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Chapter 1

Introduction

The present year 2015 is ‘special’ for the European Union (EU) and
especially, for its development Cooperation policy and programme. It is the first ever
European Year to deal with the Union's external action, particularly in regard to
development and its role in the global politics. For development organisations all over
Europe it is an unparalleled opportunity to showcase Europe's commitment to
eradicating poverty worldwide and to inspire more Europeans to get engaged and
involved in development. 1This is the first time that a European year will be looking at
what the Union does outside its borders, raising awareness and engaging with citizens
and the broader public on the role of the EU as a global player, around the motto ‘Our
world, our dignity, our future’. 2Again,2015 is also thewatershed yearfor development
and the deadline which the international comity of nations set for themselves to reach
the Millennium Development Goals that they have formulated and pledged for in
2000.It is at the September 2015 UN General Assembly important new decisions on
development, environment and climate policies are expected to be taken, and the
world leaders are sought to agree on a future framework for eradicating poverty and
achieving sustainable development.

EU, a Civilian, Soft and Normative Power
Since its inception, the EU is conceptualised as and quite proud of itself being
a distinctly ‘different’ type of international actor.3 Over the decades, it has been
described as a ‘civilian’, a ‘soft’, and a ‘normative’ power in international politics.
The EU’s official texts invariably make similar claims about the Union’s role in
global politics.
From the beginning the Europeans consciously and deliberately projected the
EU in its external relations as a ‘civilian’ power. François Duchene, a strong
exponent of the ‘civilian power’ school defines this concept thus: “The European
1

2015 - Year for Development, available athttps://europa.eu/eyd2015/en/content/about-2015
The European Year for Development – Citizens’ views on development, Cooperation and Aid, Special
Euroborometer 421, p. 4, available at, http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_421_en.pdf
3
Nathalie Tocci, “When and why does the EU act as a normative power in its neighbourhood?”
in What Prospects for normative foreign policy in a multipolar world?European Security
ForumWorking Paper No.29, July 2008.
2

2

Community’s interest as a civilian group of countries long on economic power and
relatively short on armed force is as far as possible to domesticate relations between
states, including those of its own members and those with states outside its frontiers.
This means trying to bring to international problems the sense of responsibility and
structures of contractual politics which have in the past been associated almost
exclusively with ‘home’ and not foreign, that is alien affairs.” 4 As such, the
Europeans intend at the domestication of their foreign policy and deliberately
assumed a non-military norm/approach in their external relations. Laidi, however,
gives a classical definition of civilian power: a political entity with “a preference for
peaceful conflict settlement and the use of a binding multilateral framework to
organize the international system”. 5
As Romano Prodi pronounced at the start of his presidency, the status of the
EU as a global civilian power is one which is still central to a discussion of its role in
international relations: ‘We must aim to become a global civil power at the service of
sustainable global development. After all, only by ensuring sustainable global
development can Europe guarantee its own strategic security’. 6 The EU is also
projected as a civilian power, with no intention to use force to coerce to secure the
national interest of the member states but persuasion to achieve ‘milieu goals’. 7
In the 1990s, Hill referred to Europe as a ‘soft’ power. This is in continuation
with the earlier concept of ‘civilian’ power, which is determined to use its economic
strength, cultural vivacity and sterling example to influence third countries rather
than to the traditional use of military power to force others to fall in line with their
stand. Joseph S. Nye, Jr., in his book "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World
Politics” defines soft power as “the ability to get what you want through attraction
rather than coercion or payments. It arises from the attractiveness of a country's
4

François Duchene, “The European Community and the Uncertainties of Interdependence”, K.
Kohnstamm and W. Hager, A Nation Writ Large? Foreign-policy Problems before the European
Community, London, Macmillan, 1973, pp. 19-20.
5
Zaki Laidi. Norms Over Force -The Enigma of European Power, Palgrave Macmillan, New
York, 2008, p.38.
6
Romano Prodi, “2000-2005: Shaping the New Europe”, Speech to the European Parliament,
Strasbourg, February 15, 2000, Speech/00/441, p.3.
7
In this regard, Arnold Wolfers’ classical distinction between “possession goals” and “milieu
goals”, while he evaluates foreign policies of the EU member states, is quite pertinent:
“possession goals” are objectives that a state seeks to fulfill in a given context, usually at the
expense of others (for example, concerning the distribution of power and influence in European
institutions, a country will prefer a higher voting quota, a larger or smaller number of members
of the European parliament, etc). On the other hand, Milieu goals aim at not to defend or
increase possessions one holds to the exclusion of others, but attempts instead at shaping
conditions beyond one’s national boundaries.

3

culture, political ideals, and policies. When our policies are seen as legitimate in the
eyes of others, our soft power is enhanced." 8
The EU has always wielded significant soft power due to its ability to inspire
the dreams and desires of others. The countries that are more likely to be attractive
and gain soft power in the present age of information/communication revolution are
those with multiple channels of communications that help to frame issues; whose
dominant culture and ideas are closer to prevailing global norms - which now
emphasize liberalism, pluralism, and autonomy - and whose credibility is enhanced
by their domestic and international values and policies. The EU very well fits into
this bill.

Development Cooperation as a ‘Soft’ Foreign Policy Tool
The EU has

a vast array of “soft power” instruments such as trade

concessions, development assistance and European Investment Bank preferential
lending at its disposal, which it may use in its attempt to alter the behavior of
nonmember states and shape the international system to its liking. The Europeans
emphasize more on economics and how to use it as an instrument of integration of
human beings and states at the regional as well as international levels. As an actor
which has indomitable faith in its ‘soft’ power potentials, the EU tend to use foreign
aid and development cooperation assistance to influence and to bring expected
changes in the policies and attitudes of third countries, besides achieving socioeconomic development.
As such, the development cooperation of the EU had developed into a notable
‘soft’ power instrument of the EU and a powerful tool in its foreign policy arsenal.
The Union links its development assistance with the democratic credentials and
human rights record of the recipient countries, thereby rewarding or punishing them
according to their acts of omission and commission in this regard. In post-cold war
period, promoting democracy, strengthening good governance and enhancing the rule
of law in the developing countries have progressively become both objectives and
conditions for the European Commission’s development assistance. As the purveyor
of more than half of the global development assistance, the EU is the world’s biggest

8

http://www.futurecasts.com/book%20review%206-4.htm
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aid donor, 9thereby creating a lot of good will for the Union, which it tries to convert
into positive clout and influence over the ‘third’ countries.
The development policy enumerates the programmes that become eligible for
cooperation such as poverty eradication and achievement of Millennium Development
Goals such as primary education and health; social cohesion and employment;
governance, democracy, human rights and institutional reforms; trade and regional
cooperation; sustainable development through environmental protection; integrated
water resources managements and fostering greater use of sustainable energy
technologies, developing infrastructure and elaborate and effective use of information
and communication technology; sustainable rural development and ensuring food
security; and, assistance in post-crises situations and fragile states. 10
Development cooperation is an expression of solidarity and is also in the
interest of developed countries. The effects of unequal and unbalanced development
threaten peace, stability and security in the world, turning out a threat for developed
countries as well. 11 So to avoid this delicate and turbulent situation the DCP tries to
manage these threats and to achieve peace and stability. The DCP gives “bottom up”
approach by focusing on civil society and grass-root movement. Its framework is
taking several forms of actions like aids in the form of technical assistances, training
programmes and dialogue with civil society.
The European Union (EU) has consistently underlined its commitment to the
right to development as set out in the Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action of
1993. This commitment is getting articulated through the development cooperation
agreements/partnerships that have been signed/established with countries throughout
the world since the inception of the European Community (EC). The 1995
Copenhagen Declaration and Programme of Action set forth the goal of eradicating
poverty in the world, through decisive national actions and international co-operation
“as an ethical, social, political and economic imperative of humankind”. At the eighth
session of the UN Working Group on the Right to Development, the EU underscored
the primary responsibility of states to create national conditions conducive to the

9

http://europa.eu/pol/dev/index_en.htm.
http://diplomatie.belgium.be/en/policy/development_cooperation/partnerships/multilateral/europe/.
11
International Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Assistance. Available at:
http://www.mzz.gov.si/en/foreign_policy/foreign_policy/international_development_cooperation_and_
humanitarian_assistance//.
10
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fulfillment of this right and strongly supported the partnership between developed and
developing countries.
Development cooperation is a means to provide financial and technical
assistance by the developed countries to poor and less developed or developing
countries, thereby promoting their long-term social and economic development.
Development cooperation deals with multi-level cooperation - socio-economic,
political and technical - and involves not only governmental institutions and their
representatives but also representatives of the private sector, non-governmental
organizations and the society as a whole, by making their contribution to reduce
poverty in the world and to promote prosperity and plenty.Development cooperation
policy and programme of the EU is today one of the three principal components of the
EU’s external action, alongside trade policy and the political dimension. EU
development aid goes to more than 150 countries in the world. 12
The year 2015 is equally important for Indian economic scenario, as it is the
twenty fifth anniversary of the Indian Government’s initiation of its economic
liberalization, privatization and globalization programme with right earnestness,
though the process started in 80s itself. The reforms resulted in the linking of the
Indian economy with global economy. Throughout the 1990s and the first decade of
the twenty first century, India has consistently grown economically and has partially
achieved its MDGs goals, in the target year 2015. Meanwhile, it has developed its
own development cooperation programme in the neighbourhood and in Africa. Again,
it has formulated its policy over accepting foreign aid – saying no to aid coming from
small countries, due to inconvenience attached.

Statement of the Problem
Development is a comprehensive economic, social, cultural and political
process, which aims at the constant improvement of the well-being of the entire
population and of all individuals on the basis of their active, free and meaningful
participation in development and in the fair distribution of benefits resulting
therefrom. It is a process of “systematic use of scientific and technical knowledge to
meet specific objectives or requirements” of the country in socio-economic sphere.
Development is a change from one stage to another in the constructive way. Generally

12

https://europa.eu/eyd2015/en/content/eu-development-aid
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development means progress or growth. The term ‘development’ is being qualified
nowadays with adjectives like ‘sustainable’ and ‘holistic’. Sustainable development is
a pattern of resource use that aims to meet human needs while preserving the
environment so that these needs can be met not only for the present, but also for the
future generations. The Brundtland Commission defined ‘sustainable development’ as
development that "meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs”. Holistic development refers to the
overall development of all sectors of the economy, all sections of the society and all
regions of the country and all countries of the globe, without exception.
The developed world had reached its present status by using the resources of
the developing world and causing severe damage to the global environment in the
process, but, reacted with alarm and at most caution, when the leaders and people of
the developing countries insisted on their right to development. After so much dillydallying developed countries acceded to their demand and the UN General Assembly
proclaimed development as a human right in its 1986 through its Declaration on the
Right to Development. 13Article 4.1 of the Declaration, talks about the duty of the
States “to take steps, individually and collectively, to formulate international
development policies with a view to facilitating the full realization of the right to
development”.
Development assistance from the developed to developing countries became
and continues to be quite imperative. Naturally, the ‘donor’ claims his pound of flesh
from the recipient and the development cooperation policy and practice is coloured by
the former’s strategic and foreign policy priorities rather than the ‘human need’. This
factor makes a thorough study on the politics of the international development aid in
general and the European development cooperation policy and practicein particular, at
once interesting and rewarding.
The EU is a formidable economic power with a combined Gross Domestic
Product of $16.63 trillion (19 per cent of the global GDP) with the population of
509.37 million (7 per cent

of the world). The Union’s average GDP per capita

remains at $31,020.51, two times more than global average of $12,820.29. It covers
the land area of 4.24 million Sq.km. (3 per cent of the world). 14 The EU has
13

UN General Assembly, Declaration on the Right to Development, 97th plenary meeting,
A/RES/41/128, 4 December 1986.
14
www.nationmaster.com/country-info/groups/European Union
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developed into a global actor and is projected as a civilian, soft and normative power,
which

intends to achieve its common interests through non-military means.

Promotion of democracy, human rights, rule of law and good governance in the
‘third’ countries are presented as a prominent goal of its foreign policy and external
relations and ‘development cooperation’ is projected as one of the most efficient tool
to achieve this goal. Through Yaoundé, Lomé and Cotonou Conventions with
African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) and through Cooperation Agreements with
Asian and Latin American (ALA) countries, the Union channelizes its development
assistance to the developing world. The European Commission has developed two
large aid instruments: the European Development Fund for ACP countries and the
Development Cooperation Instrument for ALA countries to fund the development
assistance.
The term ‘EU aid’ means both aid administered by the EC and aid given
directly by member-state governments. The EU spent €53 billion on aid in 2011, over
twice as much as the second largest donor, the US.

This figure covers both

development aid and humanitarian aid. While the Commission administered €9.6
billion, the rest was given directly by the member-states. Though the Union has
repeatedly reaffirmed its intention to enhance its development assistance to reach the
target of 0.7 per cent of the national income set by the UN, it has reached only 0.42
per cent of the GDP in 2011.
It is argued in certain quarters that the trade policy is more relevant to
economic growth than development aid ever will be.

Instead of development

assistance the EU could better offer fair trade opportunities to the developing
countries, by eschewing its protectionist measures including trade-distorting tariff,
non-tariff, and technical barriers. It is identified that some EU policies, particularly
those on trade, agriculture and fisheries continue to harm poor countries. Need is also
felt for EU to engage effectively in Aid for Trade programme which involves donors
providing financial and technical assistance to developing countries, to build up their
supply-side capacity and strengthen their trade-related infrastructure like roads.
India remains one of the significant beneficiaries of the EU’s development
assistance and the Union has provided considerable funds for India’s efforts to
achieve Millennium Development Goals in a time bound manner. India needs to
achieve a lot in poverty alleviation, public health, education, technical training and
other sectors related to human security. For this, India needs a partner in development
8

and the EU has proved such a reliable partner. The EU has expertise in agriculture and
vocational training and its cooperation and transfer of technology, especially green
technology, will be of great help to India. The Union which is, as mentioned earlier,
already contributing its might towards this end could be of great help to India in
meeting its future challenges.
It is found that the outlook and approach of the EU development cooperation
policies and programmes are moving in the negative direction and the Union is now
guided more by its foreign and strategic policy priorities than offering assistance to
those who are more in need of it. Instead of routing the assistance through the EC,
which is perceived by others as a neutral development player, national governments
guided by their narrow interests manage 80 per cent of European aid. The proportion
of aid administered by the Commission could be doubled to achieve better results.
Again, certain problems have cropped up in the India-EU Development
Cooperation partnership and the EU’s stand on environmental issues like global
warming and climate change is seen by India as hindrances in its developmental path.
Again, the EU is perceived as a spoil-sport in the Indian developmental scenario by
Indian and European civil society organisations in regard to the proposed India-EU
Free Trade Agreement. Moreover, the adoption of a revised Generalised System of
Preferences by the EC under which countries which have achieved high or upper
middle income, per capita, will no longer be beneficiaries. It was expected to come
into operation in 2014 and accordingly, India will not get the quantum of benefit as it
used to get earlier.
The present research work intends to make a thorough study on all these
developments systematically and to evaluate the success of the EU development
cooperation policy and programme in general and the India-EU development
cooperation partnership in particular. It also tries to offer certain suggestions to
enhance the chances of success of the EU development cooperation policy and action.

Review of Literature
Paul Hoebink of the Third World Centre of the Catholic University
inNijmegan, in his commissioned study titled The Coherence of EU Policies:
Perspectives from the North and the South(Ref: Ro2cs007, European Union’s
Poverty Reduction Effectiveness Programme, Brussels, March 2005) as well as his
edited volume titled European Development Cooperation. In Between the Local and
9

the Global, (Amsterdam University Press, Amsterdam 2010) are masterpieces on the
European development cooperation policy and programme and especially on the
coherence policy. Hoebink is quite critical of the Union’s coherence policy and
maintains that unless coherence in different policy areas is not conducive the
development, the EU’s objective of poverty eradication will never succeed. Again, he
traces the course of development cooperation programme from the initial days when it
covered the ACP countries only to the present day in which it has reached almost
global level. Hoebink’s article “Assessing Europe’s aid effort”, (Europes World,
October 1 2005, Autumn 2005, http://europesworld.org/2005/10/01/assessingeuropes-aid-effort/) displays his commitment to his subject of study and critically
analyses the EU’s aid policy and programme. In sum, Hoebink remains a veracious
researcher and author on the present subject of study.
The development cooperation policy and the strategy of the EU in this regard
are studied in detail by a number of scholars. Andrew Mold (ed.) in his edited volume
titled, EU Development Policy in a Changing World: Challenges for 21st Century
(Amsterdam University Press, Amsterdam, 2007) deals fundamentally with the
evolution of EU development policy, both in the context of the changes in the global
political environment and within the EU itself. As the subtitle of the book suggests,
the broad focus is on long-term strategic questions such as: How has the EU's
expansion to the east been affecting political and economic relations with the
developing world? In the post-9/11 world, security concerns have come to play an
increasingly dominant role? How will the EU make its security policy compatible
with its development policy? Can the EU design a coherent approach to developing
countries or will its other interests, such as protectionism in agriculture or its
neighborhood policy, constrain its development policy? and What would a
'development-friendly' trade policy look like?
This edited book by Mold provides a critical overview of the increasingly
complex interactions between the EU and developing countries. Its diverse chapters
focus in the main on the impacts of the enlargement of the EU on development policy.
The book then goes on to analyse specific developments related to the various regions
that the EU engages with. Read as a whole, this broadly critical book highlights how
both internal and external pressures make it difficult for the EU to achieve the kind of
effective and coherent approach outlined in the European Consensus of 2005. Mold’s

10

concluding essay remains a masterpiece on the European development policy and
practice for its penchant criticism and forthright conclusions.
Karin

Arts

and

Anna

K.

