reconstruction of confl ict-ridden source countries. 
Europe should take the lead by providing additional 
funding for countries that make serious efforts to 
integrate refugees. 

International migration is another main area of 
concern which directly affects EU territory. This is-
sue was discussed by Bimal Ghosh in his presentation 
‘Migration and development in a European context: 
benefi ts both ways?’. Solutions based on the orderly 
intake and integration of migrants (North) and the 
reduction of disorderly migration pressures (South) 
have to be found. Migrants should play a more active 
role in development policies. Apart from being pro-
moters of solidarity and cultural exchange, they are 
directly involved in fi nancing development through 
remittance fl ows, and their different levels of skills 
and potentials can be drawn upon in the context of 
territorial partnerships. 

It is vital to establish a common European mi-
gration policy based on comprehensive partner-
ships with the countries of origin, and to promote 
common laws and principles on migration issues to 

be agreed upon by all actors involved. More coher-
ence between different policies is needed. Although 
 destination countries continue to have a need for 
migrant workers, several countries maintain anti-
immigration rhetoric and even discriminatory trade 
policies. This can make it more diffi cult for countries 
of origin to create their own jobs that help to stop 
people migrating for economic reasons (through the 
‘brain drain’). 

Receiving countries need a framework to deal with 
real labour market demand and demographic needs. 
Countries of origin need effi cient strategies to create 
jobs at a local level (not only in the informal sector) 
to reduce migration pressures. Third countries such 
as Libya need to build capacity – to process claims, 
to register refugees, and to develop adequate infra-
structure. And fi nally, the human and minority rights 
of the migrants themselves need to be guaranteed. 
Such complex questions cannot be resolved by sim-
ply setting up refugee camps outside European bor-
ders. The key is to have ‘regulated openness’ of EU 
borders and shared responsibility between countries 
of origin and receiving countries. However, migration 
is a structural aspect of the increasing interdepen-
dence of people and nations. Regional agreements 
should therefore be the fi rst steps towards a com-
mon migration policy, developed on a multilateral 
and global basis. 

Coherence should not lead to the submission of 
development cooperation to migration policy pri-
orities. Development cooperation policies focus on 
 poverty reduction and on the achievement of the Mil-
lennium Development Goals (MDGs), whereas inter-
national migration does not necessarily benefi t the 
poorest. It is important to separate the relevant bud-
get lines in order to preserve the idea of ‘additional-
ity’ of efforts, and to avoid the risk of diverting aid 
funds towards migration management. Equally, re-
mittances from North-South labour migration should 
not be considered an additional fi nancial source for 
development, which can offer a smokescreen for de-
creasing aid fl ows. The solution is instead to have 
better policy coherence between migration and trade, 
aid and foreign investment, which would solve a par-
adox and lead to a win-win situation for both South 
and North.

Marco Zupi, Deputy Director, 
Centro studi di politica internazionale (CeSPI), 

Italy
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Statement by His Excellency Dr. Leonardo Santos Simão, 

Minister for Foreign Affairs and Cooperation of the Republic of 

Mozambique 

After thanking the organisers for inviting him to 
share their views in particular for Africa, Mr Santos 
Simão expressed his concerns about the impacts 
that the enlargement of the European Union will 
have “not only for the EU itself, but also for Africa 
as a major trading, development, economic, politi-
cal and cultural partner.” He added, “It is therefore 
quite fi tting that we debate the issue to fully un-
derstand the extent of such impact, in order to take 
appropriate action to minimize its negative conse-
quences, as well as reap the eventual benefi ts. Mo-
zambique, in its capacity as current president of the 
ACP group, wishes to focus its intervention on the 
challenges faced by the group as a whole, in partic-
ular by Africa.”

He continued by describing the negative effects 
of EU enlargement on the fl ow of fi nancial resources 
to African countries to fund development, despite 
the fact that of the “historic, affective and cultural 
partnership of the South and the EU”.

He explained that “the concentration of attention 
and fi nance on the EU new members will not be out 
of bad faith or a deliberate act of neglecting Africa, 
but rather a situation dictated by the new realities 
that compel the EU to quickly address the challenges 
brought into the Union by the new members, mostly 
of socio-economic development nature, in order to 
ensure their effective integration. Otherwise, these 
problems would pose serious political and security 
risks to the whole of the European Union”.

“Given the reasons outlined above, it is our view 
that the potential for assistance to the South, mainly 
for Africa, will be broadly reduced, even if the Euro-
pean Union manages to maintain or slightly increase 
development aid.”

In the second part of his speech, Mr Santos Simão 
focused on ways of limiting the negative impact of 
EU enlargement on Africa and the South in general. 

He felt that the ACP-EU partnership had a tremen-
dous potential for improving and widening. It had 
many opportunities, in which the EU new member 
states could play and important role for furthering 
Africa, due to their historic ties with African coun-
tries. 

“In order to support ACP countries, the EU must 
fulfi l the commitments made in all major interna-

tional conferences and summits including the last 
ACP summit held in Maputo last June. We there-
fore need better and increased aid, both in quali-
tative and quantitative terms. Aid must increase in 
volume, while being untied and predictable. On the 
other hand, recipient countries must have a greater 
say on their needs”.

Another challenge was the attainment of the Mil-
lennium Development Goals (MDGs) that undoubt-
edly provided the appropriate framework for ACP-EU 
partnership. In order to tackle the prevailing trade 
imbalance between the South and EU, there was a 
need to continue addressing the supply side concerns 
of the South. Mr Santos Simão pointed to the recent 
results achieved in Geneva, addressing subsidies and 
other trade barriers that undermined access to Euro-
pean markets by ACP products, which he found en-
couraging. Furthermore, he advocated the need for 
a true partnership based on a win-win approach in 
EU-ACP relations.

Finally, Mr Santos Simão stressed on one hand 
the role of NePAD and, on the other, the support of 
 regional arrangements such as SADC.“The EU must 
embrace NePAD. The African Union and NePAD are 
the tools that Africans have resorted to in order to 
address the challenges faced by the continent, to-
wards African renaissance”, he said. 