Dickson’s

work

onEU

development

cooperation:from model to symbol?(Manchester University Press, Manchester/New
York, 2004) and particularly, contends that, taken as a whole, changes over the period
represent a substantive change in the nature of EU development cooperation. That
change is characterised as a move from a policy which was, certainly in 1975, unique
and held up as a model for the future of North–South relations, to a policy which is
neither unique nor successful. More specifically, the contention here is that
development cooperation policy in relation to the ACP has become a symbolic gesture
from the EU, primarily useful to demonstrate its breadth of commitment to, and
relationship with, the South. In so doing it seeks to enhance its perceived role as an
important international actor. The central question addressed in this book is: why does
the EU still maintain its development policy? This work also deals withvarious
external and internal factors which have significantly influenced EU development
policy, and have directed changes in scope and coverage of that policy.
EnzoGrilli, a World Bank economist, published a much cited volume titledThe
European Community and the Developing Countries(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), which examines Europe’s relationship with the developing
world from a historical, comparative and thematic perspective. Grilli was critical of
the ad hoc approach to development which led the EU to have close ties with Africa
but not India or China, or even Eastern Europe. For Grilli, development policy
seemed to be more the result of chance than of design: ‘apart from the top preference
reserved for Africa, who got what, when and why among the other developing
countries never had a clear and consistent rationale’ (1993: 337).
The studies that are brought together in Wil Hout’s edited volume titled EU
Development Policy and Poverty Reduction: Enhancing Effectiveness(Ashgate,
Hampshire, 2007) relate to the emphasis in contemporary development cooperation
policies on poverty reduction. More specifically, the studies focus on various aspects
that are central to the development cooperation policy of the European Community.
The studies reported in this book were all supported under a research
programmefunded by the U.K.’s Department for International Development (DFID).
The research programme was initiated in the light of DFID’s development objectives
with regard to the European Community, which were ‘to maximise the contribution of
11

the European Community’s development programmes to the international poverty
eradication strategy, and in particular to the target of reducing by half the proportion
of people living in extreme poverty by 2015. The study introduces some of the main
themes in contemporary development cooperation.
Marjorie Lister, who has been writing on the EU’s relations with the
developing countries and the European development cooperation policy for many
years, published two volumes entitled The European Community and the
Developing World (Brookfield USA: Avebury, 1988) and The European Union and
the South(Routledge, London, 1997). While the first work was a critical appraisal of
the Community’s development activities in the developing world, in the second book
Lister argues that Europe could play an important role as champion of the South.
From her perspective the long institutional relationship between Europe and most of
the developing world, and Africa in particular, makes the Community an ideal partner
for, and defender of, the South. Furthermore, this role would provide an appropriate
complement to the integration process, she surmises.
In his book entitled The European Union and the Third World(Houndmills:
Palgrave, 2002), Martin Holland seeks to answer the question of whether the EU
plays a distinct role in development policy. He does this through an examination of
Europe’s relationship with different regions and by interrogating the explanatory
potential of different integration theories.As a sequel to this work, Holland in the
company of Matthew Doidge brought out another volume titled Development Policy
of the European Union(Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2012), which begins with a
theoretical discourse and surveys recent academic debates on development issues
before moving on to address the legacy issues and core policy areas. There are few
chapters looking at area specific interests, particularly Latin America and Asia.
Africa is dealt with in the last chapter within the context of the MDGs and recent
prioritisation agenda.This book is a comprehensive engagement with regions that are
most affected by the EU’s global agency.
Doidge and Holland’s book is important in that it gives a comprehensive
overview of reasons for the limitation of the policy over the past twelve years and
more. Building on earlier work they break down the framework of the Union’s
external relations and update the policy changes that have come into effect for
developing country relations in recent years. While taking an analytical view of the
Cotonou process, the book takes on the vexed questions of the implications of the
12

global recession, the ‘Everything but Arms’ initiative, the EuropeAid network, the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the implications of institutional changes
within the EU itself under the auspices of the Lisbon Treaty.
In their working paper on“Do the Poor Matter? A Comparative Study of
European Aid for Poverty Reduction in India”, (Overseas Development Institute,
Working Paper 124, London, March 2000),Aidan Cox and others pose a serious
question, whether or not the poor matter in European aid to India and maintain that it
would appear that they do and that the donors’ strategies are having an increasing
impact on poverty reduction. However, the more detailed discussion of EU donors’
aid in the study does reveal that the overall positive picture is potentially misleading
in a number of aspects. Today, there remain many problems and the changes and
improvements achieved to date are far from being secure for the future. The case
remains that while the poor do matter, they do not matter enough. The scholars argue
that to secure better poverty reduction the EU donors must continue with the changes
introduced in the1990s and pursue further improvements in management and
organisation, further innovation in approaches and methodologies, and make far
greater attempts at inter-donor and bilateral cooperation and coordination.
The assertion of Aidan Cox and othersthat poverty rarely goes away and even
ifone achieve changes for the better in both absolute and relative terms, the processes
that give rise to poverty have the habit of surviving with the poor being reconstituted
in new forms and with new problems, poses a real challenge to those who claim to
achieve poverty reduction and its eventual eradication in foreseeable time.
Martin Rudner’s article titledEuropean Community Development Assistance
to Asia: Policies, Programs and Performance, (Modern Asian Studies, vol. 26, no. 1,
I992, pp. 1-29)traces the history of the European development cooperation policy and
its practice with the ACP and ALA countries. After a careful and thorough analysis of
the development cooperation policies and programmes of the European Community,
Rudner evaluates the performance and outcome.

William Easterly, who have spent many years as a Planner while working as
an economist for the World Bank, in his book titled The White Man’s Burden: Why
the West’s Efforts to Aid the Rest Have Done So Much Ill and So Little Good, (New
York:The Penguin Press, 2006), answers to the question that he raises in the subtitle
to the effect that the Western interventions in poor countrieson the name
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ofdevelopment projects have been driven by Planners,who pursue utopian goals,
design global blueprints, and implement them with little local knowledge or feedback
from the intended beneficiaries. Easterly is categorical in pointing out that since the
Planners dominate and drive the western development policy and programme,
accountability for achieving real benefits is lacking, thereby resulting in too little
good while causing so much ill. Easterly finds fault with the institutional features and
structures of the aid establishment which leaves the purse strings in the hands of the
politicians and their constituencies of the rich countries, who have little knowledge of
the poor, rather than in that of the poor, whose interests these agencies are expected to
serve. In their ignorance of real world situations and/or due to their blind, singleminded pursuit of self-interest, the former treat numbers of reports written, summits
organized, and dollars/Euros spent as if they were indicators of ultimate success. At
worst, they fail to hold the international aid establishment accountable for real impact
and visible result, Easterly points out.
Easterly scoffs at high-profile efforts to set development goals, such as the
United Nation’s declaration of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), as
‘utopian blueprints’ and Jeffrey Sachs’ related call to bring about The End of Poverty
(2005), and even makes the more general claim that goals are “counterproductive for
implementation”. He goes to the extent of exhorting the activists to “change your
issue from raising more aid money to making sure that the aid money reaches the
poor”. According to him, problems faced by the developing world and the inadequate
response of the developed world to them, are deeply rooted in the West’s
misconceptualisation of the rest.
Dambisa Moyo’s work, Dead Aid: Why Aid is Not Working and How There
Is a Better Way for Africa, (New York: Farrar, Strauss, and Giroux, 2009), is a
scathing frontal attack on the aid programme of the developed world which she terms
as ‘Dead Aid’. She raises the most inconvenient question to the proponents of aid to
answer: Why do the majority of sub-Saharan countries 'flounder in a seemingly neverending cycle of corruption, disease, poverty, and aid-dependency', despite the fact that
their countries have received more than US$300 billion in development assistance
since 1970?. She is categorical in maintaining out that African countries are poor
precisely because of all that aid. Reality is that aid has helped make the poor poorer,
and growth slower, she argues. In Moyo's startling words: 'Aid has been, and
continues to be, an unmitigated political, economic, and humanitarian disaster for
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most parts of the developing world.' As pointed out by Todd Moss, (“Dambisa
Moyo’s (Serious) Challenge to the Development Business”, (Center for Global
Development, April 2009), Moyo’s most useful contribution is to highlight the fact
that “the aid system imposes real costs on recipient countries”. Many economists
now acknowledge the negative macroeconomic effects of aid, such as, appreciation
in the exchange rate, which undermines exports and makes it harder for countries to
grow out of poverty.
Aiding and Abetting: Foreign aid failures and the 0.7% deception, authored
byJonathan Foreman, (London: Institute for the Study of Civil Society, 2012) is a
critical appraisal of the European development cooperation programme in general and
the British international aid programme in particular. Foreman is forthright in his
attack on the foreign aid which, according to him, abet the crimes and misrule
perpetuated by the Third World military dictators and authoritarian governments, who
rob their own subjects as well as the funding agencies. He was unequivocal when he
mentions that the real beneficiaries of overseas aid have not been the world’s poorest
people but the third world tyrants and ruling élites, Swiss bankers, European and American
agribusiness, Paris couturiers, and the aid industry itself. According to him, the target
that was set to the developed world that it should offer at least 0.7 per cent of its Grass
National Income as aid to the developing countries is meaningless, symbolic and just
a deception. He argues that countries like India should not be provided with
development assistance since they are proved to be spendthrifts and wasting their
money on space missions and nuclear programmes, while millions of their citizens are
starving and directionless.
APRODEV, an association of European non-governmental organisations
which are against oppressive trade regimes perpetuated by the developed countries,
and several such NGOs like Christian Aid, Oxfam, WIDE, Alliance Sud, have
occasionally organized protest against them and periodically brings out reports
highlighting the economic offences committed by the developed countries on the
developing and least-developed countries. One such report authored by John Madeley
and Clive Robinson,Brussels' blind spot - the lack of coherence between poverty
eradication and the European Union's other policies, (APRODEV, October 1999)
clearly brings out the evil impact of the European policy incoherence on the
development in the African countries. Another report titled, European Union
Development Co-Operation Policies. Between Intentions and Reality: the Issue of
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Coherence, (APRODEV, 2001), analyses the issue of coherence which evades the
European development cooperation policies in reality in spite of the best intends and
intentions of the European institutions due to dominance of neo-realist and neoliberalist policies in the European nationalist policies.

Significance of the Study
As mentioned earlier, the year 2015 is declared as the ‘Year of
Development’ by the European Union and as such, 2015 is not only the time
to celebrate but also to take stock of the situation in regard to the European
development cooperation policy and programme, its successes and failures
and to explore the ways and means through which it can be improved so as
to achieve better results. The present work exactly attempts to do that.
Martin Holland opines that the European development po licy is an
undervalued and under- researched aspect of EU activity and in the academic
literature it gains “only spasmodic attention,… in contrast to the analysis of
most other EU policy sectors”. 15 However, of late series of serious research work is
being done by European and non-European scholars in the field and the publications
listed in the bibliography vouchsafe to this fact. Again, many Indian and the
European scholars have explored different aspects of the India-EU relations in
general. Still, no specific work is attempted on the India-EU development cooperation
so far. Thus, the present study makes an effort to fulfill this gap and to explore and
evaluate the relations between the India and EU in thissphere. It is also making an
earnest effort to throw light on the European development policy and
programme,which needs some fine-tuning to achieve the desired goals.

Objectives:
Main objectives of the present study are:
•

To trace the evolution and operationalization of European development
cooperation policy.

•

To evaluate the quality and effectiveness of the DCP and to ascertain how far
the policy correlates with practice and rhetoric with reality.

•

To explore the extent of achievement ofpolicy coherence.
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•

To analyse the impact of DCP as a foreign and security policy tool on
achieving development policy goals.

•

To examine and evaluate the present trend in development cooperation
between India and EU.

Hypotheses:
•

European DCP which was influenced earlier by historical and regional factors
is now governed by foreign political, security and trade interests.

•

EU’s Development Cooperation assistance managed by the Commission is
preferable since the latter is correctly regarded as a neutral development
player.

•

Impacts of the EU Development Cooperation policy and programme on the
developing countries are mixed.

•

Higher the achievement of policy coherence, more efficient and effective is
the development cooperation.

•

Higher the possibility of achieving the development objectives lesser the DCP
is used as foreign and security policy tool.

Methodology:
The study is qualitative as well as quantitative and explorative in nature. It
attempts to study and analyse the development cooperation policy perception and
practice of the EU taking India-EU development cooperation as a case. The primary
data includes EU Development Cooperation Policy statements and declarations;
European Commission Records; European Parliament Resolutions; Communications
between and among different European Institutions, Press releases, and Official
Journal of the European Union. The European Commission started publishing the
Country Strategy Papers on partner countries and two such papers covering 20022006 and 2007-2013, remain the basis of India-EU development cooperation.
Periodically the Commission brought out Evaluation Report of EC Support to India,
which studied the development aid and its outcome, suggesting ways and means to
make aid effective and productive. Publications of the Delegation of the European
Commission to India, New Delhi remain an indispensable source for studying IndiaEU Relations on all aspects, including development cooperation.
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Records of the Ministries of External Affairs andCommerce, Government of
India, and Parliamentary debates throw much light on different aspects of India-EU
Relations. National Indicative Programme 2007-2013, which the Government of
India brought out in response to the Country Strategy Paper (2007-2013) published by
the Commission, presents the Indian point of view. Periodical Joint Statements,
especially following the India-EU summit meetings of the leaders of both sides and
following their visits to each other’s country clearly brings out the trend in India-EU
or India-Member States relations.
Reports of the UN and its specialized agencies like Food and Agricultural
Organisation,United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights,
United Nations Committee on Trade and Development throw light on the Indian
economic scenario from a neutral point of view. Reports periodically brought out by
Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development(OECD), Development
Assistance Committee (DAC), International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, and
Asian Development Bank become indispensable sources on EU development
cooperation policy and programme as well as India economic development. Reports,
Working Papers and Policy Briefspublished by the European Non-Governmental
Organisations working on development issues like Christian Aid, Oxfam, WIDEand
their associations like APRODEVoffer a critical perspective of the European
development cooperation assistance and its impact.
The secondary data comprises published books, journal articles, reports,
monographs and policy papers published by globally-renowned Think-tanks in
Europe and India related to India-EU Development Cooperation partnership.
Publications, which are critical of the development cooperation and foreign aid
policies and programmes of the west with the developing world in general and with
India in particular, are of great interest for the present subject of study. The data thus
collected has been analyzed and the resultant observations, facts and findings are
interpreted to arrive at a logical conclusion suggesting the trends of the evolving
scenario.

Limitation of the Study:
The present study concentrates on the development cooperation between India
and the EU and as such other aspects of relations between the two powers are not
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covered. Moreover, the development cooperation between India and the member states of
the Union is also kept out the purview of the study.

Chapterisation:

Chapter I – Introduction
The introductory chapter deals with various dimensions, types and theories of
development. The circumstances that led to the declaration of the ‘Right to
Development’ in the year 1986, through which development has been accepted as
human rights of the people and countries of ‘developing world’ and consequently the
responsibility of the ‘developed World’ to assist and cooperate with the former in
achieving development and the reaction of latter to this predicament are thoroughly
analysed. It also introduces the subject of study and reviews the work done so far in
this area. The statement of the problem, objectives, hypotheses,

methodology

adopted, limitation of the present research work and chapterisation scheme too
form part of this chapter.

Chapter II – European Development Cooperation Policy in Perception
The second chapter deals with the perception of the EU’s development
cooperation policy. It includes the historical evolution, objectives and mechanism of
the development cooperation policy and programme and how the Union is using
development cooperation as an instrument for promoting and maintaining democracy,
human rights and rule of law in ‘third’ countries. Finally, the strengths and
weaknesses of the EU’s policy of development cooperation is evaluated.

Chapter III - European Development Cooperation Policy in Action
EU is a global actor and normative power and the Union and the Member
states provide 55 per cent of the total Official Development Assistance. EU is the
largest multilateral donor/purveyor of development cooperation aid and accounts for
well over half of international aid transferred from the developed to the developing
world. European Community Humanitarian Office provides more than 25 percent of
all humanitarian assistance. EU member states’ combined efforts contribute a further
25 percent. EU as a whole provides more than half the world’s emergency aid. It
intends to be an agent of change and involves in programmes like Aid for Trade
19

aimed at assisting the developing countries to enhance their inherent capacities to
achieve the desired goals. However, the Union is not ready to offer free and fair trade
conditions to ACP and ALA countries. The present chapter thus deals with the gap
between the perception and practice of the EU development cooperation policy and
programme.

Chapter IV – Major Issues of European Development Cooperation
The issue of coherence and incoherence in the development cooperation policy
and practice has become a serious one since it has led to lesser success of the EU in its
development strategy. It was found that there was incoherence, inconsistency and less
coordination between the European DCP and its other policies, and between the
European Commission and the member states in their policies and programmes.
Yet another issue which has attracted the attention of the practitioners as well
as the scholars of the European DCP is the attempt to Europeanise the development
cooperation policy and programme and the counter efforts of the member states to
denounce, ridicule and resist such efforts. These important aspects are the subject of
study and analysis of the present chapter.

Chapter V - India – EU Development Cooperation Partnership
The EU’s development cooperation with India has a track record, spanning
several decades. India is one among the top ten recipient countries of the EU
development assistance. The Cooperation Agreement of 1994 opened the door for
broad political dialogue between India and the EU. The India-EU Strategic
Partnership of 2004 enabled the partners to address the international issues in the
context of globalization. To strengthen the Strategic Partnership, a Joint Action Plan,
with common objectives and wide range of supporting activities in the areas of
political, economic, and development cooperation, was chalked out. The main
objective of the India-EU Cooperation Programme is to contribute towards India’s
achievement of the Millennium Development Goals within a stipulated time frame.
The present chapter covers the entire spectrum of India-EU development cooperation
partnership, its successes and shortcomings and what needs to be done to better its
prospects.
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Chapter VI – Conclusion:
The concluding chapter summarises the findings of the study and attempts to offer
some suggestions and policy inputs so as to make the EU development cooperation policy
and programme to achieve its avowed goals. It also offers some suggestions for the Indian
development administration to take full benefit of the development assistance from the
EU.
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Chapter 2
European Development Cooperation Policy in Perception

Introduction
The French vision for the ‘European Project’seems to include a role for
developing countries, as a beneficiary of the European assistance towards their
development, may be to atone the European colonial economic exploitation. In his
declaration made in the salon de l’Horloge at the French Foreign Ministryon May 9,
1950, entitled ‘A United States of Europe’, Robert Schuman, the then French
Foreign Minister and noted statesman, pledged: “This production [of coal and
steel] will be offered to the world as a whole without distinction or exception, with the
aim of contributing to raising living standards and to promoting peaceful
achievements. Europe, with new means at her disposal, will be able to pursue the
realisation of one of her essential tasks: the development of the African Continent”. 1This
statement marks not only the decisive starting point for European integration, but also
of the European, especially French, obligation to achieve socio-economic
development of the African continent.True to the sentiments of the founding fathers of
the European integration like Robert Schuman, the European Community (EC) initiated
relations with the African countries for the purpose of financing economic and social
development projects in the dependent territories, through its Development
Cooperation Policy (DCP) and programme.

Initiation of DCP
The DCP of the European Union (EU) dates back to the inception of the
European Economic Community (EEC) with the signing of the Treaty of Rome or the
Treaty establishing the EC in 1957. The kernel of what was later to become the
development policy of the EU and its legal bases were enshrined in Part IV(Arts. 131–
136) of the Treaty, under which ‘association status’ was accorded to the Overseas
Countries and Territories (OCTs) of the member states of theCommunity, meaning
1

Robert Schuman, ‘A United States of Europe’, reprinted in Selection of Texts Concerning Institutional
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www.ena.lu?lang=2&doc=613
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the non-European countries and territories which had ‘special relations with Belgium,
France, Italy and the Netherlands’ as it was termed in Article 131 of the Treaty. 2The
main objectiveof this arrangement was to use ‘aid’ to ensure four among the six EC
members, who had responsibilities for colonies or the UN mandates, a continuation of
their privileged trade relations. 3
The Treaty maintained that the EEC would promote economic, social and
cultural development in these associated countries.4 It unilaterally established a
reciprocal free trade agreement between the embryo EC and the associated countries.
Treaty of Rome’s provision for an association between Europe and the colonies of the
original member states created what in essence was a free trade area between the two.
This associationismof the EC suited well the ideologies and outlooks of the political
forces that dominated Europe in the post-war period.It had incorporated elements of
humanism, solidarity and moral responsibility advocated by the socialist and social
Christian traditionsas wellas security, economic interest and cultural nationalism
sphere headed by the conservativetradition of the Europeans of those times.
Adrian Hewitt and Kaye Whitemanare quite correct when they say that the
EuropeanDCP “had been included in the manner that has come to be thecharacteristic
trait and trademark of European policy making: aresult of last minute horse trading by
member states”. 5 In 1957, France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Italy still maintained
some colonial ties with the African continent, described euphemistically as ‘special
relationships’in the Treaty. These colonial powers, especially France supported by
Belgium, conditioned their participation in the Community upon establishing and
maintaining cooperative relations with what remained their colonies at that juncture.
Germany had to pay the price for its getting readmitted into the European politics.
Netherlands’ opposition to the inclusion of development cooperation policy into the

2
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Rome Treaty was simply brushed aside. As a result, the scope and reach of the DCP
was much narrower in the early days, than warranted by the then global realities.
Again, it may be pointed out that this arrangement had not reflected or tried to do
justice to the real European interests of that time.