“I wish to conclude by saying that the Africa-EU 
partnership should be based on shared principles and 
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dialogue: frank, open, permanent and effective. The 
prevailing diffi culties in the political dialogue since 
the Cairo Summit show that much work remains to 
be done for establishing a common political agen-
da. But dialogue and commitment are a must for a 
successful partnership, particularly where differing 
views do exist.

In pursuing Africa-EU partnership, the civil society 
has a pivotal role to play. We must promote further 
the interaction between our civil societies, so as to 
ensure the sustainability of that partnership.”

Discussion

The speech triggered several questions from the fl oor 
on the following issues:

• The effectiveness of aid towards Africa,
• The role of NEPAD,
• The idea/prospect for EU aid to follow the example 

of US aid by linking an increase of ODA to con-
ditionalities and a proven commitment of African 
leaders,

• The role the African Union plays in confl ict reso-
lution and peace and security,

• The case of Zimbabwe, particularly around the idea 
of the ACP (which Mozambique is presently chair-
ing) applying sanctions against the government,

• Other forms of connection between Africa and the 
enlarged EU beyond development cooperation.

Mr Santos Simão explained that African governments 
are committed to provide better lives to their own 
populations. The different countries in Africa are at 
different stages of developing their states, but all of 
them are committed to achieve the goal of building 
a modern state. He quoted the content of the African 
Union Act, which contains all elements of a modern 
state, i.e. the issues of human rights, rule of law, 
open economies, gender issues, environmental is-
sues, and social goals. Twenty-seven countries have 
already had peer reviews that are advocated in the Af-
rican Union Act. Mr Santos Simão also mentioned this 
growing number as an indicator which demonstrated 
more openness of African states. “There is a long way 
to go, but we feel that we are in the right path to 
change the realities of our countries”, he said.

Mr Santos Simão said the effectiveness of aid 
could be increased. He admitted that there were 
problems on the recipient’s as well as the donor’s 
side. For example, in most cases aid did not reach the 
district level where the population actually lived. He 
explained, “in Mozambique, we therefore decided to 

create the capacity at the district level to manage the 
budget. But this is a slow process because we need to 
make sure that technical and bureaucratic facilities 
are built, and the money is not misused. Other coun-
tries are more advanced in this than  Mozambique”. 
As for the Millennium Development Goals, he was 
convinced that they were achievable in Mozambique, 
because they were integrated in the national plan to 
reduce poverty.

He hoped that a new commitment would be made 
during the mid-term review of the MDGs in 2005 for 
an increase of their fi nancing, quoting the estimate 
of 50 billion US dollars a year which would be nec-
essary to fi nance Africa’s development.

With regard to NePAD, Mr Santos Simão believed 
that it had growing credibility to act as a framework 
for the relationships between the North and Africa. 
“It will also be the guideline between African coun-
tries themselves”, he pointed out, and gave the ex-
ample of a pipeline between Mozambique and South 
Africa, which was totally fi nanced by African coun-
tries. Despite the high hopes, however, it remained 
to be seen if NePAD would match with reality in the 
long run.

Concerning the conditionalities tied to aid, Mr 
Santos Simão said that he did not see anything wrong 
in asking African governments to respect their com-
mitments written down in the African Union’s consti-
tution. He did not consider them as a foreign impo-
sition. Africans themselves took the full responsibil-
ity of implementing the policy decisions they freely 
decided upon. He strongly felt that open societies 
and good governance will decrease the possibilities 
of confl icts in Africa.

On the role of the African Union in confl ict preven-
tion, Mr Santos Simão was convinced that Africans 
should take the lead in searching for solutions, espe-
cially in the case of Sudan. “In 1999, there were nine-
teen burning confl icts in Africa and a decision was 
taken that Africans should take the lead in searching 
for their solutions. Now we remain with fi ve confl icts 
in fi ve years”, he said.

Regarding the case of Zimbabwe, Mr Santos Simão 
pointed out that sanctions are not the best approach 
to solve political differences and that SADC, contrary 
to the EU, decided that in this case peace is more 
urgent than democracy. One should fi rst concentrate 
on stopping the outbreak of a civil war. Secondly, 
SADC recently approved guidelines for free and fair 
elections in Southern Africa in all member states, 
including Zimbabwe. “Only regional agreements and 
dialogue can help our neighbours to go back to the 
mainstream of political and economic development”, 
he said.
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Finally, with regard to the relationships with the 
new member states of the European Union, he said 
that there was a lot of potential because of histori-
cal ties, for example between Poland and Mozam-
bique. However, the question remained of how the 
new member states would resume this cooperation 
within the framework of the EU. He saw a chance if 
the enlargement process were to increase the mar-
ket for African products in Europe. Mr Santos Simão 

also emphasised the importance of a new European 
Union – African Summit, which has not been taken 
place since the year 2000. “From our side we con-
tinue to say that we are ready for this summit, but 
without conditionality”, he concluded.

This is a summary of the 
speech, including excerpts. 

The full speech is available at 
www.euforic.org/sid-europe

‘Learning from the Experience’

Keynote speech by Commissioner Poul Nielson

Looking back on the last fi ve years, Commissioner 
Paul Nielson said that the climate for development 
cooperation had improved considerably. “We have 
reversed the trend”, was his main message. He said 
there were grounds for optimism, shown by the high 
status of the Monterrey conference and the result-
ing commitment of the EU and its member states to 
reach an average ODA of 0.39 % of GNP by 2006. The 
performance of the member states had gone beyond 
expectations, with an average of 0.41 % expected by 
2006, including the new member states (NMS). Mr 
Nielson particularly noted the willingness of the NMS 
to cooperate with European development policy. 

In general terms, Commissioner Nielson observed 
that “development cooperation has never been as 
well organised as today”. This was largely thanks due 
to the development ministers of the member states. 
However, there was room for improvement. Accord-
ing to Mr Nielson, an important problem still lay in 
the “third C” of the Maastricht Treaty – the Coordina-
tion between the Union and the member states (the 
other two C’s being Coherence and Complementari-
ty). Mr Nielson said that efforts at coordination had 
to come principally from the member states, rather 
than from the Commission. 

Mr Nielson said the remarkable changes that have 
occurred in Africa were another positive aspect. 
There were good reasons for optimism, especially 
with regard to NePAD and the African Union, but 
also with respect to the African Peace Facility (cre-
ated in 2003 to support and reinforce African capac-
ity to deal with crises, and fi nanced initially from the 
European Development Fund). The EU had an impor-
tant role to play in Africa, and the relations between 
the two continents had signifi cantly improved. “We 

are now partners in the fi eld”, Mr Nielson said, in-
sisting on the importance of Africa-owned solutions 
to regional confl icts. The AU intervention in Sudan, 
for example, was 60 % funded through EU channels 
(c 12 million).

A further point concerned the risk of contamina-
tion of development cooperation by security issues. 
Mr Nielson was convinced that development policy 
would have to engage with issues like terrorism and 
security, because “without peace, there is no pros-
pect for development”. Finally, there had been con-
siderable improvements in the sector of humanitarian 
aid. Here again, the ‘contamination of terminology’ 
had to be overcome. The Commissioner reminded the 
audience that Japan offi cially calls its activities in 
Iraq a ‘humanitarian intervention’, and a similar ter-
minology was used during the bombing in Kosovo. 
More impartiality was certainly needed. However Mr 
Nielson observed that within the EU, ECHO had be-
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come an effi cient and independent organisation, el-
evated into a fully-fl edged Directorate General and 
treated respectfully by the Commission. 

Although the overall situation of the Commis-
sion had improved, a lot of diffi culties remained. Mr 
Nielson pointed particularly to the lack of fl exibility 

given to the Commission due to a “paralysing over-
load of ‘ex-ante’ regulatory measures” prescribed by 
the member states and the European Parliament. The 
acceptance of the member states to give the Commis-
sion more liberty of action would stimulate the over-
all culture of this organisation, Nielson concluded.

Keynote speech by Tom T.D. Kitt,
Minister for Development Cooperation and Human Rights, Ireland

During the Irish Presidency of the European Union, 
progress had been made in directing development as-
sistance towards the central aim of poverty eradica-
tion. Minister Kitt said that the EU and its member 
states provided more than half of all offi cial devel-
opment aid (ODA). Moreover, the member states had 
made further commitments to spend an average of 
0.39 % of GDP on ODA by 2006, and at least 0.33 % in 
each member state. “This will increase massively the 
resources available from the Union to help the world’s 
poor”, Mr Kitt said. The Union had also been giving 
further attention to the issue of aid coordination. 

Minister Kitt reacted to the current concerns about 
the future of development cooperation being affect-
ed by the trend towards strengthening the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy and European Security 
and Defence Policy (CFSP/ESDP). In a changing and 
uncertain international situation, where “terrorism 
and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion threaten peace and security in developed and 
developing countries alike”, EU actions were driven 
by a concern to promote security, rather than by an 

intent to ‘securitise’ development. Mr Kitt also not-
ed that “there is an increasing recognition of the 
interrelationship between development and securi-
ty: security is the fi rst condition for development, 
but development is also a precondition for security 
(…) Each area of external policy can therefore take 
advantage of the strengths of other policy areas to 
benefi t itself”. While foreign policy needed an active 
development policy to reduce the sources of interna-
tional tensions and increase stability, development 
cooperation was strengthened by a foreign policy 
that enhanced security. 

On the issue of migration and development, Mr 
Kitt said that the fl ow of remittances across inter-
national borders – nearly c 120 billion annually – by 
far exceeds global ODA. “This money is the fruit of 
the work of immigrants and plays an increasing role 
in the fi nancing of development efforts, enabling 
families to receive capital for education, housing 
and small business start-ups and expansion”, he ex-
plained. “However, transaction costs can be high: 
as much as 10 % to 15 %, even for fl ows to large ur-
ban markets”. Cost reduction, better coherence and 
formal channels for remittances fl ow could increase 
the development impact of remittances in developing 
countries. According to Mr Kitt, another major con-
cern was the migration of medical professionals from 
developing countries, particularly in countries suffer-
ing from the HIV/AIDS pandemic. “This ‘brain-drain’ 
worsens the already depleted healthcare resources 
in poor countries and widens the gap in health in-
equalities worldwide. (…) Old practices of recruit-
ment without regard to the negative impacts in the 
country of origin are (therefore) no longer accept-
able”, was Kitt’s conclusion. 

Finally, Kitt insisted that trade was an effective 
tool (even more than aid) in reducing poverty, but 
only if the benefi ts were fairly distributed. “The EU 
has an important role to play to ensure that the 
interests of developing countries are properly and 
fairly addressed in the Doha round of world trade 
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talks”, he declared. Positive developments made on 
the trade front included the adoption last April of 
the EU Action Plan on Agricultural Commodities and 
the proposal for an EU-Africa Cotton partnership, as 
well as the adoption in Geneva last July of a new 
roadmap for the WTO Doha negotiations. However, 
the EU would need an even more fl exible negotiat-
ing strategy in the future, if real progress was to be 
achieved. Mr Kitt said that an important challenge 
during the future trade talks would be the issue of 
coherence, “whereby account must be taken in the 
formulation of all EU policies of their effect on de-
veloping countries”. 

The Minister concluded that the future of EU de-
velopment should involve rising levels of ODA and 
a better poverty focus, but that it should also be 
supported by a set of coherent EU policies. “Such 
‘policy coherence’ would offer benefi ts for develop-
ing countries which would outweigh even the im-
pact of collective development cooperation fi nance. 
Perhaps it is in this area where the potential of the 
Union to combat poverty and to enable the world’s 
poorest countries to join the global community is 
the greatest.”

This is a summary of the 
speech, including excerpts. 

The full speech is available at 
www.euforic.org/sid-europe

Conclusions from the workshops 

and commentaries from the parliamentarians

WS 1 on Foreign Policy Security and Development 
concluded that human security must be recognised as 
a central aspect of development and that the syner-
gies between both aspects must be recognised. De-
velopment must once again be at the centre of for-
eign policy and focus attention on achieving MDG 
8 on donor partnership. The members of the work-
shop suggested that the New African Peace Facility 
in Darfur was innovative and was a step in the right 
direction towards increased EU-AU collaboration. At 
the same time, there was a danger of contaminating 
development by ‘old’ security issues, particularly by 
unilateralist and national security interests. In this 
regard, redefi ning the terminology was important, 
given the hegemony of the USA’s defi nition of secu-
rity. Second, a regional response to confl icts was im-
perative in not only the EU, but also in Africa. Africa 
should ultimately decide on which level – sub-region-
al or continental – confl icts should be resolved. Ideal-
ly, there would be a new division of labour between 
North and South, with the EU providing fi nance and 
Africa providing the necessary troops. 