DCP, a Mixed Policy
From the very outset, the European DCP was not supposed to substitute but
merely to add, supplement and complement the development policies pursued by the
individual member states. The European Commission was never tired of emphasizing
on the additionality and complementarity of this aspect. Although certain member
states, the UK and France in particular, displayed a greater interest in, and hold
disproportionate influence over, the DCP, others preferred Community calling the
shot. As a result, the development cooperation continues to appear as a Community
rather than national policy, with the Union as member statesplus one – as of now,
twenty eight plus one.

Single European Act and After
The Single European Act of 1986, whichcodified the European political
cooperation in an international treaty, placed it as a part of EC’s central legal
instrument. It contained a chapter dedicated to ‘treaty provisions on European
cooperation in the sphere of foreign policy’, which mainly served to legitimise the
informal arrangements already practiced by the Community in its relations with the
African countries. 6The European Parliament (EP) always goaded the Commission to
link the Community aid with minimum conditions of human rights protection and
building human rights considerations in to development programmes and external
agreements, and it used its assent power to press for consideration of human rights.
For instance, in 1987 and 1988 it refused to assent to financial protocols with Turkey
and Israel over human rights concerns. Thus, the EP projected itself as an active

6
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24

promoter of political conditionality, which became an important factor in the Union’s
relations with the third countries subsequently. 7
The 1988 Rhodes European Council called for a meaningful role for the
Community in preserving international peace, promoting the solution to regional
conflicts, demonstrating solidarity for democracy, supporting the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, strengthening the effectiveness of the United Nations
and improving social and economic conditions in less developed countries in the
African, Asian and Latin American continents.

Evolution of DCP in 1990s
The evolution of the EU’s DCP in the 1990swas influenced and conditioned
by several political and economic factors present in the air at that juncture. 8The fall of
the Berlin Wall and the perspectives of enlargement have raised the Union’s
ambitions to become a more influential global player. The EU development policy
had naturally been strongly influenced by the Union’s attempt to define, project and
establish itself as a strong international actorof considerable consequence.
The post-Cold war developments blurred the boundaries between European
DCP and foreign and security policy. The Union’s increased attention accorded to
security issues has spilled over onto its development agenda, in that greater attention
has been given to conflict prevention and political emergencies taking place well
beyond the European borders.
In the economic sphere, the process of globalisation had increased the strategic
stakes of the integration of developing countries in the geography of capital,
production and trade flows. Series of UN conferences have identified poverty
reduction as the overarching objective of the development cooperation and shaped a
new consensus on development thinking.These developments too have influenced the
EDP and poverty alleviation had become its main objective.In line with a wider
reconsideration of the ‘Washington Consensus’ during the late 1990s, the EU declared
its determination to follow the approach of other multilateral actors and to focus on

7
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poverty reduction and its eradication in all developing countries as the overarching
objective of its development policy.
The decade also witnessed efforts to align EU aid resources with wider
international efforts to define the aims of development co-operation. In particular, this
had involved the move towards international agreements over a series of development
issues that were thrashed out in several UN-sponsored conferences in the 1990s such as the
1992 Rio Summit on environment and development, the 1993 Vienna Conference on
human rights and the 1995 Beijing Conference on women and development, among
others. One upshot of these was the subsequent definition of International
Development Targets by the World Bank and the OECD, such as the reduction by half the
numbers of people living in absolute poverty by 2015. 9Moreover, the EU had shifted
its position towards the approach long adopted by the international institutions
such as the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, with conditionality
clauses attached to agreements on aid

and trade–related development

10

programmes. The Union was well aware of the fact that making human rights a
reality is a never-ending challenge and welcomed and promoted the growing
international trend towards integrating the promotion of human rights, democracy and
the rule of law into development cooperation, trade policies and the promotion of
peace and security.
There were ever-mounting criticism from other international financial
organisations, development funding agencies and practitioners over the inefficiency,
lack of vision and clear priorities, complexity and fragmented structure of EU aid. Aid
in general and the European variety in particular had come under considerable
criticism from different quarters. The World Bank, for instance, argued that aid can
only be effective in raising growth and reducing poverty in a good policy environment
and that aid cannot buy such an environment. The Union had to take these criticism
over its activities seriously and had to respond to them positively. All these factors
compounded and contributed to the formulation of the DCP in the 1990s and
hereafter.

9
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Resolution on Human Rights, Democracy and Development of 1991
The end of the Cold War brought about changes in the tone and orientation of
global and inter-regional debates on human rights and development. From the early
1990s, human rights, democracy, and later governance considerations as well, became
increasingly important determinants in the EU’s external relations. On November 28,
1991, the Development Council in its resolution on “human rights, democracy and
development” 11 explicitly linked democracy, human rights and development and
made the promotion of these principles both as objective and condition for
development

assistance. 12Thereby,

the

Development

Council

agreed

that

considerations of human rights and democracy should be important elements in the
Community’s relations with developing countries, and that positive and negative
measures could be taken as and when they were required.Again, the EU had taken a
stand in Vienna in 1993, that human rights, democracy and development are interdependable and mutually reinforcing and that the promotion of human rights also
improves the prospects of peace and security. The EU has always been “demooptimist” and intends to assist and support countries moving towards democracy,
especially during the course of the transition period. 13
The EU‘s external trade and cooperation relations have been institutionalised
in a series of treaties, bilateral commercial agreements and elaborate association
agreements incorporating cooperation in diverse fields. In trade and aid relations, the
EU has gradually incorporated human rights clauses. A Council decision of May 1995
spelled out the basic modalities of this clause, with the aim of ensuring consistency in
the text used and its application. It consists of a provision stipulating that respect for
fundamental human rights and democratic principles as laid down in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights of 1948, the Helsinki Final act and the Paris Charter for
a New Europe, underpins the domestic and external policies of the parties and
constitutes an “essential element” of any such agreement. A final provision dealing
with non-execution of the agreement required each party to consult the other before
11
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taking measures, except in certain special cases of urgency.

An interpretative

declaration specified that cases of special urgency include breaches of an “essential
element clause” of the agreement. This has henceforth became a standard clause in all
cooperation agreements that EU concluded with third parties.

Political and Economic Conditionality
The European approach to political conditionality is based on the promotion of
an open and constructive dialogue as set in the Resolution on Human Rights,
Democracy and Development. The Community and its member states havegiven high
priority to a positive approach that stimulates respect for human rights and encourages
democracy. An open and constructive dialogue between them and the governments of
developing countries, it was believed, could make a very important contribution to the
promotion of human rights and democracy.The introduction of political conditionality
in relations with developing countries thus reflects, to some extent, normative
globalization, or what Ole Elgström calls ‘ideational diffusion’: the EC was following
the international consensus on aid conditionality. 14
Politicisation really began in earnest with respect to Central and Eastern
European countries at the end of the Cold War, where the EU’s main aim was to
suppo rt political and economic reforms. The Union hoped toencourage its eastern
neighbours to introduce and carry forward political and economic reformsby finalising
trade and cooperation agreements, aid, association agreements andfinally offering EU
membership conditional on satisfying certain criteria, including promotion of
democracy, the rule of law, respect for and protection of human rights, especially
minority rights. Fulfilment of the some such conditions was considered necessary to
ensure stability and security in Europe. The EU was willing to use both carrots and
sticks to achieve these goals. Political conditionality in this regional relationship has
served as a model for relationships with other regionsat a later date. The idea of
security-democracy and sustainable development going together, reinforcing each
other, guided the European development cooperation policy and practice. Thus, the
politicization of development cooperation - political objectives such as the protection
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of human rights and conflict prevention assuming much greater significance than the
development itself- clearly and categorically reflects the then European belief that
sustainable development can take place only in a context of security, democracy and
freedom. 15
Various Council Resolutions (in particular May 1992 and June 1995) define
the European approach to structural adjustment. These resolutions acknowledged the
importance of structural adjustment to ‘restoring balance in crucial areas and to
creating an economic environment conducive to accelerated sustainable growth’ and
established the obligation to combine economic reforms with the promotion of
democratization and political pluralism as a necessary condition for any economic
development. 16
The EU approach to both political and economic conditionality may be
characterized as a ‘positive approach’ based on incentives rather than a ‘negative’ one
based on sanctions. Unfortunately, it is very difficult to judge whether this reflects a
truly different stance, or rather the difficulty of implementing sanctions within the
partnership agreement, due to the vagueness of the fundamental principles defined
therein and the absence of criteria for applying sanctions in case of violations. In the
case of Zimbabwe, where the democratic deficit has been accompanied by the free fall
of the economy and serious regional repercussions, the EU response had been ‘characteristically lethargic’. After much deliberation, ‘smart’ sanctions, including a travel
ban on Mugabe and nineteen members of his coterie were finally imposed on
February 18, 2002, only to be circumvented by Italy, when Mugabe was permitted to
visit Rome for an international summit just four months later.17
Complementing this process was the end of the Cold War and the increasing
trend towards economic issues in 1900’s that brought about a significant change in the
attitude of the EU towards other regions. The Union now was determined to have its
influence in the world and to protect its economic interests. Not surprisingly, in the
emerging perspectives the driving forces of development were reconsidered and state-
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driven development process was presumed to be ineffective in promoting
development in an effective way.
As such, the new thinking that began to crystallize since the days of ‘ThatcherReganomics’ stressed on market as the driver of growth and the neo-liberal policies
that allowed more space to the market forces with minimum role to the state, came to
be supported by most western countries, including the EU and its member states as
well as global financial institutions like IMF and World Bank, off course with some
variations in details. In this new thinking the advocacy was in favour of free market,
globalization, Liberalization and Privatization and these were prescribed as the
standard panacea for whatever economic ills these countries were afflicted with. So
the realignment of its policies with Brettonwood institutions and the positions of its
own major powers like Britain and France, who were keen on not only increasing
global presence but of also advancing issues of governance and conflict resolution
were to result in significant reorientation of EU’s external policies and perspectives
towards third countries. This is notwithstanding the fact that the welfare and ‘social
models’ most European countries had built internally over time was not sought to be
distributed. Nonetheless, it has to be underlined that market economy was not new to
the western countries but what became significant is the new drive incorporating these
along with other liberal values in the external front.
So, in the revamped developmental cooperation perspective, regulatory
mechanism and rule based effective multilateralism were seen as inevitable. This was
the time when EU began to adopt a focused and long term perspective incorporating
‘European values’ instead of ad-hoc positions. In the new development cooperation
perspectives focus was on structural reforms in favour of market economy, reciprocal
arrangements, and multilateralism for achieving growth.

Maastricht Treaty and Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
From the beginning, the European sovereign states in their individual capacity
as well as at the collective level were making sincere and serious efforts to incorporate
democracy, respect for rule of law, human rights and good governance into their
foreign and development cooperation policies. Since enlargement policy and the
European Neighbourhood Policy cannot be applied universally, the Treaty on
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European Union (TEU) or the Maastricht Treaty of February 1992, which came into
force on November 11, 1993, in its earnestness to provide a single worldwidesystem
of cooperation of the member states of the EC in international political affairs,
projected the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) as the second pillar of the
EU.
What is striking about most of the EU’s objectives is that they appear to be
what Arnold Wolfers called ‘milieu goals’ rather than ‘possession goals’ and the
former may only be means of achieving the latter, but they may also be goals that
transcend the national interest and are shared widely. Judging solely from the
objectives it has articulated, the EU seems to be more inclined to try to shape its
surrounding environment and thereby try to protect particular interests. Again, it
appears that the Union does not generally set priorities among its objectives, even
though they can easily conflict with each other. 18
The Maastricht Treaty projected the following as the main objectives of the
CFSP:
 Regional Cooperation
 Promotion of Human Rights, Democracy and Sustainable Development
 Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament
 Countering Terrorism and Other International Crimes
 Arresting Environmental Degradation
Listing of the objectives, especially the promotion of human rights, democracy
and sustainable development and the protection of environment by arresting
itsdegradation clearly gives an impression that the EU has a clear understanding of
the link among human rights, democracy and development and it believes that
democracy is quite conducive to the protection and promotion of human rights and
both together worksin favour of development.

Maastricht Treaty and the DCP
The Maastricht Treaty brought about the most important regulatory change
within the DCP since 1957 when it introduced a specific Treaty title on development.
Title XVII of the Maastricht Treaty placed international cooperation among the aims
18
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of the CFSP. Article 130 points out that "the Community and Member States shall
comply with the commitments and take into account the objectives they have approved
in the context of the United Nations and other competent international
organisations".Further, this Article stresses that the Community has a responsibility to
"foster sustainable economic and social development" in the developing world. Itmay
be inferred that any European policy that does not foster and support such
development is not consistent with its obligations. 19

Objectives of DCP
From the beginning achieving sustainable social and economic development in
the developing world remained the main objective of the EU’s development
cooperation policy. The Maastricht Treaty added the consolidation of human rights
and fundamental freedoms as an objective of both the CFSP and DCP. 20In the field of
development cooperation, the Maastricht Treaty clarifies that ‘Community policy ...
shall contribute to the general objective of developing and consolidating democracy
and the rule of law, and to that of respecting human rights and fundamental freedoms’,
(Article 130u of TEU). As such, TEU explicitly added development cooperation to the
Community’s remit.
The Maastricht Treaty called for the preservation of peace and security, the
promotion of international cooperation, the fight against international crime, the
promotion of democracy and the rule of law, the respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms, and the support for economic and social development (Article
J.1).ThisArticle also states that external cooperation should foster the following goals
in developing countries, especially the poorest: their sustainable economic and social
development; their smooth and gradual integration into the world economy; the fight
against poverty; the observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms; and the
development and consolidation of democracy and the rule of law. Thus, the Treaty of
Maastricht made respect for democracy and human rights a general principle of EU
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law, and therefore compels members to subject all of their activities, including
development cooperation, to it.
Article 177 of the Treaty establishing the European Community (TEC) sets out
the three broad objectives for EC development cooperation namely (1) fostering
sustainable economic and social development, (2) integration of the developing
countries into the world economy, and (3) poverty eradication. Article 177(1)
provides that the Union’s development cooperation policy should foster:
‘---the sustainable economic and social development of the developing
countries, and moreparticularly the most disadvantaged among them,
— the smooth and gradual integration of the developing countries into the
world economy,
— the campaign against poverty in the developing countries.’

Art. 177.2 TEC follows an almost similar wording as Art. 11.1 of TEU
prescribing that the EU development policy should “contribute to the general
objective of developing democracy and the rule of law, and to that of respecting
human rights and fundamental freedoms.”Further, in its Communication on
Development Cooperation in the Run-up to 2000, issued in 1992, the Commission
elaborated on the principles of the European DCP stated in article 130u of the
Maastricht Treaty.
Article 177 of the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997, which came into force on May
1, 1999, defines the EU development policy priorities, as follows:
• Sustainable economic and social development in favour of
developing countries, with a particular emphasis on the most
disadvantaged countries.
• Progressive and harmonious integration of developing countries in
the world economy.
• Fighting poverty in developing countries.
The Nice Treaty established that the human rights and democracy clause
should be extended to economic, financial and technical cooperation measures with
third countries (Title XXI, Art. 181a).
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Besides these objectives reiterated time and time again in the treaties, there
were some other political objectives, based on certain beliefs and expectations. It is
always believed that the foreign aid is vital to national securityand it wins the EU
significant goodwill abroad.Again, there was a hope that more generous foreign aid would
stop mass immigration. It was also claimed that sending development aid to failing
states would prevent wars and save military expenditure in the future. As such,
ensuring national security, winning over goodwill of others, controlling migration into
the Union, preventing wars and curtailing military expenditure too remain the
objectives of the development assistance.
Again, development policy forms an important aspect of the EU’s
international role and should be conceptualized within the broader intention to
establish a single foreign policy international ‘presence’. Indeed, the continuing
constraints of the civilian nature of EU action make development policy initiatives
an attractive mechanism for extending ‘presence’. 21DCP is also expected to
work towards brightening the image of the EU and help the Union to promote and
disseminate the values that it holds dear to it. This factor is termed as the ‘Missionary
principle’.The EU has actively tried to promote the European values as part of its
external relations.

Reform of DCP Mechanism
Since the late 1990s, under the pressure of various simultaneous developments
such as the poor results of EU development cooperation efforts thus far and the
changed constellation of the world after the end of the Cold War, the Union embarked
on a process of evaluation, reconsideration and reform of both the content and
organisation of its development cooperation agenda and activities. 22
Although poverty reduction and its eradication in all developing countries is
the stated objective, the 1998 DAC peer review of the EU’s DCP found that
operational programming was lacking and exhorted the Commission to exploit its
considerable potential to turn the goal into a more operational concept. Partly in
21
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response to these criticisms, in May 1999 the Council of EU Development Ministers
invited the Commission to draw up a general policy statement on the shape of a
review of the EU’s aid policies could take.
Accordingly, in March 2000, the Commission adopted a White Paper on
‘Reforming the Commission’, which aimed to profoundly change its culture,
organisation and management. Highest priority was given to its external assistance,
both in terms of strategy and management. Recommendations of the White Paper
were included in the Communication on the European Community’s Development
policy issued in April 2000, which set out the new framework for the European DCP.
The Commission’s new guidelines included the desire to maximize its impact by
identifying priorities for action and concentrating Community action in a limited
number of spheres in which the Community is capable of providing value addition.
The Communication on the European Community’s Development Policy
further clarifies them, specifying that the Community development policy is grounded
on the principle of sustainable, equitable and participatory human and social
development. 23According to this document, besides humanitarian aid, the EU will
concentrate on six areas - trade and development; regional integration and cooperation; support for macro-economic policies and the promotion of equitable access
to social services; transport; food security and rural development; and institutional
capacity-building - which have been identified on the basis of the added value of the
Union action and of their contribution to poverty reduction. It was resolved that crosscutting principles such as good governance, human rights and the rule of law, effect
on poverty reduction, institutional and capacity building, gender equality and
environment, must guide EU action in all these areas. 24
The Communication also maintained that the global projection of European
values of democracy, social justice and sustainable development called for an EU
policy of solidarity and stressed on the importance of increasing the EU’s presence
and influence in international fora where development policies are discussed. One of
the most critical aspects of coordination within the EU was to enhance the ability of
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the EU to present common positions in international bodies, it maintained, thus
realising the potential for increased European influence.
The Communication on the European Community’s Development Policy
Declaration of November 20, 2000 expresses the intent of the Council and the
Commission to reaffirm the Community’s solidarity with developing countries, in the
framework of a partnership that respects human rights, democratic principles, the rule
of law and the sound management of public affairs. This policy is based on the
principle of sustainable, equitable and participatory human and social development
with its main objective being to reduce and eventually eradicate poverty in the
developing countries and integrate these countries into the global economy. 25In
addition to these economic and social objectives, there was a political plan: to help
reinforce democracy and the rule of law, whilst promoting respect for human rights
and basic freedoms. The Commission identified DCP as an instrument to project the
European values of democracy, social justice and sustainable development.
In his speech to the German Parliament on December 12, 2001, Commissioner
Nielson maintained that the principal aim of the European development policy is “to
reduce, and eventually to eliminate, poverty and to this end there will be new
emphasis on pro-poor policies”. 26 He further added that the Council, Parliament and
Commission have agreed to focus on six main areas: trade, regional cooperation,
macroeconomic support, transport, food security and capacity building, especially for
good governance and the rule of law. Nielson further commented that “the conception
of poverty used by the Commission is also to be commended as it moves away from a
lack of resources approach towards a more multifaceted conception that includes
issues of vulnerability that might not be reflected in income-based statistics alone”. 27

European DCP and Millennium Development Goals
The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) emerged from a series of UN
conferences in the 1990s.