The starting point of WS 2 on Trade and Devel-
opment was that there was no fair and free trade 
between developed and developing countries. The 
policy of the EU therefore needed to overcome this 
unfairness by ensuring the WTO development round 
was a success. This implied certain policy changes for 
the EU, such as reforming the CAP and phasing out 

agricultural subsidies. Concerning the relations be-
tween the EU and ACP countries, there was a consen-
sus that there should be more fl exibility within the 
EPA negotiations with the ACP countries. For example 
this could either be around the time frame given to 
the ACP to open up their own markets towards the 
EU, or by allowing ACP countries to take measures to 
counteract subsidised imports from the EU. The group 
also questioned the fact that the European Commis-
sion demands trade concessions from the ACP at the 
same time as offering capacity building on trade ne-
gotiations. It was suggested that development assis-
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tance should be given to other activities, such as for 
example the promotion of the private sector.

WS 3 on Aid Effectiveness started with two 
quotes by Clare Short and Evelyn Herfkens that both 
indicated that the worst offender for highly ineffec-
tive aid spending was the EU Commission. Yet the 
members of the workshop concluded that the situ-
ation was far better than often implied. However, 
more emphasis needed to be given to ownership at 
all levels of the development process, since the ap-
proach was still driven too much by the North. The 
group also suggested member states should be less 
involved in micro-management and that there should 
be fewer resolutions by the European and national 
parliaments. The group warned that the MDGs, al-
though they represent a coherent and positive pro-
gramme, did not take into account the particular sit-
uation of the poor countries and ignored important 
sectors of poverty reduction (as had been the case in 
agriculture, for example). Connections needed there-
fore to be found between the MDGs and the PRSPs 
(local partnership).

WS 4 on East-South-West Partnerships looked 
at how partnerships could lead to poverty eradica-
tion, and how alternative models to the Washington 
consensus (which has produced disastrous results in 
some countries) could be supported. The members 
of the workshop concluded that North-South part-
nerships were not symmetrical, due to differences in 
power and wealth. Developing countries should be 
given the right to choose their own policies, even if 
they are not considered ‘adequate’ by the donors. As 
for the East-West dimension of development coop-
eration, there was consensus that awareness needed 
to be created in the new member states to develop 
policies and civil society support to improve Euro-
pean development policy. The recent experiences of 
the new member states in socio-economic develop-
ment could provide an important ‘added value’ in the 
Union’s development cooperation.

WS 5 on the Institutional Architecture of Devel-
opment analysed how development fi ts in with the 
EU foreign policy, security and trade policy. It con-
cluded that as much as possible had to be done to 
ensure that development has a strong mandate in the 
new Commission. The group also strongly argued for a 
single fi nancial instrument with a clear poverty focus 
applicable to all policy areas. At a practical level, it 
was suggested that EuropeAid should be integrated 
to DG Development, and that the question of the De-
velopment Council should be revised in order to give 
Development ministers a formal platform. Addition-
ally, the EU’s ability to act internationally was dis-
cussed. The EU had shown clear leadership among do-

nors in Monterrey, which had been the starting point 
for more common action internationally. However, 
there was a need for more strategic thinking within 
the EU. This would only be possible if the member 
states delegated some of their sovereignty to the EU 
in international fora like the World Bank.

WS 6 on How to Make Change Happen? showed 
that there had been some progress in European de-
velopment policy, but that there was also frustration 
among civil society groups and governments at the 
pace of change. Strong and unifi ed development co-
operation machinery in Brussels (spending its money 
on the poorest and benefi ting from a high coherence 
with trade and other issues) was still non-existent. 
The responsibility for this situation was shared – not 
only in the External Affairs sector of the Commis-
sion and in the European Parliament (for creating 
a multiplicity of budget lines and complicating the 
administration of EU aid), but also in the member 
states. Hence the necessity to keep the development 
issues high on the agenda and to create strong al-
liances between (and among) civil society groups, 
academic institutions and EU policy-makers. Allies 
were also needed in the new member states and in 
the South to support an effective development pro-
gramme in the EU.

WS 7 on Migration and Development agreed 
that there was a link between migration, refugees 
and development, but that the standard develop-
ment repertoire did not take these links suffi ciently 
into account. Whereas there were joint EU actions 
for development, migration and refugee issues were 
still principally issues dealt with at a national lev-
el. Common norms and principles therefore needed 
to be agreed upon. Firstly, the EU needed to exert 
pressure to supplement the humanitarian mandate 
of UNHCR with development assistance to provide 
sustainable solutions. Secondly, Europe needed to 
reinforce its efforts to develop a more open, proac-
tive and forward-looking immigration policy in co-
operation with the source countries. This would have 
to balance and harmonise the needs and interests of 
both source and destination countries so that immi-
gration movements could be more orderly, manage-
able and productive.

Discussion

National Parliamentarians of EU member states gave 
feedback to the presentations by the Workshop 
chairs. Thea Fierens (MP The Netherlands) stressed 
the role of national parliaments to induce changes. 
“Poverty is in our hands”, she said to the other par-
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liamentarians. She also argued for more cooperation 
between the member states to increase aid effi cien-
cy: “We have a lot of common aims on the agenda: 
the MDGs, poverty reduction, Cotonou. Why do it in 
25 countries?”.

A representative of the national parliament of Fin-
land, Ms Ulla Antilla, pleaded for more precise tools 
to monitor the progress in reaching the MDG goals, 
and insisted that comparisons have to be made be-
tween different countries. Representatives from 
Spain, Ms Rosa María Bonás and the Czech Republic 
mentioned members of parliaments “commitments to 
tax-payers”. It would be very diffi cult to implement 

real changes with regard to agricultural subsidies or 
migration if they had to be legitimised by the whole 
population. National NGOs could however help to 
make the difference by ensuring development issues 
were publicly debated. On the same theme, a repre-
sentative of Luxemburg, Mr Marc Angel, said it was 
important not to forget the importance of nation-
al political debates within the member states when 
talking about European development policy. Never-
theless, the majority of the parliamentarians agreed 
on the need to unite national efforts and put devel-
opment cooperation on the European agenda.

Commentaries from the European Commission 

by Koos Richelle, Director General, Europe Aid

Mr Koos Richelle was invited to react to the results 
of the workshop sessions. His comments were as fol-
lows:

Mr Richelle fi rst responded to the issue of secu-
rity by presenting it as a dilemma. “Everybody says 
there is no development without peace and stabil-
ity and security, we all say so. (…) I think with all 
its good intentions, development cooperation has 
been instrumental in protracted and diffi cult situa-
tions. Furthermore, who should pay for it? Defence, 
at least in the way it was and largely is operated, is 
not very conducive as preventive action. It does not 
solve problems much and it is costing an enormous 
amount extra. (…) When you have to take military 
action you need to have even more money, yet where 
does the money come from?” Mr Richelle asked. 

Mr Richelle went on to describe the solutions the 
Development Council had found. “We came to the 
conclusion that solutions have to be found in the 
regions, and we should equip them to do their work. 
So that is why we came up with the idea of the Afri-
can Peace Facility, to fi nance African peace activities 
in Africa by Africans (…) under these circumstances, 
it was the only solution to get some money on the 
table. But the Council has warned us that this is once 
off, because it is development money.” 

For the future, the Commission had suggested 
creating a specifi c budget line in the Financial Per-
spectives 2007–2013 for the promotion of security, 
peace and stability. Mr Richelle noted that six mem-
ber states did not earmark more than 1 % of GNI for 

this. “There is the possibility of setting priorities, 
but will it happen? The fact is that we need money 
to promote peace and stability and security.”

Moving to the institutional architecture for devel-
opment, Mr Richelle looked fi rst at the internation-
al architecture, which he described as rather weak, 
and then moved on to the European architecture. “If 
you look at Europe as an enterprise, we have gone 
through a major enlargement, and things will never 
be as they were before. (…) The decisions about the 
composition of the new Commission have been taken 
and this has not been a mistake. There were alter-
natives presented for the division of the portfolios 
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among the commissioners and for a restructuring of 
the services, but even with the best will and attempts 
these suggestions have not been followed. So it is 
a deliberate decision to go on in the situation we 
had before, not to disturb things too much and to 
wait for the entry of the new minister of foreign af-
fairs. The division of tasks is a bit cumbersome (…) 
which gives rise to all kinds of discussion on what it 
is more important. (…)”

Concerning the Development Council, Mr Richelle 
did not see it being reinstated for several reasons. 
The Development Council made a lot of improve-
ments in sectoral policies, although these did not 
attract media attention. He said that the one thing 
very good thing about the Development Council was 
that it forged relationships among the ministers, and 
helped to engender frank and open discussions. “I 
think that is what we need because, let us be frank, 
development cooperation is not really a serious sec-
tor. A serious sector has its roots in academia, it 
has a certain tradition and a certain way in which 
to go”, he said. “We need to build on more facts and 
fi gures on the table and not only work from a good 
heart. We need an academic foundation, something 
we still have to work hard on. That is why I made 
it an issue to be here today: because I think at the 
moment the relationship between politics and aca-
demia is being forged here. It should be deepened 
more in the future.” (…) 

“You also have to look very carefully into every 
change of ministers and commissioners. Now we had 
the fi rst introductory session with both Mr Michel 
and Ms Ferrero-Waldner, we have tried to convey to 
them that there is an international agenda based on 
a lot of important international agreements in New 
York and Washington, and that we should go further 
on this path with a new Development Declaration. 
Poverty eradication will remain, I am convinced, the 
overarching goal of development cooperation. But 
the present declaration of 2000 does not even re-
fl ect the MDGs because they were not even ‘invented’ 
in 2000 – so we have to update it. But I am full of 
confi dence; I have seen the preparatory papers and 
Mr Michel has announced internally that he wants to 
have meetings with the private sector at large, with 
NGOs and with his colleagues in informal sessions, 
to check the text of this new declaration before es-
tablishing it. So there will be a possibility of infl u-
encing this new declaration.”

Mr Richelle continued, “Operating as a Union in 
international meetings is not simple because devel-
opment cooperation is part of the shared competen-
cies, meaning that our member states keep their own 
competencies. (…) We would not have had Monter-

rey without the Commission, I dare say. The Commis-
sion has been trying to make proposals and has now 
forced the member states into the follow-up proce-
dure of Monterrey, where they now agree to report on 
the progress made according to a standard format. 
And we promised to reach 0.39 of EU GNI in 2006. If 
Italy does what it has promised, we will reach 0,42 % 
of GNI (including the new member states) in 2006. 
So we deliver more than we promise. But what will be 
our target for 2010? Although we have started this 
discussion, it is not our money: it is the individual 
member state’s money. Nevertheless, I think here is 
a very important role also for NGOs and for nation-
al parliaments to start up the debate. The Commis-
sion will take a new initiative and try to push, but 
the answer has to be forged by the member states 
themselves.”

Looking on aid effectiveness, Mr Richelle said that 
the Commission had produced a ‘Donor atlas’, avail-
able on the Commission’s website. Drawing from 
this, Mr Richelle pointed to the realities of aid. “We 
all say that we give so much to poor countries, but 
please consult this Donor atlas to see where your in-
dividual countries are. There are only two least de-
veloped countries in the top ten receivers, and the 
rest are middle-income countries. And the Union is 
not some group in Brussels: the member states in 
the Council decide where the money should be spent. 
We shouldn’t forget this.” On aid effectiveness, Mr 
Richelle stressed the problem of transparency, draw-
ing on the case of Tanzania, in which offi cial donors 
together operate 376 projects with an average value 
of less than c 800,000. Yet “because we cannot get 
information from the NGOs, we would like to encour-
age them to be transparent too. My dream is to have 
a photograph of each developing country showing 
who is doing what, in which sectors and with how 
much money”. (…)