The adoption of the MDGs by leaders of some 189

countries, at the United Nations Millennium Summit of September 2000, changed the
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parameters of the debate. Specific targets were set, and the international community
was forced to face up to the widening gap between the rich and the poor. EU’s
initiative in the formulation of MDGs is quite substantial. Since, the Union believes
that clear human development goals and targets can have enormous effect, it had
supported them so steadfastly. It had felt the need to focus on eight MDGs, with
eighteen targets and forty eight indicators. The commission had always emphasized
on the need for willingness to cooperate, coordinate and harmonise the effort needed
to achieve the MDGs on the part of the donors as well as recipients.

European Consensus on Development (2005)
The EU has been actively involved in several initiatives to improve the
effectiveness of European aid, In December 2005, the Commission, the Council, and
the Parliament along with the Member States adopted the European Consensus on
Development (refer Appendix – 2), an ambitious agenda and first such policy
document to provide a common vision of values, objectives, principles and
means to development for both member states’ bilateral efforts and the EC. 28
This measure establishes a common framework for the provision of development
assistance to developing countries provided by the European Union or by the Member
States. The European Consensus clearly emphasized on the fact that the relationship
between donor and recipient is one of partnership and equality. It also discussed the
‘common principles’ of development cooperation, such as ownership and partnership;
the need for engaging in political dialogue with developing countries; the participation
of civil society, including economic and social partners; the promotion of gender
equality and women’s rights; and the attention for state fragility.
The European Consensus unequivocally established ‘that development is a
central goalby itself; and that sustainable development includes good governance,
human rights and political, economic, social and environmental aspects’. Again, the
European Consensus re-emphasized that the primary and overarching objective of EU
development cooperation is the eradication of poverty in the context of sustainable
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development, including pursuit of the MDGs.Thus, the Consensus sought to set out a
common vision for the development policy of both the EU and the individual member
states and reaffirmed“the Post-Washington Consensus concerns of poverty reduction,
democracy and good governance, and developing country ownership”. 29
The need for more and effective aid was yet another issue that was dealt within
the Consensus. It reaffirmed the earlier pledge that the countries that were members of
the Union before 2004 would meet the target by 2015.The EU member states were
expected to achieve interim targets of 0.56 per cent collectively and 0.51 per cent
individually by 2010. The Consensus called for the member states’ to enhance their
contribution on development assistance to 0.7 per centof their gross national income
by 2015. 30
Further, the Consensus contained a commitment to increase aid effectiveness,
inter alia, by placing more emphasis on the relationship of particular aid modalities to
the situation in developing countries. The document expressed its preference for
general orsectoral budget support as ‘the preferred modality for support to economic
and fiscal reforms and implementation of PRS’ in countries where this form of aid
would be feasible. Finally, in line with the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness 31,
the Consensus emphasized the principles of coordination, harmonization and
alignment of foreign assistance, in its attempt to make the development assistance
offered by the EU more effective and fruitful. 32The conference on financing for
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development in Doha (2008), as well as the Accra Agenda for Action (2008), can be
seen as expressions of the combined effort to mobilize a wide range of resources to
achieve the MDGs. The MDGs provide both aid recipients and donors with a common
goal, which leads to better cooperation and coordination. Although it is not happening
fast enough, the Paris Declaration is now rapidly changing the manner in which
donors cooperate among themselves, as well as with partner countries. 33
Sven Grimmis of the view that the European Consensus remains the key
document of reference beyond the regional programmes, which have amplified,
clarified and expanded the provisions concerning development cooperation in the EC
Treaty. 34Wil Houtopines that the European Consensus can be interpreted as a second
attemptto integrate the main elements of the multilateral approach to development
issues into EC development policy. He also maintains that the European Consensus
was a means to develop ‘for the first time, a common vision that guides the action of
the EU, both at its Member States and Community levels, in development cooperation’. 35To put it in a nutshell, the Consensus on Development reaffirmed
development as a goal in its own right, eradication of poverty as a “primary and
overarching” objective, and gender equality, a fundamental human right in itself. 36
The EU, an important player and the world’s largest donor, increasingly
stresses governance in its relations with developing countries. When the EU
Parliament, Council, Commission, and member states in 2006presented a common
vision for guiding their future development actions, governance and democracy held a
prominent place, and they underlined that “progress in the protection of human rights,
good governance and democratization is fundamental for poverty reduction and
sustainable development”, and that, as a consequence, these issues will be
mainstreamed throughout all EU development activities. 37The Parliament, for
33
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instance, through its 2006 resolution emphasized that it is no longer prepared to give
its assent to any international agreements that do not contain a human rights and
democracy clause.Development cooperation by the European Union and its member
states is undergoing a process of rapid change. Changes in the international
architecture and within the European Union are inevitably contributing to this process.

Global Europe Strategy 2006
In October 2006, the European Commission launchedits new international trade
strategy through ‘Global Europe: Competing in the World’, which stressed on EU
marketexpansion, imports of raw materials from the Global South and harmonization of
EU standards through a series of free trade agreements (FTAs). 38Powerful EU lobbies such as
the European Services Forum (ESF), the European Banking Federation (EBF), the
European Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and Associations (EFPIA) and Business
Europe played a key role and remained a driving force behind the Global Europe strategy. 39
Global Europe strategy aimed to strengthen competitiveness of EU corporations
and their access to emerging markets as policy priorities. It marked a double shift
from the earlier EU trade policies: firstly, it intended to promote a competition
paradigm which subordinates development objectives such as human, social and propoor development and livelihood security. It gave preference to competition over
cooperation, to corporate-driven growth over job- and security- oriented growth and
public policies. Secondly, for the sake of competitiveness the EU planned to focus on
a WTO-plus agenda in order to gain a foothold in the so-called “new areas of growth”,
such as trade in services, investment, government procurement, and intellectual
property rights. 40
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Through FTAs the Union attempted to go far beyond not just existing WTO
commitments but also proposals being discussed in the Doha Round.
Main objectives set out in the Global Europe strategyas well as in the EC’s
mandate for individual FTAs include:
•

faster and deeper tariff liberalisation

•

the removal of restrictions on exports in order to facilitate EU industries’
access to raw materials

•

new rules on investment as well as competition policy, both of which were
rejected by India and other developing countries in the WTO

•

increased commitments to further open up services

•

new rules on government procurement, also rejected by developing countries
in the WTO, but which the EU sees as ‘an area of significant untapped
potential for EU exporters in advanced and emerging economies’

•

stricter enforcement of intellectual property rules

•

extended rights for third-party stakeholders, including companies, to be
consulted in advance of partner countries’ introduction of new regulations. 41

In addition, the EU started to insist that FTA partners commit to extending to the EU
anyterms that they grant in the future to other major trading partners. Theinclusion of
a ‘most-favoured nation’ (MFN) clause in the EU’s FTAs.
To be precise, the Global Europe Strategy pushed the EU to set aside its
development assistance goals in the back burner and to pursue its trade enhancement
strategy with renewed vigour. Earlier, trade was used to achievedevelopment goals
and now, development was subordinated to achieve trade interests. This change in
preference conditioned the development cooperation policy and programme in a big
way, but, in negative direction. On the other hand, the Global Europe showed great
concern about social justice and “the potentially disruptive impacts of market
opening” in the EU, and as a response, a European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
was set up in order to “equip people for change” and cushion the worst effects.
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EU Code of Conduct
In May 2007, the Council also approved the EU Code of Conduct on
Complementarity and Division of Labour in Development Policy. The Code
contains eleven guiding principles for a better division of labour among EU donors
and for the presence of the EU in developing countries. If implemented, its impact
could be considerable in limiting the number of donors involved in any one country
or sector. 42In April 2008, the Commission issued a communication on ‘The EU – A
global partner for development: Speeding up progress towards the Millennium
Development Goals’ in which it proposed actions to encourage Member States to
increase the volume and the effectiveness of aid.

Institutional/Policy Reforms
The Commission itself has undergone important reforms since the late
1990s to turn itself into a more effective development institution. These include plans
and instruments to simplify EC structures and to give greater coherence to EC
assistance. These include the establishment of the EuropeAid Office as the single
implementing agency to handle EC foreign aid, the introduction of Country Strategy
Papers (CSPs) as a joint planning mechanism, and a move towards ‘deconcentration’ by shifting responsibilities from headquarters in Brussels to EC
Delegations in partner countries.The EC has introduced and refined a series of
financial instruments to simplify asystem of relatively complex and burdensome
structures and to facilitate greater coherence and consistency. The number of
regulations that govern external cooperation has been reduced from more than
thirty fiveto just nine instruments.On the other hand, despite repeated demands
from the European Parliament and proposals of the Commissionon the matter, the
European Development Fund (EDF), which provides the bulk of support to African,
Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP) countries, continues to remain outside
the EU budget. 43
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Lisbon Treaty on the Objectives of DCP
While highlighting the objectives of DCP, Article 208 (1) and (2) of the Treaty
on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) provides: ‘Union development
cooperation policy shall have as its primary objective the reduction and, in the long
term, the eradication of poverty ...’. Development Cooperation falls within Part V on
‘External Action by the Union’ of the TFEU. The first provision (Article 205 TFEU)
in Part V provides: ‘[t]he Union's action on the international scene, pursuant to this
Part, shall be guided by the principles, pursue the objectives and be conducted in
accordance with the general provisions laid down in Chapter 1 of Title V of the Treaty
on European Union.’
Chapter 1 of Title V of the Treaty on European Union in Article 21(2) inter
alia provides that ‘[t]he Union shall define and pursue common policies and actions,
and shall work for a high degree of cooperation in all fields of international relations,
in order to
 consolidate and support democracy, the rule of law, human rights and
the principles ofinternational law;
 foster the sustainable economic, social and environmental
development of developingcountries, with the primary aim of
eradicating poverty; and
 encourage the integration of all countries into the world economy,
including through theprogressive abolition of restrictions on
international trade.
The Lisbon Treaty also states that supporting developing countries’ efforts to
eradicate poverty is the primary objective of the European development policy and a
priority for EU external action.As such, the Lisbon Treaty has firmly anchored
development policy within EU external action. Promotion of human rights and
democracy has become an increasingly visible aspect of the EU’s international
identity. It is a key CFSP objective as well as an official development policy objective
(Articles 11 and 177, consolidated Treaty on European Union). 44The Lisbon Treaty
makes it clear that EU development policy will remain focused on poverty
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eradication, but that it should be conducted within the broader framework of the EU’s
external relations. 45
Again, the Lisbon Treaty has made disseminating of the European values as an
explicit obligation of the DCP. Article 3(5) of the TEU provides: ‘In its relations with
the wider world, the Union shall uphold and promoteits values and interests and
contribute to the protection of its citizens. It shall contribute to peace, security, the
sustainable development of the Earth, solidarity and mutual respect among peoples,
free and fair trade, eradication of poverty and the protection of human rights, in
particular the rights of the child, as well as to the strict observance and the
development of international law, including respect for the principles of the United
Nations Charter.’
The missionary principle or the zeal to disseminate the European values is also
reflected in Article 21(1) of the TEUwhich provides: ‘The Union's action on the
international scene shall be guided by the principles which have inspired its own
creation, development and enlargement, and which it seeks to advance in the wider
world: democracy, the rule of law, the universality and indivisibility of human rights
and fundamental freedoms, respect for human dignity, the principles of equality and
solidarity, and respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter and
international law.’ Moreover, in Article 21(2)(a)-(c) of the Treaty, it is laid down
that:‘The Union shall define and pursue common policies and actions, and shall work
for a high degree of cooperation in all fields of international relations, in order to
safeguard its values, fundamental interests, security, independence and integrity,
besides several other objectives. The responsibility to further European values in the
wider world applies with respect to all third-countries. In short, the entry into force of
the Lisbon Treaty marks a new era in EU Development policy, with the EU and its
Member States set to coordinate their policies more closely.

Lisbon Treaty on the Union’s Competence on DCP
One of the novelties introduced by the Lisbon Treaty is the explicit
categorisation of the Union’s competence in the various policy spheres. While Article
3 of the TFEU lays down the areas where the Union has exclusive competence, the
45
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areas where the Union and the Member States have shared competence is identified
by Article 4. In regard to theDCP, Article 4(4) provides: ‘In the areas of development
cooperation and humanitarian aid, the Union shall have competence to carry out
activities and conduct a common policy; however, the exercise of that competence
shall not result in Member States being prevented from exercising theirs.’ It is thereby
inferred that within the areas of development cooperation and humanitarian aid, the
fact that the Union has legislated over a given matter would not preempt the Member
States from legislating over the same subject. The Union’s and the Member States’
legislative schemes may therefore develop side-by-side over the same issue in both
these policy spheres.
The year 2010 was declared as the ‘European Year against Poverty and Social
Exclusion’ and it was taken as a ‘year of opportunity’ for the EU, at all levels, and its
partners to make a revitalized and concerted effort to achieve the MDGs and also as a
‘year of accountability’, with a number of intermediary targets and milestones set for
the MDGs. In April 2010 the European Commission came out with an ambitious 12point action plan to accelerate progress towards the MDGs. 46With a view to
exploring the ways and means to best support developing countries in meeting the
MDGs and to further increase the impact of EU development policy, the Commission
issued a Green Paper "EU development policy in support of inclusive growth and
sustainable development – Increasing the impact of EU development policy" on
November 10, 2010. Public consultation was launched on how best to support
partner countries' own efforts to generate inclusive growth and mobilise their
economic, natural and human resources for poverty reduction. The results of this
consultation process was expected to go into the making of the 2011
Commission proposals related to development.47

Agenda for Change of 2011
The European Commission, in its intend to increase the impact of EU
Development Policy came out with “An Agenda for Change” in October 2011, which
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maintained that the “objectives of development, democracy, human rights, good
governance and security are intertwined” and it is “critical for societies to offer a
future to young people”. 48 This was endorsed by the Council in May 2012. The new
approach targeted countries that “are in the greatest need of external supportand where
the EU can have a real impact, including fragile states. It will focus on human rights,
democracy and other elements of governance. Priority areas will include health,
education, sustainable agriculture and energy”.
The Agenda pronounced that the EU is not simply the twenty eighth European
donor. While the Commission implements 20 per cent of the collective EU aid effort,
it also acts as coordinator, convener and policy-maker. The EU is a major economic
and trading partner, and its political dialogue, security policy and many other policies
in the sphere of trade, agriculture and fisheries to environment, climate, energy and
migration, have a notable impact on developing countries. It must translate this multifaceted role into different policy mixes adapted to each partner country. To be fully
effective, the EU and its Member States must speak and act as one to achieve better
results and to improve EU's visibility, the Agenda pointed out.
Good governance, in its political, economic, social and environmental terms, is
considered as vital for inclusive and sustainable development. The Agenda maintained
that the EU support to governance should feature more prominently in all
partnerships, notably through incentives for results-oriented reform and a focus on
partners’ commitments to human rights, democracy and the rule of law and to meeting
their peoples’ demands and needs.Democracy, human rights and the rule of law were
also reemphasized and the Agenda reiterated thatthe EU should continue to support
democratisation, free and fair elections, the functioning of institutions, media freedom
and access to internet, protection of minorities, the rule of law and judicial systems in
partner countries.
While highlighting the development-security nexus, the Agenda maintained
that the EU should ensure that its objectives in the fields of development policy,
peace-building, conflict prevention and international security (including cyber
security) are mutually reinforcing. It suggested that the Commission should finalise
48
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and implement the Action Plan on security, fragility and development as per the
Council Conclusions 14919/07 and 15118/07.
Again, the Agenda pointed out that inclusive and sustainable economic growth
is crucial to long-term poverty reduction and growth patterns are as important as
growth ratesand prescribed that the EU should encourage more inclusive growth,
characterised by people’s ability to participate in, and benefit from, wealth and job
creation. The promotion of decent work covering job creation, guarantee of rights at
work, social protection and social dialogue is vital, it maintained.
While dwelling on the issue of environment, the Agenda argued that
“development is not sustainable if it damages the environment, biodiversity and
natural resources and increases the exposure/vulnerability to natural disasters”. As
such, the Agenda prescribed that EU development policy “should promote a ‘green
economy’ that can generate growth, create jobs and help reduce poverty by valuing
and investing in natural capital, including through supporting market opportunities for
cleaner technologies, energy and resource efficiency, low-carbon development while
stimulating innovation, the use of Information Communication Technology, and
reducing unsustainable use of natural resources. It should also contribute to improving
the resilience of developing countries to the consequences of climate change”.
Finally, the Agenda for Change called for
 Intensifying EU’sjoined-up approach to security and poverty, where
necessary adapting its legal bases and procedures.
 Linking of the Union's development, foreign and security policy
initiatives so as to create a more coherent approach to peace, statebuilding,poverty reduction and the underlying causes of conflict and
 Ensuring a smooth transition from humanitarian aid and crisis response
to long-term development cooperation.

A Decent Life for All
Subsequently, in its policy document titled “A Decent Life for All: Ending
Poverty and Giving the World a Sustainable Future” (refer Appendix – 3) brought out
in 2013, the Commissionmaintains that two of the most pressing challenges that the
world is presently facing are “eradicating poverty and ensuring that prosperity and
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well-being are sustainable”. It brings out a very gloomy picture of the developing
world and refers about 1.3 billion people who are constrained to live in extreme
income poverty and about many otherswhose human development needs are yet to be
met. While pointing out that two-thirds of the services provided by nature – including
fertile land, clean water and air – are in decline and degradation, the document
bemoans that the loss due to climate change and biodiversity have reached the limits
beyond which irreversible effects on human society and the natural environment await
them. 49
While dealing with the issues relating to governance, human rights and peace
and security, which are enabling conditions for progress, the Commission maintains
that an estimated 1.5 billion people are living in countries, which are experiencing
significant political conflict, armed violence, insecurity or fragility. Violence
continues to destroy lives and livelihoods of people and affects more severely the
vulnerable sections of the society - women, children and people with disabilities, it
points out and maintains that the gap between fragile, violence-affected countries and
other developing countries is getting widened and low-income fragile or conflict
affected country had not achieved a single MDG by April 2011 and few are expected
to meet any of the targets by 2015. This failure was attributed to poor governance,
lack of democracy, rule of law and respect for human rights, which hamper efforts
aiming at poverty eradication and sustainable development.
The Commission in this policy document refers also to the emerging
economies which have become the key drivers of global growth and already have a
significant impact on the world economy. It also points out that the present trends
suggest that the balance is expected to shift further and by 2025, global economic
growth should predominantly be generated in them. The Commission refers about six
countries, which are expected to collectively account for more than half of all global
growth.50
The Commission were of the view that the MDGs embody a fundamental
global agreement to end poverty and to further human development. They have in the
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last decade proven to be a valuable tool to raise public awareness, increase political
will and mobilise resources to eradicate poverty. The EU remains committed to doing
its utmost to help achieve the MDGs by 2015, in line with its policy framework as set
out in the Agenda for Change and the European Consensus on Development. Where
there is physical insecurity, high levels of inequality, governance challenges and little
or no institutional capacity, it is extremely difficult to make sustainable progress on
the key MDG benchmarks such as poverty, health, education or sanitation. It is
therefore essential to address the root causes of such conditions and take action to
eradicate them wherever they exist and to prevent them from arising. This agenda
goes beyond fragile states, however, since many other countries also struggle with
issues relating to insecurity and violence. Trafficking, transnational terrorism,
criminal networks and gang violence are undermining the security of citizens and
reducing the prospects for a decent life, with women and children particularly
affected. Addressing peace and security issues in the context of the post-2015
overarching framework should use as a starting point the work already done between
some fragile states and the OECD countries, the EU, the UN and Development Banks
at Busan in November 2011. This should build on the New Deal for Engagement in
Fragile States that laid out an agreed set of Peace-building and State building Goals
(PSG).

Decent Life for All by 2030
At the launch of the European Development Report in Brussels in April 2013,
EU Commissioner for Development AndrisPiebalgs maintained: “In parallel, and
linked to the discussion on post-2015, is the global debate on sustainable
development. The EU takes the twin challenges of poverty eradication and sustainable
development very seriously. Designing a global framework for a post-2015
development agenda presents us with a huge challenge but also with a huge
opportunity to build on the progress achieved and deliver a worthy successor to the
MDGs, which will guide us towards a Decent Life for All by 2030”. 51
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Critical Evaluation of DCP
a) Uniqueness of the DCP lost in the 1990s
During the 1970s and 1980s, the EU development cooperation policy was
considered as something unique that wasmaking substantive and innovative attempts
to contribute to the North–South dialogue, and was held up as a model for the future
of North–South relations. By 1990s, it was no longer perceived as unique as it once
was. From serving as the model on which the Community’s development cooperation
relations were based, the EU–ACP relationship caught up with policies towards other
regions. 52Scholars like Karin Arts and Anna K. Dicksonmaintain that the EU
development cooperation policy has shifted away from making substantive and
innovative attempts to contribute to the North–South dialogue, and since the 1990s
EU developmentcooperation policy has appeared to follow global trends much more
than before and is at risk of perpetuating an ineffective agenda. “Taken as a whole,
changes over the period represent a substantive change in the nature of EU
development cooperation. That change is characterized as a move to a policy which is
neither unique nor successful”. 53 The authors also point out that there was a noticeable
lack of value addition: the absence of novel or unique policies and of the political will
to formulate and implement them. All the novelties such as Stabex and Sysmin, the
commodity protocols, non-reciprocity and political neutrality were given up. There is
instead “a tendency to follow global trends rather than to set them”. 54
William Brown challenges the claim that the Lome Conventions had granted the
ACP countries the right to decide development priorities 'in all sovereignty'. He also
maintains that the new Cotonou Agreement explicitly seeks to align EU aid resources
with wider international efforts to define the aims of development co-operation.55 In the
process the uniqueness of the European DCP is lost.
b) Politicisation of DCP
In its eagerness to use its clout generated by its development cooperation
assistance as a tool to achieve its foreign policy goals such as the protection of human
52
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rights and conflict prevention, the EU intends“to shape the political complexion and
policy preferences of recipient governments”. 56While criticizing the EU efforts to link
its development assistance with democracy and human rights record of the recipient
countries, Karin Arts and Anna Dicksongo to the extent of saying that “the
Community has now engaged in strong efforts to legalise its unlawful practice by
attempting to incorporate detailed good governance provisions in newly negotiated
cooperation agreements” and

call the set of good governance and corruption

provisions of the Cotonou Agreement (Article 9(3)), which qualify good governance
as a ‘fundamental element’, as “controversial”. 57
c) More Symbolic and Less in Substance
It appears that the development cooperation policy and practice towards the
ACP countries has become a symbolic gesture on the part of the EU to demonstrate its
breadth of commitment to, and relationship with, the South. In this process, it is
argued that the Union“seeks to enhance its perceived role as an important
international actor”.58 Karin Arts and Anna Dickson point out that the EU is overly
concerned with projecting the image of a significant world actor, and as a result,
development policies have “become more concerned with form than substance”. This
led, on the one hand, to declaring certain political conditionalities such as democracy
and good governance as ‘essential elements’, but having difficulty in applying the
criteria consistently, on the other. 59
d) DCP, the Result of Chance
In his 1993 analysis of the relationship between the EU and the developing
world since late 1950s to early 1990s, Grilli argues that “The sequencing of . . .
relations with different groups of developing countries, and of their development
cooperation content, appear to have been haphazard, reactive and more dictated by
events, and sometimes fashions, than by plans, principles or even a broad strategy”.
European Development policy seemed to him to be more the result of chance than of
any design. ‘‘Apart from the top preference reserved for Africa, who got what, when
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and why among the other developing countries never had a clear and consistent
rationale’’, he maintains. 60
e) Distinctly Mediocre Policies
Owen Barder, Director for Europe at the Center for Global Development, is
quite categorical when he pin points that the consolidated score for Europe shows that
on average European countries have generous and effective aid policies, and they
promote environmental policies that are likely to benefit developing countries.
However, he maintains that on the broader development co-operation agenda,
Europe’s policies are “distinctly mediocre”. 61
f) Ineffective Decision Making Process
Like many aspects of EU policy making, decisions about development
cooperation are often arrived at by attempting to get a majority, and, if proved
impossible, by some kind of compromise position. The results are often either watered
down solutions or decisions reached at great expense to one or other party. A
prerequisite for the EU to exercise greater influence in international affairs is to have a
common (i.e. coordinated) approach perceptible to outsiders.
g) Lack of Vision, Priorities and Ownership
In the initial decades, the Community formulated and executed its own brand
of development cooperation policy and by 1990s, the Union started adopting the line
of policy and programmes followed by other international organisations and donors.
Bonaglia and others refer about a perception that was and continues to prevail widely
that the EU’s stance vis-à-vis aid recipients became ineffective because the Union had
failed “to clarify its policy vision, set clear priorities, and build a development
cooperation identifiable as its own”. 62
h) Dominance of Realist and Neoliberal Thinking
Stephen R Hurt argues that the “continued dominance of neoliberal thinking in
EU policy towards the ACP states results in neither a genuine focus on poverty
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alleviation nor a convincing case for sustainability”. 63 He maintains that the Union is
just paying lip-sympathy towards the goal of poverty reduction, while engaged in
causing it in the developing world through its policies and programmes. Mary Farrell
too maintains that the EU policy towards Africa, as reflected in the Cotonou
Agreement, was “strongly realist in tone, and that the rhetoric on partnership
reflects less a normative agenda than a trenchant pursuit of what are really neo–
liberal goals and the extension of economic liberalisation in the interests of the
EU. Farrell also points out that the provisions on trade cooperation and the
promotion of economic partnership agreements lie fully within the scope of the
WTO agenda and nothing in the Cotonou agreement “threatens the special
interests within the EU (even when these are threatened by the broadening WTO
agenda itself)”. 64
i) ‘Poverty’ hyped while ‘Poor’ Ignored
The Communication on The European Community’sDevelopment Policy,
which was issued by the Commission in April 2000 maintains that the integration
of developing countries, and especially the Least-Developed Countries, into the
world economy is a necessary condition for their growth and sustainable and social
development. At the same time, the Communication states that trade liberalisation
is not an end in itself, and should not impose excessive burdens on developing
countries. The Communication also says that the Community must take an
increased focus on poverty reduction in all its development activities. Aprodev, the
association of several non-governmental organizations critical of the development
cooperation policy and practice of the EU, laments that the Communication
emanating from the EU institutions like the Commission always “speaks about ‘poverty’
and never about ‘the poor’.” 65
All these factors have reduced the European DCP an ineffective “in the realm
of producing, encouraging or facilitating development, although effective in creating
the image of an actor engaged with the world’s poor”. 66

63

Hurt, n. 29, p.160.
Farrell, n. 10, p. 279.
65
Ibid.
66
Arts and Dickson, n. 22, p. 14.
64

53

What Needs to be Done?
a) Formulate Development Friendly Policies
While ranking the Commitment to Development Index,dozens of different
indicators are identified in seven distinct policy areas such as trade, investment,
environment, migration, security, technology, and aid. Some Scandinavian countries
top the Commitment to Development Index, not only because they are generous in the
quantum of aid they offer, but also because they have impressive developmentfriendly policies which take into account these indicators in the concerned policy
areas and as such, never run counter to their DCP and affect poor ‘third’ countries.
However, when the score for EU is consolidated, the Union comes out overall as
distinctly average. Owen Barderwas categorical when he maintains that in case “all
the other member states of the EU are prepared to take the approach of Denmark to
global security and of Austria to immigration, then the Union would be the
unchallenged world leader in development co-operation. And if Europe were able to
adopt global best practice in each of the seven policy dimensions of the Commitment
to Development Index, its consolidated score would jump by 67% from 5.3 to 8.9,
bringing to an end its present slide down world rankings”.Again, Barder rightly
claims that the Scandinavian experience unequivocally demonstrates that it is quite
possible to pursue development-friendly policies without much political or economic
cost. He also points out that more development-friendly policies are not only
beneficial to the recipients but also to the Europeans. 67
b) Initiation ofReforms
Need was always felt to introduce some reforms in the DCP and the
institutions involved in the development cooperation programme, so as to make the
policy and practice more effective and compact. Several efforts were undertaken by
the EU to reform its institutions, especially the Commission. In the policy area also
numerous attempts were made to make it more effective. While emphasizing on the
need for introducing reforms, Barder argues that many reforms that would benefit
developing countries would also be favourable to a majority of European citizens and
maintains that people across the EU would generally benefit from a greater opening
of their markets to imports from developing countries and improved co-operation
67
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between national tax authorities. He points out that the policy battles are not really
fought between wealthy and poor countries, but between well-organised domestic
interest groups within wealthy countries and everybody else. Barder is emphatic
when he maintains: “Europeans in any case have a long-term interest in helping build
a peaceful, prosperous global community, something that is often given insufficient
weight in the balance against the short-term costs of reform”. 68
c) Not to abandon Poverty Eradication
Enormity and near unattainability of the goal of poverty eradication in the
foreseeable future have prompted many scholars like Martin Holland to maintain
that it seems foolish on the part of the EU to establish poverty eradication as
one of the prominent development policy goals and to suggest to choose less
grandiose but more achievable objectives. Holland feels that such steps are
needed to enhance the reality of the EU’s presence in a global context. 69However,
it is felt that poverty alleviation, though not an easily attainable goal, is still worthy of
attempting and the EU, which had achieved a couple of unachievablealready to its
credit, maintaining peace for almost seventy years in the continent which is war-prone
throughout history, for instance, should put its weight and economic might behind this
noble cause.
d) Support MDGs
Though impressive progress has already been registered, millions of people
worldwide still live below what should be considered a decent standard of living. The
world is still left with unfinished business to attend to in regard to achieving the
targets set for 2015. Much development aid should continue to go to sub- Saharan
Africa. This part of the world already has several failed states, including Somalia and
the Democratic Republic of Congo. Failed states provide a haven for terrorists and
thus pose a risk to Europe. So a strategic case can be made for assistance to some
parts of sub-Saharan Africa. But even if it could not, there is a strong moral case.
Over 400 million Africans – more than half the total population – live on less than
$1.25 a day, which the United Nations defines as living below the poverty line. Three
hundred million Africans – a third of the total population – do not have access to clean
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water and sound sanitation. 70This pathetic situation in the developing countries in
general and in Africa in particular, brings out the desirability of continuous pursuit of
MDGs in post-2015, so that the EU’s goal of “A Decent Life for All by 2030” may
become a reality.

Conclusion
In a way, the European development cooperation policy and programme
seems to be the expression of atonement of the erstwhile colonial masters to their
former colonized people. The DCP which was initiated by the Treaty of Rome in
1957, was reiterated and elaborated in the subsequent treaties culminating the Lisbon
Reform Treaty. The objectives of the DCP got added along with time, according to
the challenges and problems faced by the EU in the international political and
economic arena. The fact that these objectives were getting repeated time and again
clearly shows that the objectives still remain to be achieved.Poverty reduction and
ultimate eradication, which is reiterated again and again without much impact. Some
scholars talk about the impossibility of achieving such an objective and suggest the
EU to abandon such an aim and formulate something that is achievable.
The DCP was used more as a tool than as a policy on its own, giving
prominence and priority to achieving the developmental goals and it could not
achieve much because of mediocre policies initiatedwithout conviction and halfheartedly implemented.The need of the hour is development-friendlypolicies
implemented with care and conviction.In the 1990s, end of cold war, the on-going
process of globalization, policy priorities and preferences of other international
financial institutions and other such factors brought in a new trend in the arena of
development cooperation. The EU became part of this international juggernautand
started imposing political and economic conditionalities aimed at integrating the
economy of the developing countries with the global economy.
Formulation and implementation of DCP strongly influenced by the Union’s
attempt to define, project and establish itself as a strong international actor and to
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achieve its foreign and security policy goals. Using DCP as a soft policy tool has its
own limitations and to its dismay, the EU understood that the depth of its purse could
make the recipient countries to do something or desist them from not doing
something.
The most important factor about the European DCP that stars at the face any
critical observer is its adhocism and lack of plans, principles or even a broad strategy.
This has severely affected its efficiency and effectiveness. Lack of policy vision,
originality and of purpose taken away the sheen of development assistance
programme. Though need for reform was felt and seriously attempted by the
Commission time and again, much could not be achieved due to institutional
shortcomings and tendency to work at cross purposes.
To make their DCP effective, the EU needs to support the efforts of the
developing countries in achieving their MDGs target within the time frame. As of
now, it is clear that most of the targets are partially achieved and the work still
remains unfinished. While halving the number of poor is achieved, the number of
poor and intensity of their poverty is increasing. Issues of public health, primary
education and other such indicators present a daunting task to be achieved. The EU’s
hands are full with the remaining tasks.
Aid effectiveness is yet another issue that the European DCP needs to face
and attempt at course correction. European Consensus on Development of 2005
proposed several initiatives to improve the effectiveness of European aid and to
enhance the quantum of aid. Agenda for Change aimed at bringing in changes
towards good for a bright future for the youth. A Decent Life for All by 2030
remains the target of the European DCP and the EU has to redeem itself by
formulating plans to help the developing countries to arrive at this goal.
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Chapter 3
European Development Cooperation Policyin Action

Introduction
The Treaty of Rome provided for the association of the African colonies of France and
Belgium with the European Community (EC). This was fundamentally a colonial arrangement
and indeed was a part of an attempt by France to continue to maintain its African imperial
relationswithin the framework of the new set up that had come into being in the post-war Europe.
Though France claimed that it had brought ‘Africa’ as a dowry to the Community, it had actually
tried and succeeded toconvince the Community to share its burden of offering economic
assistance to its colonial possessions under the provisions of the Treaty of Rome. The present
chapter concentrateson the ways and means in which the European DCP, which was elaborated
earlier was put into practice.

European Development Fund
Since, all the six founding members of the EC failed to show equal interest to finance a
policy and programme which was primarily seen by them as serving the interest of one among
them, France, the European Development Fund (EDF), a special financing mechanism, was
established in 1958. As such, the responsibility of financing the development assistance was kept
out of the Community’s general budget and the funding of the EDF was arranged by specific
contributions of the member states, though the Community administered it. The first EDF of 581
million units of account 1 (ua) was established for a limited duration of four years.A Second EDF
of 730 million ua was put in place for the period I963 to I969. Moreover, the role of the EDF was
extended to embrace technical assistance and training as well. In addition, a new loan mechanism
was created within the European Investment Bank (EIB) to provide a further 70 million ua to the
associated developing countries. The Third EDF was raised to 900 million ua, and the EIB loan
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facility to 100 million ua. 2 This practice of establishing the EDF through contributions from the
member states and keeping it out of the European budget continues till today.As such, the EDF
continues to remain the main instrument for financial and technical assistance transfers of the
Community to the developing countries.

Food Aid
Generally, food aid was provided as a form of humanitarian assistance and balance of
payments support, and incidentally as a means of disposing of the accumulated surpluses
acquired under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). As a follow up to the Food Aid
Convention of 1967, the Food Aid programme was established within the EC as an additional
development cooperation instrument outside the framework of the then existing cooperation
agreements. Interestingly, it was directly financed from the Community budget, unlike the
EDF. 3Over time thisprogrammewas treated more explicitly as an instrument for development
resource mobilization. 4

Geographical Orientation of DCP
The way in which France and Belgium pushed through the Community’s development
cooperation programme initially and the fact that its erstwhile colonies eventually became the
majorbeneficiaries, resulted in a discussion about whether development policy should retain its
geographical selectivity based on historical, and national interests or should become more
globally focused reflecting the Community-wide interests. Naturally, France and Belgium, the
Regionalists, upheld the regional interests, especially of their African colonies. They had to face
a stiff opposition from Germany and Netherlands, the Globalists, who maintained that the
Community should not restrict itself to a certain region, but, should have to develop worldwide
concern and concentration. Enzo Grilli maintains in his study of the EU relations with the
developing countries that there has always been a conflict in the Community between “two
distinct and partly conflicting souls of development cooperation.... [The] globalist soul, which
2
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favors a developmental projection without continental frontiers, has deep and lasting roots in
both Germany and the Netherlands.... The regional soul has long been personified by France, and
supported at different times and in different degrees by Belgium and Italy. It favours a more
limited and guarded development projection that is bounded by history, geography and timetested relationships”. 5However, the regionalists soon lost ground and the globalists could
convince the Community to spread its developmental activities to other continents and countries.

From Association to Partnership
The developments in the relationship between the European colonial masters and their
African colonies had inevitably changed the character of the relations from association to
partnership. The original conception of aid for colonial dependencies was rendered obsolete by
the gathering momentum of independence in the African continent during the late 1950s and
early 1960s. Decolonisation process and subsequent emergence across Africa of independent
States sparked demands for a redefinition of the relationship between the Community and the
erstwhile colonies of its Member States. Eighteen newly independent Francophone countries,
which were no longer bound by the association system, but, still interested to continue to enjoy
preferential trade concessions and economic assistance, concluded the Yaoundé Convention with
the Community. Through this arrangement, the establishment of a formalised link between
Africa and the EU was carried over into the post-colonial era.