Mr Richelle continued on trade and development, 
which was an issue that needed to be discussed na-
tionally before Brussels and the world scale. “How far 
are we prepared to go on a national level in order to 
infl uence the debate about trade and development 
on the European and international level? (…) Be-
fore Doha we said ‘let us all do technical assistance’, 
and the Communities made 80.8 million euros avail-
able for technical assistance. But when you look at 
the results you get a photo of a retarded village. On 
a world scale we forgot to educate experts and we 
forgot to make the experts available, it is a drama. 
Money is not the problem. We have made sure that 
in the regional programming in the EDF, 35 % will 
be kept aside for trade related issues. I was disap-
pointed to hear in one of the speeches that we should 
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stop EPAs. I think it would only be responsible to 
say something if you have a better alternative. The 
alternative cannot only be more aid, because aid will 
not give the solution for good functioning economies 
in developing countries. So that is another dilemma. 
Of course we are very happy to discuss it, but we do 
not know a better alternative yet for these Economic 
Partnership Agreements, which we have made WTO 
compatible.” (…)

Finally Mr Richelle addressed the issue of migra-
tion. “In my opinion migration is a very awkward sub-
ject for development people. It is as awkward as se-
curity. We know that there is a lot of migration but we 
in public always distance ourselves from the heavy 
political debate that is going on in our own coun-
tries” he stated. “Migration has never been really an 
issue in development cooperation,” he pointed out. 
“Now we are forced to look into it. Just before I left 

the Directorate General for Development, in agree-
ment with Poul Nielson we reserved at least 25 mil-
lion euros for inter-ACP-activities, horizontal activi-
ties in the fi eld of migration. But frankly speaking 
we do not have a methodology, we do not have clear 
priorities, we do not know what to do. So what is the 
contribution of development to the migration issue? 
We need to step in and we need to do something. For 
developing countries migration is not a problem at 
all, apart from the humanitarian issues and the fact 
that you get an extra burden. They have lived with 
migration in the past. As for the root causes, who is 
going to address them? (…) We have made sure that 
no European money will be used for sending migrants 
from European countries home, and we have made 
sure that we are in agreement with our Directorate 
General for Justice and Home Affairs when they deal 
with this issue.(…)”.

Speech based on recording.

Agenda for Action – Summary of the recommendations 

and the main plenary discussion 

by Louk Box, President of EADI

“We have a problem. The Director General for Devel-
opment in the EU Commission fi nds that this is not 
a serious sector. I beg to differ, I think that this is a 
very serious sector, Mr Director General: I think that 
this sector has existed longer than external relations 
had in the EU Commission, that it has an academic 
status in different journals for development studies 
and that it has a status in many governments where 
both ministers for development cooperation exist 
and a whole sector exists. But are we perceived as 
a serious sector? This is the question that may be 
raised. Yet this conference again attests that this 
sector is vibrant, is fed by NGOs, by scientists, and by 
politicians. And if those have told us anything today, 
it is that that debate is quite important. I would like 
to conclude by making fi ve brief points.

Europe is a major player and it needs to take its 
responsibilities in the area of development. It is re-
markable to see that on that level we all agree. If 
there was one argument which came up in the pre-
sentation of Minister van Ardenne or in any of the 
presentations after, it that is that coherence is called 
for and that somebody in Europe needs to be strong 
enough to impose that type of coherence. Maybe we 
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can use the Millennium Development Goals to create 
that type of coherence. And only then, if we have 
this type of coherence, and if we have this type of 
structure, can we act with one voice in international 
fora. Therefore we need to monitor that coherence, if 
possible under the new European Constitution. The 
Commission certainly has played already a role of im-
portance and Mr Richelle has just given us a number 
of examples where Europe as a major player has taken 
its responsibilities and has acted upon it, such as the 
case of Monterrey. (…) Another question which we 
have asked ourselves is what about complementar-
ity? Is the Commission only the 26th wheel on that 
long car, or does it have its own space to make a 
contribution to European development cooperation? 
From this group, Mr Director General, the view has 
been clear. Europe has this role to play and the Euro-
pean Commission should not have its hands tied, so 
that it can have a complementary role to the member 
states and give them an incentive to do what they 
have promised for the Monterrey targets. 

There must be a new priority for structural issues, 
in particular around the interaction of these issues. 
Three issues have been on top of the bill in our meet-
ings of these two days: trade, security and migra-
tion. There is the need to set clear targets in each 
of these: what do we wish to achieve? When do we 
wish to achieve it? What political commitment is 
necessary to get there? If we take the case of trade, 
a number of speakers have mentioned that we need 
to go into Hong Kong with a clear agenda, and that 
we need to set clear timelines for when particular 
decisions need to be taken in Europe. This is so that 
we can speak with one voice and that there can be 
a clear statement, hopefully especially with regard 
to the common agricultural policy (CAP). The reform 
of the CAP, and a fl exibility of the GATT article 24 
has been clearly argued for in this conference. Sec-
ond point: Security. We have heard two cases being 
presented. We have one case of an ongoing civil war 
where Europe is meeting its responsibilities, where 
the African Peace Facility has been put into prac-
tice; and we have heard about the case of Zimbabwe 
where Europe is not part of the solution. We recall 
the clear statement of Minister Simao who argued 
for allowing the Africans to solve their own problems 
without in their own way without resorting to civil 
war, since Europe and the international community 
have not been able through boycott to resolve the 
problem (…). The questions have been raised at the 
conference: at which cost, with which budget, and 
with what type should future security problems be 
tackled? (…) Some of us have clearly argued that 
this should not come from the development budget, 

and that clear limits have to be put upon it. Re lated 
to this is the migration issue. There is a clear request 
for orderly arrangements and clear migration policies. 
(…) Why don’t we have a European migration policy 
in Europe if we are one of the continents where im-
migration is certainly a point of concern? So there-
fore with regard to migration the clear call from this 
conference is that we need to work on the European 
agenda for migration, and there needs to be a Euro-
pean migration policy (…).

As for the classical development assistance debate, 
I have been struck by Poul Nielson’s request to reduce 
all rules and regulations which bind the hands of the 
Commission, but I heard also from the participants 
here: reduce all the ex ante controls which spoil the 
dialogue between the European Commission and its 
offi cials and many of the recipients in the organisa-
tions present here. But also strengthen the mandate 
for the Commissioner, to be a clear voice in the Eu-
ropean Commission and to represent the voice of the 
South when it needs to be spoken. The South needs 
that type of an ambassador in the European Com-
mission. (…) But what we need further, and I think 
the Director General has made a clear statement on 
this, is more harmonisation on the procedures.(…) 
The European Commission is going to rewrite its 2000 
Development Declaration. The MDGs could be taken 
as the main focus of this declaration because there 
is international commitment for it, and a number of 
people here in the audience have made the argument 
for that. Yet the MDGs must not be applied too in-
fl exibly and impose percentages for certain sectors 
which will then limit aid programmes. It is therefore 
better to have fl exibility in this respect. 

Isn’t it time for greater civil society transparency? 
Isn’t it time for greater NGO reporting? Isn’t it time 
for more openness on behalf of the NGOs of what 
they are doing, in what countries under what codes 
of conduct? Civil society articulation is needed at 
the European level (…). It looks like we are getting 
together, and with the EDC2010 arrangement we see 
that countries learn from other countries on how to 
follow the debate on European development coopera-
tion (…). In this way, if we have more to learn from 
each other on the civil society level, then more pres-
sure can be put on the member states governments 
to work more harmoniously together and to replace 
artifi cial restrictions and rules. This would allow a 
strong European player, a strong European Commis-
sioner with a clear set of instruments – with regard 
also to civil society cooperation. In this way national 
debates can be organised, and decision makers can 
be kept awake, recalling Simon Maxwell’s words, “Let 
us keep them awake”. We can do that with links to 
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our parliaments and with different research organi-
sations. Referring back to what I said in the begin-
ning: we are a serious sector and we should have 
the self-confi dence to show that the links between 
parliamentarians, researchers and NGOs as they were 
forged here at this conference again are of impor-
tance. (…) There should at least be in each country 
(old and new members states) one point of contact 
where an actual debate can take place, and I hope 
that SID will be in a position to appoint and to help 
structure these points of contact (…).

My last point: Let us feed the parliamentarians. 
For each parliamentarian I heard at this conference, 
the request was: please give us information, please 
feed us so that we can keep in parliament the prior-
ity for international cooperation. We should not for-
get that it is not the electorate who has lost inter-
est in development cooperation. I recall a study of 
the OECD Development Centre which indicates that 
all over Europe there is a majority of the electorate 

which stands fi rmly behind the notions of interna-
tional cooperation and poverty alleviation. So it is 
not the electorate, it is very often the elected offi -
cials who need to be reconfi rmed of the importance 
of this European role, and the member state’s role 
within this. So I think that this cooperation on the 
European level for global citizenship is important. 
One good example for a dialogue is APGOOD (the 
All Parliamentary Group On Overseas Development) 
in the United Kingdom that meets regularly with re-
searchers and practitioners. We should have this type 
of dialogue in more places, feeding parliamentarians 
(EU and national) with the type of information which 
is necessary. This is certainly one of the objectives of 
the EDC2010 experience. If you have heard enough 
about it, I will stop, if you have not heard enough 
about it, ask me. And with this I would like to close. 
I would however like to stress the need for continuity 
in this debate, something we have through the three 
organisers of this conference. Thank you.”

Speech based on recording.
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FOREIGN, SECURITY AND 
DEVELOPMENT POLICY

� After the end of the Cold War the patterns of 
international relations followed the traditional 
concept of security, which focused on the terri-
torial defence of states. This outmoded approach 
is not applicable any more: Current confl icts are 
regional in scale, therefore regional responses 
are required both within the regions and by the 
EU. A new South-North division of labour needs 
to be agreed by the EU to help fi nance African 
and other peace-keeping efforts and related re-
construction for development.

� Recognising the danger of a clear development 
focus being contaminated or diluted by security 
concerns, prevailing insecurity of all sorts has to 
be acknowledged as a key obstacle in the fi ght 
against poverty.

� More importance needs to be given to devel-
opment issues, although they have become more 
people-oriented and relevant to a broader public 
in the last years.

Agenda for Action

European Development Cooperation: towards policy renewal 

and a new commitment*

European Development Cooperation 
must change 

The European Community at this crucial moment as 
an enlarged Union of 25 member states, with a newly 
elected parliament and a new Commission, is facing 
great challenges and opportunities in renewing its 
development cooperation. Hence we call on you as 
decision makers in the Commission, in the Parliament 
and in the governments of the member states to take 
the lead towards a renewed and broad-based com-
mitment for a sustainable international cooperation 
of the European Union in the 21st century. 

The decisions to be taken between 2005 and 2009 
will be of utmost importance and infl uence the future 
of Europe’s Development Cooperation. Therefore, we 
hope there will be clear strategies focusing on co-
herence in European external policies, better coor-
dination between the European Commission and EU 
member states, and a greater commitment to pov-
erty reduction. 

It is also imperative to mobilise all partners, both, 
the European Commission as well as member states, 
to generate the political will and ensure fi rm com-
mitment, especially in providing the required and 
internationally-agreed funding to enable develop-
ing countries to achieve the Millenium Develop-
ment Goals. 

Furthermore, policies should incorporate strate-
gies on development education, gain in awareness 
and communication to better enhance public support 
and visibility of European development co operation 
in Europe. 

Two days were spent exploring relations between 
foreign policy, security, trade, human rights and de-
velopment. This document formulates the main fi nd-
ings and key recommendations of the conference, 
which brought together 250 experts from Europe, 
North America, Latin America, Africa and Asia. Here-
with we would like to bring these fi ndings to your at-
tention with the request to take the following policy 
recommendations into consideration:

* EDC2010 International Conference, organised by SID Europe in 

cooperation with EADI and Euforic; 27-28 September 2004, The 

Hague.

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT 

� Provided the benefi ts of trade development 
are distributed fairly, it has a far greater poten-
tial than aid actions to reduce poverty. The im-
portance of trade policy as a key tool to fi ght 
poverty needs to be recognised. The EU should 
commit itself to trade liberalisation within the 
next WTO Round, where it should phase out agri-
cultural subsidies (as part of the Common Agri-
cultural Policy reform).

Agenda for Action | European Development Cooperation: towards policy renewal and a new commitment
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AID EFFECTIVENESS 

� EU governments should speed up measures 
to coordinate and work together to complement 
their aid programmes. To this end, they should 
use best practice and cut transaction costs 
through multiple aid mechanisms and multiple 
reporting mechanisms. This is particularly impor-
tant in view of EU enlargement.