Yaoundé Conventions
As a consequence, the First Yaoundé Convention or 'Association' of 1963 was agreed
upon to replace the provisions of the Treaty of Rome as the legal frameworkgoverning the
relationship between the Union and the Associated African and Malgache Countries, generally
known under the French acronym EAMA. Arguably, the main difference between the Treaty of
Rome’s provisions on OCTs and the Yaoundé Convention’s EAMA countries was that while the
former was designed to govern the Union’s relationship with dependent or ‘subordinate’
territories, the Yaoundé Convention, in principle, was negotiated between equal and sovereign
parties. As per the terms of the first Yaoundé Convention, covering the period of 1964-69, the
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EEC agreed substantially to increase and broaden its financial provisions for the 'associated'
developing countries.
The main implication of the accordance of association status to the OCTs was that the
tariff measures, which applied amongst the EC member states towards each other, were extended
to the OCTs, thereby allowing both OCT and EU products reciprocal customs-duty-free access to
their respective market. Moreover, the Community provided development assistance to the
OCTs. Hence, from the early stage the relationship between the Community and the OCTs
included market access as well as economic assistance, the two components which even today
constitute the main pillars of the European development assistance.
During the late 1960s the associated African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) Group of
countries started pressing for an even wider framework of development cooperation and
clamoured for access to the Community market for their products covered by the restrictive
CAP, which was initiated earlier in 1963. 6 In its efforts to deflect these demands and defuse the
crisis, the Community offered higher levels of funding through the existing development
financing instruments. As a result, Yaoundé II, covering the period 1969-75, attempted to
sweeten the EEC offer with a higher level of funding so as to make it acceptable to the other
parties. Moreover, through a scheme under the new EEC trade policy of 197I, generalized
preferences were offered to all developing countries, partially meeting their demand for market
access. Thus, the Yaounde Conventions reflected the ties between former African colonies and
respective imperial powers, and formed an important part of the emerging architecture of NorthSouth relations. 7

Generalised System of Preferences
The EU established its Generalised System of Preferences (GSP) in July 1971, under
which ninety one developing countries received unilateral, non-reciprocal tariff preferences. The
GSP granted manufactured or semi-manufactured goods, processed agricultural products and
textiles imported from GSP beneficiary countries either preferential, duty-free access to the
European market or a tariff reduction, depending on which of the GSP arrangements a country
6
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enjoys. There is no reciprocity clause for the developing countries which are bound only to apply
the most-favoured nation clause and not to discriminate between member countries of the
Community.
Widening of the Area of Assistance
In 1972, the European Commission adopted a new global development policy further
broadening the scope and reach of development cooperation.In 1973 the Community member
states took offence when Henry Kissinger, in his infamous ‘Year of Europe’ speech, implied that
the Europeans, working within their new framework of European Political Cooperation (EPC),
could only have regional interests (that is, close to Europe), in contrast to the global interests and
reach of the US. 8
By way of reaction to the American slight and in their attempt to have wider interest and
to establish global reach, the Community had developed a separate network of trade and aid
arrangements with selected countries and regional organizations in the Mediterranean basin, and
in the Asian and Latin American (ALA) countries. 9However, the ACP countries continued to
secure the lion’s share of the European development funds and during the period 1971-74,
thirteen of the top fifteen aid recipients from the European Community were the ACP
countries. 10A number of former British colonies, particularly those in Asia like India, were seen
as too developed to join what became the Lomé Convention and therefore it was clear that
additional development co-operation instruments would be necessary. In 1976 a separate
European budget line for aid to countries from Asia and Latin America was created. 11 Thus, the
bilateral development assistance to countries of Asia, Latin America and the Mediterranean,
remain outside the Lomé framework, is managed directly by the European Commission,
sometimes in conjunction with the EIB. 12
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The accession of the United Kingdom (UK) to the European Community in 1973
together with Dutch and German pressure for a new Community approach to the developing
World, led to a revision of the original principles underlying the Yaoundé Conventions.
Erstwhile colonies of the UKtoo were offered ‘association status’ corresponding to those of the
French EAMA. Instead of a traditional donor-recipient relationship, the EC strove for a novel
partnership with an increasingly heterogeneous group of countries in ACP regions, including
several former colonies of Britain.
EC-ACP negotiations began in July 1973 and ended in February 1975 when both sides
signed a new Convention, which covered the five year period from 1975 to 1980, in Lomé, the
capital of Togo. The First Lomé Convention inevitablymarked a geographical widening of the
Union’s development policy and extended the Yaoundé framework to some forty sixdeveloping
countries from the ACP regions. As such, the first Lomé Conventioncame to symbolise the EU
development cooperation, more than any other agreement. It linked the EU with a large group of
developing countries, many among the poorest, in an innovative agreement which operated on
the basis of equality of partners. Its Preamble announced the establishment of ‘a new model for
relations between developed and developing states, compatible with the aspirations of the
international community towards a more just and more balanced economic order (…)’. 13 Main
elements of the Convention were:
•

A development assistance package of innovative aid and technical assistance
programmes.

•

A system of generalized preferences in trade. While practically all products originating in
the ACP countries were offered free access to the Community market, the ACP states
were expected to give in turn the EC most-favored-nation status only, and

•

The System for the Stabilization of export earnings from products to guarantee ACP
export prices regardless of fluctuations in the world commodity prices.
In the new agreement all duties on export goods, except meat and grain, were lifted on

the export from ACP countries to the EC. In addition, the so called sugar protocol, a
commonwealth inheritance, was introduced in to the Convention to benefit certain countries,
whose economy was heavily depend on sugar export such as Mauritius, Fiji, Guyana and
13
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Barbados.Accordingly, the EEC consented to buy a fixed quantity of sugar from ACP
producers at a high guaranteed price which was set in accordance with domestic price of sugar
in the Community.14
Besides trade cooperation and financial assistance, Lomé arrangement contained certain
new features: stability, through which preferences were granted for longer durations;
contractility, which ensured that preferences were jointly agreed and as such, could not be
modified unilaterally by the EC, thereby guaranteeing their continuity and non-reciprocity,
which, saved the ACP countries from the obligation of extending reciprocal favours and
preferences to exports from the Community. These novel features seemed to suggest that the
Community was intended to recognise the then prevalent trend in international development
discourse and was prepared to oblige to some of the arguments put forward by the countries and
peoples of the developing world, who anticipated and looked forward certain changes in the
relations between the North and South, in their quest for a New International Economic Order
(NIEO). 15 This fact is borne out by the contractual approach and the non-reciprocal trade
preferences extended by the EC to the ACP countries and the creation of a semi-automatic
system of financial compensation for unstable export earnings from agricultural commodities
and mineral products, the so-called Stabex and Sysmin mechanisms. 16EDF provided for Stabex
and Sysmin facilities and emergency assistance as well. As such, the major innovations of the
Lomé Convention, as Nathalie Karagiannis points out, were the introduction of a method to
stabilize the export earnings of the ACP for selected products and the world market price for
primary agricultural commodities and the provision for guaranteed access to the Community
market of certain quantities of sugar from certain ACP countries. The big scale of the
Convention made the scholars to talk about its particularity. 17
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As Marjorie Lister shows, the borrowing of the terminology of the discourse on the NIEO
enhanced this impression of the Convention as being revolutionary. The term ‘partnership’
which gained currency since then on to describe the contract was chosen with difficulty after the
terms ‘Association’ and ‘Cooperation’ were rejected because they explicitly referred to the
previous contracts under the strong French influence. 18
In its time the Lomé Convention was considered as a unique and avant-garde agreement
between developed and developing countries, since it included clauses about equality between
partners, respect for sovereignty, mutual interest and interdependence. These principles were
given tangible form through co-management which meant that all projects funded from the
EDF, the financial protocol of the Conventions, had to carry signatures of the EC and of the
concerned ACP country. A further central element of the Lomé Conventions was the security
they provided to the ACP countries in terms of a contractual agreement on the provision of
agreed amounts of funding over each EDF period of five to seven years. Once agreed, these funds
remained available to the concerned ACP state even if they were not used as quickly as originally
intended and agreed upon. 19
The then European Commissioner Claude Cheysson characterized the Convention as
‘unique in the world and history’. Although the Convention had strong similarities to its
Yaoundé predecessors, it was projected as a mechanism to establish a particular relationship
between the North and South. The Convention was hailed as an innovative arrangement and
projected as a model for the future of North–South cooperative relations. Lomé Convention was
considered as the high water mark of EC’s development policy and it was admired for its
achievement widely among the developing countries. Maurizio Carbone points out that between
1959s and 80s, the EU development cooperation programme remained limited in both
geographical and political scope, but was very progressive and maintains that the Lomé
Conventions, which were built on interlinked pillars of aid and trade privileges with a strong
emphasis in partnership was a model of North-South relations. 20Martin Rudner is of the opinion
that the most significant factor that distinguishes EC aid under the Lomé framework is its
provision under long-term contractual arrangements, which gave a distinctive character to the
18
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development dialogue between the EC and its ACP associates. 21Moreover, the political
dimension with its provision for regular dialogue at the highest level between the partners
made the agreement distinctive. 22
Lomé I was replaced by Lomé II in 1980, running up to 1985. A Technical Center for
Agriculture and Rural Cooperation, was set up under the framework of Lomé II. Lister opines
that much of the disappointment occasioned by Lomé II was the result of misunderstanding the
nature of the earlier version rather than any new problem cropped up under the new one. Lomé
II failed to enthuse both its critics as well as its prospective beneficiaries because it did not
radically differ from Lomé I and did not seem to promise any fundamental re-structuring of
relations between the developed Europe and the developing countries of the ACP region. 23
Lomé III in 1986 provided for a further widening of the scope of the Community’s
cooperation with the developing countries. In addition to trade and development aid, new policy
fields were introduced in the framework of cooperation. A new and certain political dimension
was introduced into the framework of EU development policy, in that respect for democracy,
human rights and the rule of law was made an integral part of the Union’s relations with
developing countries.
Lomé IV agreement was concluded on December 15, 1989 covering a period of ten years
from 1990 to 2000. It marked the introduction of both economic and political conditionality in EU
development policy. The first Article of the agreement envisaged the promotion of the economic,
cultural and social development of ACP states, and the consolidation and diversification of the
relations between the contracting parties in a spirit of solidarity and mutual interest. The
instruments employed to achieve these objectives included trade preferences, aid and
institutionalized dialogue. 24
Lomé IV Convention included a number of important innovations apart from its ten-year
time frame. For the first time a link between human rights and development was drawn, with the
assertion that “[c] ooperation shall be directed towards development centred on man, the main
protagonist and beneficiary of development, which thus entails respect for and promotion of all
human rights,” and with such rights “recognized as a basic factor of real development” (Art.5).
21
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Besides retaining its predecessors’ relatively complex structure and comprehensive provisions,
Lomé IV inculcated greater emphasis on human rights; environmental protection; regional
economic integration; and the need for over all, self-reliant, and self-sustained development.
Provisions to help ACP countries manage their existing debt and to avoid additional debt were
another novelty and noteworthy element of Lomé IV. 25
However, the changes in the international political and economic system in the early
1990s, together with the realization on the part of the EU that the Lomé framework had failed
miserably in restructuring the economics of the ACP states, led to a difficult midterm review of
the fourth convention. With the Cold War well and effectively over, member states began to
aspire for democratization and good governance in the developing world instead of merely using
such rhetoric to camouflage their support for authoritarian, anticommunist regimes.
Economically, the process of liberalization and globalization rendered traditional trade-and-aid
assistance even less effective than in the past, and in some cases incompatible with the
multilateral level Uruguay Round trade agreement and with subsequent World Trade
Organisation rules. At the same time, a general climate of fiscal restraint induced by the
convergence criteria for monetary union made it more difficult for member states to renegotiate
the terms of the EDF to pay for the revised Convention. A last-minute French concession – made
primarily to save the concluding summit of the French Council presidency in June 1995 –
facilitated agreement on a new EDF, thereby bringing the Lomé review to an end.
The midterm review in 1995 of Lomé IV resulted in extensive renegotiation and the
revised agreement was signed in Mauritius on November 4, 1995 and hence, after 1995 Lomé IV
came to be known as Lomé IV bis.Article 4 of the agreement advocated that the work undertaken
by the Community and its member states in the framework of ACP-EC Cooperation must be
centred on man, the main protagonist and beneficiary of development; respect for human rights
is to be recognised as a basic factor of real development and cooperation should be conceived as
a contribution to the promotion of these rights. Article 5 of the Lomé IV bis Convention declared
that “respect for human rights and democratic principles and rule of law, which underpins
relations between the ACP states and the Community and all the provisions of the Convention,
and governs the domestic and international policies of the Contracting Parties, shall constitute an
essential element” for receiving aid.Good governance was pronounced for the first time as a
25
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particular aim of cooperation operations, and was included as a fundamental principle, but not as
a legally enforceable condition, meaning that “in itself it would not constitute a ground for
suspension”. 26
Most importantly, Lomé IV bis implemented the two-track approach to development
cooperation which the Council laid out in its earlier Resolution on Human Rights, Democracy,
and Development.27The revised Convention provided financial support for the establishment of
good governance and democratic institution building. 28 Moreover, the EU availed itself of the
means to suspend or abrogate its contractual relations with third countries where democratic
principles were abused. This capability was enriched within the EU’s standard ‘Human Rights
and Democracy Clause’, agreed in 1995, which was expressly designed to facilitate the
application of the political conditionality. 29
During the 1990s a growing number of conditionalities were added to the Lomé aid
package, such as structural adjustment, adherence to democracy and human rights, and anticorruption. These conditions were combined with a number of explicit control measures, such as
trenching of the down payments agreed upon. Finally there was the ‘political dialogue’, which to
a large extent was equivalent to giving the EU an institutional possibility for continuing critique
of the ACP countries for lack of adherence to the principles of good governance. 30
In late 1990s, the European Council asked the Commission to evaluate all the major
European development aid programmes: the Lomé Convention and its assistance to the ACP
countries, the MEDA programme for the Mediterranean, the ALA programme for Asia and Latin
America and the humanitarian assistance managed by ECHO. The Committee of Independent
Experts, in its Report of 1999 criticised the Commission for putting forward grandiose plans
without the necessary capacity to deliver. 31 The evaluators found it very difficult to say anything
positive about the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and impact of EU aid. The evaluations of
26
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ACP aid showed up a series of criticism. The two main principles said to dominate successive
Lomé Conventions, partnership and predictability, had been gradually eroded by the EU’s
tightening of conditions, priorities and financial controls. Transparency and accountability was
said to be limited and coordination between the various European donors was criticised as weak.
The continuing concern about Lomé framework’s suitability and effectiveness
overshadowed the run-up to the Convention’s renegotiation in 1999. Following an intensive
internal debate in the preceding two years, the Commission suggested moving away from an allembracing Lomé agreement toward separate economic cooperation and partnership agreement
with groups of ACP countries. As it was, most Lomé development fund recipients had little in
common with each other. The Commission believed and as such argued that geographical
differentiation would improve the effectiveness of EU assistance and accelerate the integration of
recipient countries in to the global economy.
Whether genuinely unconvinced by the Commission’s arguments or simply afraid of the
impact of the turn of events over their future, many ACP countries were determined to clung to
the Lomé framework and opposed what they felt as the efforts on the part of the Union to sunder
supposed ACP solidarity. More controversial than the possible regionalization of the ACP states
was the Commission’s ever growing emphasis on political conditionality for future EU
assistance. In the Commission’s view, the EU should support only countries that respected
democracy, ensured good governance and attempted to eradicate corruption on the pretext that a
conducive political climate is essential for successful development. Many ACP countries
resented the Commission’s efforts to impose political conditions, pointing out that Lomé IV b
already contained commitments to democracy and better governance and as such, there is no
need for renewed emphasis on that count.
Meanwhile, the deteriorating economic situation throughout the developed world put the
Lomé framework under further pressure. Commission’s statements about effective management
and good governance were attributed by many ACP countries to EU’s preoccupation with its
monetary union and enlargement. They also felt that the Union’s international interests were now
limited to maximizing trade with developed countries rather than assisting them in their quest for
development.
After the collapse of apartheid and the democratization of the country, South Africa
wanted to join the Lomé Convention, but the existing Lomé countries feared being crushed by
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South African competition, and the EU feared a WTO challenge from non-Lomé trading
partners. Accordingly, in 1997 South Africa became a “qualified member” of Lomé under a
special protocol attached to the Convention. While South Africa was allowed to enjoy some
benefits of Lomé membership, it was excluded from the Convention’s special trade regime. EUSouth Africa trade relations are governed instead by a trade, development, and cooperation
agreement that was signed in Pretoria in October 1999 and entered into force in January 2000.

Cotonou Partnership Agreement 2000
A Successor to Lomé eventually emerged from lengthy negotiations within the
Commission, among the Commission and the member states, among the ACP countries, and
between the EU and the ACP countries. The ensuing Cotonou Partnership Agreement, named
after the capital city of Benin, where the agreement was signed on June 23, 2000, revised many
of Lomé’s key provisions, and appeared remarkably similar to other frameworks for
cooperation. 32 The agreement has been the framework for the EU's relations with seventy seven
countries from the ACP regions. As such, Cotonou agreement covers about half of the world’s
countries and more than one billion individuals. This restructuring of development co-operation
centred on four main issues: a new political agreement over principles of co-operation; a
restatement of the aims of development co-operation; issues concerning the use of EU aid; and
changes to the trade regime. 33
During the course of negotiations leading to the Cotonou Agreement, the Commission
increasingly emphasised on political conditionality for future EU assistance. In the
Commission’s view, the EU should support only countries that “respected democracy, governed
themselves well, and attempted to eradicate corruption”. In effect, the Commission wanted to
establish a political climateconducive to a successful development policy. Implicitly, the
Commission reiterated its belief that democracy is a prerequisite for development. As a result,
the Cotonou Agreement added some new range of issues beyond traditional development
cooperation like peace, security and stability, respect for human rights, democratic principles and
the rule of law, and good governance. 34
32
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at:

The Cotonou agreement formally came into force on March 1, 2000 and promised to be a
major break with the past. As part of a stronger political foundation, the partnership involves a
larger set of stakeholders and covers a broader range of political issues, such as peace and
security, the arms trade, migration, than traditional development cooperation. 35 Again, the
Agreement differed significantly from its predecessor and whereas Lomé Conventions were
essentially preferential trade-and-aid programmes uniformly applied to all ACP states. 36
Cotonou framework agreementemphasised on poverty reduction and eradication (Article
1). It reiterated the nexus introduced by Lomé IV between development, democracy, human rights,
the rule of law, and good governance (preamble). Again, it broadened the scope of development
cooperation to peace-building and conflict prevention stressing “an integrated approach taking
into account at the same time political, economic, social, cultural and environmental aspects of
development” (Art. 1.2).The Cotonou Agreement placed key emphasis on political dialogue
(Article 8) and provided for possible sanctions against countries that fail to meet the political
conditions, culminating in possible suspension from the arrangement.Article 9 of the agreement
made good governance a fundamental and positive element, while respect for human rights,
democratic values and the rule of law became essential elements of the partnership. The EU
initially wanted to include good governance also as an ‘essential element’, whose violation
would lead to a suspension of aid and the ACP countries opposed such a course. Eventually, the
negotiation led to the inclusion of good governance as a ‘fundamental element’ and an agreement
was reached between the parties on the possibility of using the suspension of aid as the last resort
in serious cases of corruption. 37Peace-building policies and conflict prevention and resolution
too feature more prominently than ever before (Article 11).
The agreement aimed to integrate the ACP states into the global economy by promoting
free trade as the cornerstone of economic growth and as such, included deadlines for the
progressive reduction of trade barriers and conformity with WTO rules and norms. It also
emphasized the importance of competition policy, protection of intellectual property rights,
standardization, consumer protection, environmental protection and the like. With respect to
trade, the Cotonou Agreement constituted a marked change from the unilateral trade preferences
of the Lomé Conventions in that also products of the EU must benefit from preferential treatment
35
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in ACP countries. Hence, in the words of Bartels this ‘brings the EU’s trade and development
policy back full circle to its free trade ambitions in Part IV of the EEC Treaty’. 38The Cotonou
Agreementproposed finally to end the preferential trade margins accorded to non-least developed
ACP states in favour of more liberal free trade agreements strongly shaped by the WTO agenda
(Article 36). 39
Most innovative arrangement of the Cotonou agreement was that it provided for
enhanced aidto better performing countries. Actually, countries are initially allocated a first
tranche of aid; if they address an agreed set of ‘governance issues’, primarily human rights
protection and promotion, they are ensured of receipt of an additional tranche of up to 35 per
cent of the initial allocation. However, in actual practice, the Union’s preferences and prejudices,
and not the recipient’s need and track record, appear to play a decisive role in its aid
disbursement policies and practices.
The nature and scope of the Cotonouagreement changed, from a basic development
assistance programme, to a programme combining development assistance and preferential
access to the EU market, to a programme that now emphasized trade liberalization, political
conditionality, and regional differentiation among the ACP states. As such, the Cotonou
Agreement differed rather drastically with the Lomé past, both in terms of content and approach.
It introduced greater differentiation in the packages of benefits offered to ACP countries, to be
decided on the basis of need and merit. Moreover, many of the unique preferential trade aspects
of the past disappeared for all but the least developed. ACP–EU relations clearly are no longer
the automatic centre piece they used to be. 40Again, the new Agreement explicitly sought to align
EU aid resources with wider international efforts to define the aims of development cooperation.41
Article 13 of the Cotonou Agreement was one of the first attempts by the EU to
incorporate migration into its development policy, as it was felt that there remains a nexus
between migration and development and development at the home country might reduce the
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push factor to migrate to the member states of the Union. 42The inclusion of migration extended
the scope of the agreement and in the process accommodated growing European concerns over
the migration issue explicitly. Historically the EU’s approach to migration has centred on
limiting migration and creating a ‘fortress Europe’. Subsequently, in 2002 the European Council
agreed that any ‘future EU association or cooperation agreement should include a clause on joint
management of migration flows and compulsory readmission in the event of illegal
immigration’. Moreover, the EU outlined what it claimed was a more ‘global approach’ to its
migration policy in 2005, which outlined the importance of remittances, the role of members of
the various diaspora in development, and measures to limit the impact of the ‘brain drain’. 43
In a major break from past arrangements, the agreement differentiated not only among
regions but also among countries on the basis of their level of development and ability to
withstand global competition and called for the negotiation by 2008 of several Regional
Economic Partnership Agreement under the ACP umbrella. The six regional partners within the
ACP are Central Africa, Western Africa, Eastern and Southern Africa and the Indian Ocean, the
Southern African Development Community, the Pacific Region, and the Caribbean Region.
In keeping with the new policy of differentiation, the agreement stipulated that the least
developed countries (LDCs) would remain subject to the old Lomé regime of preferential access
to the EU market as well as large-scale assistance from the Union. 44 For the rest of the ACP
states, the EU continued to offer help with debt reduction, balance-of-payments problems,
structural reforms, and institutional development as well as assistance for stabilization of export
earnings, especially in the agricultural and mining sectors, subject to the recipient countries’
commitment to trade liberalization and adherence to the political conditions of the agreement. In
addition, the agreement stressed the importance of the private sector for economic growth and
development and of involving civil society in the governance process.
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The Regional Economic Integration Agreements (later came to be known as
Economic Partnership Agreements –– EPAs), resulted from the decision taken in the Cotonou
Agreement to replace the preferential trade agreements that defined the relationship in the past
with reciprocal free trade agreements (FTAs) to be negotiated between the EU and groups of
countries within the ACP bloc. The EPAs are expected to be compatible with WTO rules,
and this requires the commitment of the signatory states to ensure liberalisation of trade
affecting substantially all products and services, and covering all sectors. The second aspect is
the shift away from treating the ACP as a unified bloc as was the case till recently, and instead
resorting to negotiations with groups of countries with a view to creating regional economic
agreements,with a future scope to pursue bilateral agreements as it had happened in the case
of the EU Free Trade Agreement (FTA)with South Africa. 45
The EU wanted to forge new FTAs/ EPAs with more than seventy five ACP countries and
negotiations began in 2002. The Union had conveniently divided the ACP region into seven subregions for the purpose of negotiations. Some of these regional groupings do not coincide with
the existing regional organisations in Africa. There is thus a challenge and threat to the
“existing sub–regional organisations that already operate across the African continent.
Given the multiplicity of such existing groupings in Africa, and the overlapping
membership of many countries in different organisations, the approach taken by the
European Commission is likely to aggravate and exacerbate a situation that is already
inchoate and fragmented.” 46 What is really expected of the EU is due recognition of the
existing regional groupings, and a concerted and coherent programme to foster deeper integration among these regional organisations –– one of the declared objectives of the African
as well as the European Union. Again, the inclusion of a ‘most-favoured nation’ (MFN) clause
in the EPAs has been widely criticised by the ACP countries involved and other developing
countries for being an infringement upon national sovereignty and a deliberate attempt on the
part of the EU to hinder building preferential South- South trading arrangements and
cooperation.
As mentioned earlier, the Treaty of Rome’s provision for an association between EU and
the colonies of the original member states created what in essence was a free trade area between
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them. The negotiation of EPAs with groups of the ACP states, in effect actually normalized that
relations. The limited concessions made to ACP states in the first Lome´ Convention of 1975
have been progressively removed since then. 47 Effectively, this process reached its culmination
in the Cotonou Agreement and subsequent EPA negotiations.
The EU has been an enthusiastic advocate of the inclusion of investment, competition
policy, government procurement, and trade facilitation (the so-called ‘Singapore issues’) within
the WTO. In its bilateral trade negotiations towards both Euro-Mediterranean Agreements
(EMAs) and EPAs with the ACP states it appears that the EU is trying to advance the inclusion
of these issues that were rejected during WTO negotiations by the developing countries, who
have consistently argued against their inclusion in the multilateral trade system, most notably
during the WTOMinisterial Conference in Cancun in 2003. 48 The Europeans have managed to
include rules on investment, competition policy and government procurement in the EPA that
has been agreed so far with the Caribbean group of ACP countries (Cariforum). 49 Now, they will
try to push through such an arrangement with the other groups.

‘Everything but Arms’
In tune with the policy of differentiation enunciated by the Cotonou agreement favouring
LDCs, in February 2001 the EU launched a new development initiative when the Council
adopted the so-called ‘Everything but Arms’ (EBA) regulation, granting duty-free and quotafree access to imports of all products, except arms and munitions, without any quantitative
restrictions, from the LDCs since March 2001. Only imports of bananas, rice, and sugar – highly
sensitive products in the EU, due to its CAP, of which mention has been made earlier – were not
fully liberalized immediately. However, under pressure of DG Development these products
were, consequently included, and it was decided that the full liberalisation would be phased in
during a transition period of five years for bananas and eight years for sugar and rice. 50
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The EU plans to keep the EBA regulation in place indefinitely rather than subjecting it to
periodic renewal under the GSP. This is the first time that the EU used a country’s level of
development as a criterion for a particular development programme. The initiative offers the
LDC participants in the Cotonou Agreement, which includes the vast majority of the world’s
LDCs, as well as the LDCs that are not party to the Cotonou Agreement, better treatment from
the EU than do the ACP countries. This factor suggests that Cotonou and the EBA are working
somewhat at cross-purposes. 51
While referring about the outcome of the EBA, the Commission claims that there was a
phenomenal growth in trade and between 2000 and 2009 exports from developing countries rose
by 80 per cent, compared to 40 per cent for the world as a whole.This development is especially
due to the EU, which, as the biggest trading partner for developing countries, had led the way in
granting duty-free and quota-free access to all LDC products, under the EBAinitiative.
Furthermore, the Commission maintains that the European and Developing Countries Clinical
Trials Partnership, an EU-funded research programme, has also contributed to the achievement
of the MDGs in a big way. 52

Effort to Enhance Volume of Aid
In 2000 the Commission reorganised the way it manages aid programmes by creating a
new body, Europe Aid. As mentioned in the early chapter, there was an attempt to enhance the
quantity of aid available and in March 2002, the EU set a collective target of 0.39 per cent of its
combined Gross National Income (GNI) to be reached by 2006 and an individual target of at
least 0.33 per cent. In2005, the European Consensus urged the EU member states to achieve the
UN target of 0.7 per cent of the GNI by 2015 53, with a collective target of 0.56 per cent to be
reached by 2010 (and an individual target of at least 0.51 per cent for EU-15 member
states).Targets for the new EU member states were fixed at 0.17% by 2010 and 0.33% by 2015.
Most of the new membersused to provide in 2005 less than 0.1% of their GDP through their still
nascent bilateral ODA programmes. Given the tight budgetary situation in many member states
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and the pace of expansion the achievement of these targets would require from many of them,
this collective target is a real challenge. 54In 2006 European aid rose to 0.42% of gross national
income (GNI) from 0. 35 per cent in 2005, still very much short of the UN target of 0.7% of
GNI. Only four EU countries, Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Sweden, have
achieved (and exceeded) the UN target.
On aid, northern European countries, essentially Scandinavian and the Benelux countries,
the UK and Ireland, together with Switzerland take the top ten places in 2012, and have
consistentlyfared well during 2007-12. Among the member states of the Union Sweden,
Luxembourg, Denmark and the Netherlands only met the target in 2012. On the other hand, the
southern members of the EU plus France, Germany and Austria, have consistently remained
below average. Ten Member States increased and eight maintained their ODA/GNI levels, while
ten Member States reduced their contribution. Although the UK reached 0.72 per cent, exceeding
its 0.7 per cent target in 2013, the Dutch had fallen below 0.7 per cent mark. Luxembourg and
Sweden already achieved 1 per cent of GNI. Denmark aims to reach 1 per cent mark soon. 55 The
European Council confirmed in June 2013 that achieving the target remains a key priority for
Member States to respect this commitment, in support of achieving the United Nations
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). In 2014 the ODA ratio in the EU averaged 0.36 per
cent, with only Sweden, Denmark, the Netherlands and Luxemburg reaching the UN target of 0.7
per cent. There is no visible ‘catch-up’ prospect, or any sign of pressure from the EU to get
member states up to 0.7 per cent by 2015. It appears that either monitoring by the European
Commission or naming and shaming indices have any perceivable positive impact.56Reaching
the target of 0.7 per cent of EU collective GNI by 2015 would require a very substantial effort by
most Member States. Given the economic downstream faced by some of the member states,
expecting such a miracle is day-dreaming, with eyes wide open.
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Quantum of Aid
The term ‘EU aid’ is used in development literature to mean both aid administered by the
European Commission and aid given directly by member-state governments. The EU is the
world’s largest provider of development assistance. Development cooperation is a policy axis in
which the importance of Europe cannot be understated. At US$ 22,497m, the 2000 combined
development aid budget of the fifteen member states and the European Community (EC)
accounted for well over half of world aid. European countries are justly proud of the aid they
give to the developing world.
Table - 1
Quantum of Aid from EU and Member States
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Since 2000, annual global Official Development Assistance (ODA) has increased by
nearly 70 per cent, to € 96 billion, and the share of ODA going to Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) has more than doubled. The EU and its member states collectively are the largest donor,
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providing annually € 53 billion in ODA (2011), or more than half of global ODA. The
contribution has further increased in subsequent years, reaching €56.5 billion by 2013.
The European Union provides direct donor support to developing countries and plays an
important “federating” role with the other institutions and Member States of the European Union
(EU). The Community and the twenty eight member states taken together account for more than
one half of all official development assistance (ODA) recorded by the DAC. Compared with
other multilateral institutions, the volume of Community ODA alone is larger than that of the
World Bank’s International Development Association and several times that of the United
Nations Development Programme. 57

European Commission Humanitarian Office
The end of the Cold War and especially the frustration over the lack of a European
capability to deliver efficient humanitarian assistance during and after the crisis following the
war liberating Kuwait in 1991, led to initiatives to establish an EC office with special
responsibility for humanitarian assistance. The European Commission Humanitarian Office
(ECHO) was created in 1992 as an expression of the European solidarity and concern with
people affected by man-made conflicts and natural disasters by providing emergency
humanitarian and food aid wherever needed around the world. Besides the desire to have an
organisation to coordinate better and more efficiently the bilateral European humanitarian
contributions, intend to give the Community much more international visibility in a policy field
that is very often in the focus of the media, prompted such an effort. The combined resources
from ECHO and other Commission and bilateral contributions made ‘Europe’ the biggest
purveyor of humanitarian assistance in the 1990s as it accounted for more than half of global
humanitarian aid on average, with ECHO as a separate donor accounted for around one-third of
this amount.The total amount of humanitarian aid financed by ECHO clearly reached a peak in
1994. Since then, there has been a downward movement where the amount seems to stabilise at a
lower level than the peak year of 1994. Thus, in the second half of the 1990s, the share tended to
stabilize at around 14 per cent of total EU aid, putting together development aid and
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humanitarian assistance. 58 It once again reached a peak in 1999 because of the massive aid to
Kosovo.
As in the case of European development assistance, in humanitarian assistance too, the
neighbourhood countries were favoured at the cost of their African counterparts. Within the total
amount disbursed by ECHO, while Africa received roughly 40 percent in the first half of the
1990s,in the second half of the decade, the relative allocations to Africa were reduced to around
30 per cent in 1996 and 1998, to reach an absolute low point in1999 with a share of 17 per
centbecause of the massive European preoccupation with the situation in Kosovo and in the
Balkans in general. No less than 55 per cent of total ECHO aid went to ‘former Yugoslavia’. 59
The EU's humanitarian assistance is based on the principles of humanity, neutrality,
impartiality and independence. While taking any decision, ECHO adheres to these cardinal
principles, which are at the heart of the European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid. As such,
ECHO's humanitarian aid is being distributed without any regard for any political and sectarian
agendas, and it seeks to help those in the greatest need without exception, irrespective of their
nationality, religion, gender, ethnic origin or political affiliation. Besides being a donor, ECHO
possesses a large team of field advisors throughout the world. Immediately following a disaster,
these experts go to the field to assess the needs and then monitor the implementation of funded
projects. ECHO has been active in more than 100 countries around the world, getting essential
equipment and emergency supplies to disaster victims as soon as possible and also funds medical
teams, mine-clearance experts, transport and communications, food aid and logistical support.60
Since its inception, ECHO has provided over €15 billion of humanitarian assistance to
victims of conflict and natural disasters in 140 countries around the globe. Besides, it works to
improve the resilience of communities which are regularly struck by floods, droughts,
earthquakes and landslides, by preparing and implementing disaster preparedness projects. By
2005, ECHO funded nearly 2,000 projects in over eighty countries on four continents. 61In 2012
alone, it provided humanitarian aid to over 122 million people in ninety two non-EU countries.
ECHO's funding is channeled through a network of over 200 partners which includes
well-recognised international non-government organisations, the Red Cross and Red Crescent
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movements, and the United Nations' humanitarian agencies. While the NGOs administer nearly
60 per cent of ECHO funding, the UN agencies, administer over 25 per cent. ECHO’s high
dependence on NGO’s reflects both a dearth of Commission officials on the ground and the
Commission’s frequent need to try to circumvent corrupt recipient governments. Ironically, the
EU itself stands accused of major fraud and mismanagement in the conduct of ECHO affairs.
Preference to the Needy
By way of reaction to criticisms leveled against it that it continues to offer aid to the
countries in the neighbourhood and to those Asian countries, which are well into the
development path, instead of concentrating on the poor and needy LDCs, the Community and the
Commission attempted to turn their focus to the latter. Mention has already made on the EBA
initiative which opened up the lucrative EU market for their commodities. This trend continued
further in the second decade of the twenty-first century. In 2011, the Commission proposed that
seventeen Middle Income Countries (MICs), including China, India, Brazil, Indonesia, Malaysia,
Mexico and Argentina, should cease to receive significant quantities of EU aid from 2014. 62This
process of phasing out its direct aid is called 'graduation'. Instead, the Union is increasingly
focusing on the poorest regions and countries of the world. Under the new 2014-2020 budget, the
nineteen will no longer benefit from a €57.5-billion ($77 billion) package of development aid
and roughly 75 per cent of the EU support is expected to focus on the LDCs and low income
countries which are often hard hit by natural disasters or conflicts that reduce their citizens,
particularly vulnerable. The EU has quite understandably keen on extending support to all
countries that are fragile or suffer from conflict, in its search for peace and security. This
decision was taken to bring about "a shift in our relations with emerging countries and a focus of
the aid on the poorest countries" between 2014 and 2020 and it was reached within a context of
the broader changes to the EU's external spending as it adapts its long-term budget planning to
tighter financial conditions and the rise of rivals (emerging and fast-growing economies) on the
global economic stage. 63
Agenda for Change committed the EU to provide at least 20 per cent of its external
development assistance to support social inclusion and human development, and to closely
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tracking climate change funding. Plans for joint programming with the member states and other
donors were taken forward by the Commission in over forty countries worldwide, including a
number of fragile states. 64