� Ownership should be respected on all levels, 
and at every step in the process. This means less 
micro-management at project level by individual 
member states, and less resolutions by the EU 
Parliament.

PARTNERSHIPS WITH DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

� The EU should acknowledge that the present 
forms of North-South dialogue and partnerships 
are unbalanced due to differences in power and 
wealth. To reduce this asymmetry, efforts should 
be made to let developing countries set the agen-
da as well as let them set their own priorities, to 
reach the optimal overlap between the expecta-
tions of the donors and the aspirations of the re-
cipients, and to give recipient countries the right 
to choose their own policies. Multilateral part-
nerships generally are a better basis for symmetry 
than bilateral partnerships. The need for strong 
and effective EU institutions (and other multi-
lateral institutions) needs to be recognised.

� The enlarged EU should renew its fi rm com-
mitment to North-South collaboration. To realize 
this additional efforts should be taken to make 
the public aware of the importance of develop-
ment cooperation in the new member states. 

MIGRATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

� More recognition of the links between migra-
tion and development is needed. This includes a 
coherent migration policy, which should refl ect 
a fair balance between migration and develop-
ment interests.1

� The EU should take the lead in establishing 
partnerships with the South addressing issues 
of migration. Coherence between trade, aid, in-
vestment, security and migration should be the 
guiding path in these partnership negotiations. 
For example, old practices of recruitment with-
out looking at the negative impacts (such as the 
‘brain drain’) in the countries of origin are no 
longer acceptable.

� The EU should commit itself to facilitating mi-
grant remittances and reducing the cost of their 
transactions. International actions should be co-
ordinated in order to maximise the development 
impact of remittances in developing countries.

INSTITUTIONAL ARCHITECTURE 
FOR DEVELOPMENT 

� A stronger mandate for development in the 
new Commission is needed. In particular, there 
should be a single fi nancial instrument for devel-
opment with clear poverty focused criteria and 
objectives, applicable to all development pro-
grammes.

� The EU should act as a Union in international 
fora. Thus common strategic thinking is required, 
which also should be refl ected in the EU’s new 
Development Policy Statement. 

Agenda for Action | European Development Cooperation: towards policy renewal and a new commitment

1 Recent conclusions by the European Council underlining the need 

for more coherent action, including the “exchange of best prac-

tices within the EU” and the “establishment of common basic 

principles for immigrant integration policy of the Member States“ 

have to be implemented. 

 (see: Council of the European Union, Presidency Conclusions 

16238/04, 17 December 2004)

� EU Development Cooperation should strength-
en ACP countries’ supply-side capacity (private 
sector development, institutional development 
and economic reforms) and it should come across 
coherently in Economic Partnership Agreement 
negotiations and in its implementation.
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The way forward 

MORE RESOURCES FOR 
DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 

� We need more resources for development co-
operation. Aid expenditure through the Commis-
sion only accounts for one fi fth of the EU as-
sistance. The greater share is spent on bilateral 
programmes of EU member states. The EU mem-
ber states should meet the universally agreed 
goal of 0.7 % of their GNP for development aid 
by 2015.

� As a concrete and measurable step, all par-
ties should fulfi l the fi nancial commitments 
they made in Monterrey. Commission and Mem-
ber States have to raise the average of their Of-
fi cial Development Assistance from the current 
level of 0.33 % to 0.39 % of their GNP by 2006. 
The EU should lead the fi eld in achieving this 
goal, and establish new targets beyond 2006 
(0,4–0,7 %).

BETTER VISIBILITY FOR EUROPEAN 
DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION ON EUROPEAN 

AND NATIONAL LEVELS

� The EU should better explain the role the 
Commission plays in the development process 
to development partners as well as the public at 
large. The European Comission still has a severe 
image problem and is fairly unknown to many as 
an actor in development cooperation, although 
as much as 10 % of worldwide development aid is 
handled by the Commission. A stronger European 
profi le and better coordinated European position 
on development issues would greatly help.

� The future of the European Development Co-
operation should be debated at European and 
national levels to help linking issues such as 
trade, agriculture and fi sheries, migration, emer-
gency and disaster relief, human rights, peace 
and  security more closely to the development 
agenda. Such debates could create a sound cli-
mate for renewal. 

NEW EUROPEAN ALLIANCES 
FOR DEVELOPMENT 

� At the European level, policy makers, devel-
opment administration and civil society should 
help to create the right climate of public opin-
ion for reforms. Building a stronger network of 
concerned policy makers, development practitio-
ners, and politicians (sustained by researchers, 
civil society organisations, the media and other 
actors in the public debate) can help to achieve 
the favoured changes. 
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Glossary and acronyms

ACP – Africa, Caribbean and Pacifi c Group of States
ALA – Africa and Latin America
AU – African Union
BWI – Bretton Woods Institutions
CAP – Common Agricultural Policy (of the EU)
CFSP – Common Foreign and Security Policy 
(of the EU)
COMESA – Common Market of Eastern and Southern 
Africa
Cotonou Agreement – Trade accord between the 
ACP countries and the EU signed in Cotonou, 
Benin, on 23 Juni 2000, preceded by the Lomé 
Agreement
CONCORD – European NGOs Confederation for Relief 
and Development
CSP – country support paper
DAC – Development Assistance Committee 
(of the OECD)
EAC – East African Community 
ECOMOG – Monitoring Group of the ECOWAS
ECOWAS – Economic Community of West African 
States
EDF – European Development Fund

EP – European Parliament
EPA – Economic Partnership Agreement
GAERC – General Affairs and External Relations 
Council
GNI – gross national income
GNP – gross national product
LDC – Least Developed Country (defi ned by the 
annual UNDP Human development report)
MDGs – Millennium Development Goals (of the UN)
MEDA – principal fi nancial instrument of the EU 
for the implementation of the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership
NePAD – New Partnership for Africa’s Development
NGO – non-governmental organisation
ODA – offi cial development assistance
PRSP – poverty reduction strategy paper
SADC – Southern African Development Community
TRIALOG – CONCORD project to integrate develop-
ment NGOs in the new member states into the EU-
NGDO community
UNHCR – United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees
WB – World Bank
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