Evaluation of Development Cooperation Programme
As envisaged in the Schuman declaration, the EC put its weight behind the African
countries and offered economic assistance towards their development. As mentioned earlier, the
conventions it had signed with the ACP countries are considered as models for North-South
relations and attempted to usher in a New International Economic Order. From 1990s onwards,
the EU imposed political conditionalities, in its efforts to cajole them to democratize their
political set up and to respect human rights, rule of law and good governance. The outcome is
sketchy and incomplete. Still, Olufemi A. Babarinde says that democracy and other such high
principles have become attainable and measurable goals among the ACP countries, since the
Union has thrown its weight behind the pursuit of “adjustment with a human face”. 65
On the EU side, reduction and eventual eradication of poverty remained the first priority.
Generally, the EU aid and development policies are, unlike those of the US, neither threat-driven
nor primarily security-oriented. Even though the EU sometimes uses its aid assistance as a means
of securing foreign policy objectives, the EU believes that poverty reduction is an end in itself
which deserves continuing effort, regardless of short-term EU interests. The poorest nations and
the least advanced developing countries are thus at the top of EU agenda. Thus, in delivering aid
to the Third World, a strong incentive is given to promoting the rule of law, good governance,
and respect of human rights and the promotion of democratic rules. Europe sees democracy as a
long-term objective that cannot be built on the basis of extreme poverty, injustice and despair. 66
When a comparison is made between EU and US as International Donors, the Union
fares extremely well hands down. In 1963, EU gained leadership in terms of aid quantity: EU’s
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member states channeled 46.4 per cent of the total DAC aid while the US 30.5 per cent. By the
end of 1980, gap widened further with EU 52.8 per cent to US 16.7 per cent”. 67 At US$
22,497m, the 2000 combined development aid budget of the fifteen member states and the EC is
twice larger than Japan’s and 2.7 times the United States’. Whereas the EU and its member states
account for almost 60 per cent of all official development aid worldwide, America gives 20 per
cent, even though the two economies are not very different in size. 68 The US spends “only”
0.15% of its GDP on aid and assistance to third countries, even though it remains in volume the
world’s biggest single donor, so that its $16bn accounted in 2003 for 24 per cent of total aid
worldwide.
These figures become rather more eloquent and telling when compared with defence
spending. The US spent around $450bn or 70 per cent of world defence expenditure in 2003 and
700 per cent of global development assistance. The EU member states together spend around
€160bn a year on defence. As such, the EU outlay on international aid is about 20 per cent of
what it spends on defence and the ratio for the US is much lower with aid amounting to only 3.5
per cent of America’s military spending. 69 Again, in 2006, the total value of the EU aid was €47
billion, which translates to nearly €100 per citizen. This compares to €53 per citizen from the
United States and €69 from Japan. In 2008, the combined assistance of the European
Commission and the member states reached a record high of nearly €50 billion, about 56 per cent
of total ODA for that year. 70In 2011 total EU aid (Commission and member-states) amounted to
0.42 per cent of the GDP. The EU spent €53 billion by way of both development aid and
humanitarian aid, over twice as much as the second largest donor, the United States.71
The way in which the Europeans, those who are in power and position as well as those
ordinary citizens who contribute to raise the required funds by paying taxes regularly, react to
development assistance offered tothe developing countries is something noteworthy. Firstly,
offering economic assistance to the poor and needy in different parts of the world was taken as
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a moral responsibility, generally by all.While convincing that aid doesn’t cost much to the
European citizens, it is pointed out that the EU’s “external aid equals less than a tenth of its
budget. The total amount which the EU reserved for external aid in 2013 was €14.86 billion,
which is equal to about 9 per cent of the overall budget of the EU. As such, the cost of lifting
people out of poverty across the world with the help of European aid on each European is no
more than 8 cents per day”. 72 The civil society also supports the development assistance to the
third countries wholeheartedly. While maintaining that it is not burdensome to the European
common masses, John Madeley and Clive Robinson, active in the activities of APRODEV, an
association of civil society organization, point out that “the citizens of many EU countries spend
more on chocolate each year than their governments give to the poor in development aid”. 73
The European public too have reacted favourably. Some 85 per cent of Europeans
consider helping people in developing countries as important and almost two third (64 per cent)
of them also agree that tackling poverty in developing countries should be a main priority of the
EU. Interestingly, a large majority (69 per cent) agree that tackling poverty in developing
countries also has a positive influence on EU citizens; is in the EU’s interest (78 per cent), and
contributes to a more peaceful and equitable world (74 per cent). Again, it is heartening to note
that in spite of continuing economic challenges born out of the Eurozone crisis, 52 per cent of the
Europeans believe that aid should be increased either up to or even beyond (15 per cent) the
promised levels – 0.7 per cent of the GNP of the member states. This represents a 6 percentage
point increase since the last survey held in 2013 and a return to a level last witnessed in 2010.
Except Bulgaria, a majority of respondents in every other member state, agree that aid should be
increased. 74
The most significant part of the people’s reaction is that half of the Europeans think that
individuals can play a role in tackling poverty in developing countries, and they are prepared to
support the latter by paying more for groceries or products from them. While 34 per cent are
them are personally active in tackling poverty, 29 per cent among them donate money to
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organisations that help developing countries. Volunteering is considered by 75 per cent of the
Europeans as the most effective means of helping reduce poverty in developing countries,
followed by official aid from governments (66 per cent) and donating to organisations that assist
developing countries (63 per cent).
The best part of the people’s philanthropic attitude is that there is strong support for
increasing development aid in almost all Member States, in spite of continuing economic
uncertainty across the EU. Sweden, Cyprus, Portugal, Malta and Croatia feature fairly
consistently among those countries where the public is most positive about development-related
issues. Even in those countries where the economic crisis has hit particularly hard, such as Spain
and Greece, the people are for helping the poor and needy in the developing countries. 75 This
popular support must enthuse the European leaders and bureaucracy to take some positive
measures which will make the development cooperation policy and practice really working
towards its declared objectives. They should always keep in mind the fact that “helping
developing countries worldwide to build peaceful and prosperous societies is not just about
fairness. It will also make for a safer world with more economic and trading potential for
Europe” and should act accordingly. 76
However, all is not well with the European DCP and its practice. Scholars criticize the
European development cooperation programme on the following grounds:
a) Neo-Colonialist Moorings of Lomé Convention
Although the Lomé Convention was not the sole instrument of Community cooperation
during the second half of the 1970s, the critics of the European development cooperation policy
and practice always focused on it. The major part of these criticisms concentrated on the ‘neocolonial’ nature of the Convention. The facts that the parameters of the relationship between the
ACP states and the Community were set by the latter; the Convention further strengthened ties
between the former metropoles and their erstwhile colonies rather than weakened them; its
provisions did little to change the economic weakness and dependency of the ACP; the
relationship did involve the elite only and not the general populations of EEC and ACP; and it
regionalised selected countries by creating divisions between the ACP and other less
economically developed countries, force Lister to vouchsafe to its neo-colonialist moorings and
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to denounce that Lomé I had not actually been the radical reform as it had been claimed by some
of its advocates and enthusiasts. 77Through the Yaoundé Convention of the 1960s and the
successor Lomé agreements, erstwhile European colonial masters sought to retain the economic
links, the access to natural resources and raw materials and other strategic economic interests
they had enjoyed under colonialism. 78 As such, these arrangements helped the European
countries to continue to pursue the colonial exploitatorypolicies and practices even after the
colonialism was brought to an end.Bonaglia and others are quite correct when they say:
“Although it was considered an innovative form of North–South cooperation and a model to
imitate, ‘the Lome´ co-operation was mainly based on paternalistic, neo-colonial attitudes that
undermined the principle of equality’. EU aid was not primarily allocated according to the needs
and performance of the ACP countries, but to other interests of the EU members”. 79
b) Gap between Promise and Performance
The internal decision-making process of the EU is highly complex, time consuming and
wishy-washy and this is all the more true in the case of development cooperation, in which some
28 + 1 parties are involved; decisions are taken at two - European and the national – levels and
clash of interest at every stage remained a rule rather than exception. There is inevitably a large
gap between policy making on the one hand and policy implementation on the other.80 Chances
of gap between rhetoric and reality and rhetoric getting translated into action turning it into
reality are quite bright. Most authors identify the gap between the promise and the performance
of development policy as a key determinant of development policy outcomes and the prospect of
wider gap reduced the outcome bleak.
c) Shift in Geographical Orientation and Widening of the Focus
The EC’s dealings with the heterogeneous and economically diverse ACP states have
never been smooth and easy. A group of larger number of countries at varied stages of economic
development on the one side and immensely greater wealth and international influence of the
Community, on the other, together with the inherent tension between former colonial powers and
their erstwhile colonies, made the relationship between the EC and the ACP countries, a difficult
and problematic one. While the EU used to complain that the ACP countries demand too much,
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the latter grumble that the former in actuals offered too little. 81 Negotiations for successive Lomé
Conventions in the recessionary 1970s and economically uncertain 1980s naturally grew more
and more edgy. In the late 1980s, the ACP states feared that the Community’s pre-occupation
with the single market programme, obduracy in the Uruguay Round, and increasing involvement
in Central and Eastern Europe meant that Brussels had lost interest in the developing World in
general and ACP regions in particular.
Albeit with great reluctance, the EU had to acknowledge that Lomé framework turned out
to be a failed, though a worthy, experiment in development assistance. It had to accept that the
ACP states could made only a little progress over the years. Their trade with Europe had
declined rather than enhanced and reminiscent of the colonial era, it consisted of a relatively
small number of primary products, mostly raw materials. 82 These factors left both the parties
grumbling.
The EC’s goal of the establishment of a European 'presence' in the countries of the Asia
prompted embarking on its development assistance effort to that region. The desire for an aid
presence appears to have been motivated more by its strategic ambitions to share in the vigorous
economic growth potential of Asia than by philanthropic concerns for international development,
in general and Asian development in particular. With the accession of Spain and Portugal to the
European Union in 1986, Latin America and the non-European States bordering the
Mediterranean received increased attention. As a result, the Union concluded broad development
agreements with these countries as well as with India, Pakistan and the then five ASEAN States
of Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. As such the allocation of EC
development assistance had shifted dramatically in favour of the Mediterranean and ALA
countries. By the late 1980s, the aggregate Official Development Assistance (ODA) flow to
Asian, Latin American and Mediterranean recipient countries had increased to nearly equal the
aid transfers to ACP associates, though they were continued to be favoured more within the
Lomé framework. 83Moreover, with the political changes that swept through Central and Eastern
Europe towards the end of the 1980s, the European Union decided to direct considerable
development funds to these countries.
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Initially the ACP countries were at the top of the Community’s ‘pyramid of privileges’. 84
However, during the 1990s, EU aid to the ACP countries underwent considerable changes. First
and most manifest, the real value of the available financial pocket dwindled. The decline in the
real value of aid allocated becomes even more conspicuous when compared with the growing
percentage of total EU development aid that went to other regions. ACP region’s relative share
of total EU development aid went down from 66.3 per cent in 1989/90 to 42.8 per cent in
1996/97, whereas aid to other areas grew from 33.7 per cent to 57.2 percent during the same
period. 85
As a result of the changing interests and shifting priorities, the traditional developing
cooperation partners of the European Union, notably the ACP countries, have lost out
significantly on their previously largely unchallenged share of structural European Community
development aid. For example, the share of sub-Saharan Africa in total allocable EC aid has
gone down from 70 per cent at the beginning of the 1970s, to 60 per cent at the beginning of the
1980s, to some 30 per cent over 1996–97. The share of the Middle East and non-EU southern
European countries doubled in total allocable EC aid from 6 per cent in the 1970s and 1980s to
14 per cent over 1996–97. 86Furthermore, the ACP has virtually disappeared from the list of top
recipients of EU aid. In 1996–97, only two were in the list. The others had been replaced by
countries in Europe (Russia, some Central and Eastern European countries, some former
Yugoslav republics) and countries around the Mediterranean. While in 1986, 44.7 per cent of EU
aid was committed to the ACP countries, and none at all to the Central and Eastern European
countries, in 1997, 33.1 per cent of EU aid went to the former and 8.4 per cent went to the
latter.87
The intensity of relations with the Central and Eastern European countries and the new
independent states of the former Soviet Union was matched by ever increasing assistance
commitments. During the period 1990–97, these countries built up a share of 19 per cent of
allocable Community aid. 88 From a PHARE aid programme budget of 500 million ECU in 1990,
the total amount of pre-accession aid to the Central and Eastern European countries had risen to
€ 3.120 billion per year from 2000 to 2006. The former Soviet republics received aid under the
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Technical Assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent States (TACIS) programme. The
TACIS budget for the 2000–6 period was approximately € 4 billion. 89
Africa continued to be considered below the Central and Eastern European countries and
under the EDF (June 2000) the member states pledged €13.5 billion in new grants for seventy-six
ACP countries over the following seven years or just €1.93 billion per year. In addition to grants,
the European Investment Bank offered loan to the ACP countries up to €1.7 billion over seven
years. An additional €9.9 billion of previous EDF resources remained uncommitted. The total for
the ACP was thus €3.5 billion per year. But the ACP were falling behind the Central and Eastern
European countries on new commitments. Actually, the grant commitment to the ten Central and
Eastern European countries for 2000–6 topped €3 billion per year proving the European
preference for the neighbourhood. 90 To be precise, European policy shifted attention to
immediate ‘neighbours’ in the East and Southern European developing countries (Serbia and
Montenegro, Moldova, Albania) and Northern Africa and the Middle East have received an
increasing share of the ODA administered by the Commission, while Africa's share had
decreased. 91 Among the top ten recipient countries of financial assistance from the EC are no
Sub-Saharan countries and no Least Developed Country. This dwarfs the new aid commitments
to the ACP region. In 2001, only two non-European countries were among the top ten recipients
of EU assistance: Tunisia and Morocco. The globalists, who argued for a wider EU role in the
world, have won at the cost of the beneficiaries of the regionalist approach. 92
European Union has established development cooperation with five broad regional
groupings: the ACP countries, the Mediterranean, Asia, Latin America and Eastern Europe. This
regional focus dates from the Community’s beginnings and its relations with the African
associates and ex-colonies. The African emphasis was unsuccessfully opposed by ‘globalist’
member states (Germany and the Netherlands), which supported a wider network of
development cooperation centred on the poorest countries. 93 With the enlargement of the
Community with the induction of the UK in particular, the African focus grew into the Lomé
partnership with ACP states. The Community later added countries from the Asian and Latin
American Continents to its network of relations, but always followed the regional approach
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originally set out in the Yaoundé and Lomé Conventions. 94However, in the 1990s things
changed and the unique emphasis on the ACP grouping disappeared and the EU’s relations with
the ACP countries, particularly the African – startedresembling much more its relations with
other regions. 95
d) Asymmetrical Partnershipbetween EU–ACP
The ACP–EU partnership was based on the equality of partners, considered development
aid an explicit contract and gave ownership of development strategies to ACP countries, created
joint institutions to steer the partnership and monitor the respect of mutual obligations, included
provision for the respect of human rights and democracy, and finally expanded cooperation
beyond governments, by including non-state actors and local authorities both in EU and ACP
countries.Despite the long existence of the EU–ACP partnership which one might expect to
have created a degree of understanding and mutual trust, as befits a partnership, the
negotiations over the Cotonou agreement betrayed just how asymmetrical this partnership
really was. 96Arts and Dickson maintain that the terms of the Cotonou Agreement suggest that
internal pressures between the globalists and the regionalists have been decided in favour of the
globalists, as the new agreement effectively brought the ACP’s status as the EU’s most preferred
partner to an end. 97Title II of the 2000 Cotonou framework agreement developed the political
dialogue introduced by Lomé IV bisearlier into a pro-active instrument of conflict prevention
in the area of peace-keeping, human rights, democracy.The agreement with its extensive
provisions for democracy promotion and good governance represented primarily an
intergovernmental agreement between EU member states and the ACP countries, though EU’s
GD Development manages the agreement.
The EU’s relationship with the ACP states has historically been more explicitly
developmental in focus. However, the Cotonou Agreement has to a significant extent normalized
the approach adopted so that it is in line with that for other regions. 98 The Cotonou Agreement is
to remain in force until 2020, but, is subject to revision endorsed by the concerned parties every
five years. However, the power to call the shot remains with the EU and the ACP countries are at
the receiving end.
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Through its EPAs, the EU is hoisting partnership with the ACP countries which are not
equals to it economically. The EPA negotiations are being conducted between the member
countries of EU, which have a combined GDP of $13,300bn, and the ACP countries, which are
conveniently (for Europeans!) divided into six groups. Among these ACP countries are thirty
nine of the world’s fifty Least Developed Countries (LDCs). The smallest group, the Pacific
Islands, has a combined GDP of only $9bn — 1,400 times smaller than the EU, the economic
mammoth. Even the largest group, the West Africa region, is more than eighty times smaller
than the EU in terms of GDP. As such, these imbalanced negotiations of EPAs between the two
regions, “pit some of the world’s most advanced industrial economies against some of the
poorest nations on earth”. 99
Though the Commission consistently stressed the primacy of development objectives and
the Union’s lack of offensive interests in ACP markets,100 the EU’s EPA negotiations with ACP
countries clearly demonstrate its determination to negotiate aggressively for achieving its selfish
interests, even with the poorest countries of the ACP region. It continues to push extremely hard
to secure kinds of extensive WTO plus commitments outlined in its Global Europe Strategy of
2006, reference of which has been made in the earlier Chapter.
Extreme disparities in negotiating power between the EU and the ACP countries tend
to produce unfair results, and development INGOs such as Oxfam fear that the future
development of the ACP countries may be jeopardised by the EU’s tactics. Far more is at
stake for the ACP than for Europe in the process since ACP trade is merely small change for
the giant European economy while nearly half (41 per cent) of ACP exports go to Europe. It is
said that the firms in the City of London pay more in executive bonuses than Europe spends
on buying products from the whole of the ACP. The course of the present negotiations
betrays every sign that Europe is playing hardball with them, putting commercial self-interest
before development needs.
Wider concern is that EPAs could undermine multilateralism. The new partnership
being proposed under the EPAs marked a shift away from the cosy relationship of the past,
and the groups of African countries could no longer consider themselves as equal
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negotiating partners with the European Union. Not only did the ACP bloc seem in real
danger of fragmenting under the new proposals, it also would risk the loss to its joint
negotiating capability in international organisations, especially the WTO. 101
Oxfom clearly points out that under the proposed EPAs:
•

farmers and producers of the world’s poorest countries will be forced into direct and
unfair competition with their efficient and highly subsidised EU counterparts;

•

regional integration amongst ACP countries will be severely undermined;

•

ACP governments will lose substantial revenue besides many of the policy tools which
are indispensable for them to support economic and social development back
home. 102
Demanding reciprocal trade liberalisationand forging equal treatment between

unequal partners disregards both the existing economic disparities and special development
needs of individual countries. Stiglitz and Charlton are categorical when they point out that
the principle of reciprocity between unequal trade partners is an impediment to fair trade
and just distribution of wealth, and as such, an anti-development principle. 103 As this is the
case, the EU needs to fully consider the development implications of the current EPA
proposals and trends, and to re-focus efforts on putting together a pro-development trade
agreement in conformity with their development cooperation claims.
e) Structural/Institutional Shortcomings
Though development policy per se is to be controlled by the Development
Commissioner, the practice of managing the programmes always remained spread
between DGs and Commissioners. Besides the structural changes to portfolios, the inability
of the individual Commissioners to work in a cooperative and collegial manner too
affected the development cooperation policy and programme. 104
Institutionally, the Commission’s role in development policy is complicated by the fact
that its staff continues to be too small to manage such a large policy area. Its capacity to deliver
is seriously affected by staff problems, in terms of quality and numbers, in those sections
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relevant to traditional development cooperation. 105The Commission lacked in its follow-up
capacity and inits ability to turn resolutions or conclusions into worthwhile action. The
Commission has only 2.9 officials per €10m spent. This lacuna, together with a proliferation of
projects and budget lines, has made European aid programme unmanageable. 106
f) Poor in MICs Neglected
Relief agencies point out that strong headline performance data on emerging,fast-growing
economies could veil poverty within populations. A European confederation of relief agencies
said the approach of the Commission in regard to the MICs and its decision to stop aid to them
could be flawed as they ignored big local concentrations of poverty within these countries,
whose national averages are higher. "The European Commission must ensure that aid is focused
on the poorest people and the sectors most in need in the world," maintains Sarah Kristine
Johansen from the CONCORD confederation, which claims that it represents national aid
agencies and 1,600 non-governmental organisations. She points out that over-reliance on macroeconomic data averaged at the national level hides the reality of poverty and inequality within
countries and further argues that "Aid should not be instrumentalised for EU strategic interests".
According to Action Aid, three quarters of the world's poor live in middle-income countries and
neglecting them is not going to help the objective of poverty eradication in the world. 107
g) Capability-Expectation Gap
Political and security interests are given prominence by the EU and these considerations
have given forth to the Union spreading its net far and wide, rather than concentrating on the
poor and needy people and countries. Since 1989 the Union is widening its geographical focus
based on geopolitical interests rather than need. People and countries who need assistance were
left high and dry.EU enlargement further impacts on aid allocation to middle- income countries,
as new EU member states have particular links to their eastern neighbours. The relatively high
levels of aid to European and Mediterranean countries – not among the poorest nations in the
world – cannot be explained by an emphasis on poverty reduction, but are part of foreign policy
interest in neighbouring regions. Some European actors could demand further geographical focus
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of European cooperation. 108This widening process has led to dilution and overstretch, and has
increased the capability (of the Union) – expectations (of the developing countries) gap. 109
While poverty reduction is said to be a central goal, this is not consistently translated in
budget allocations to the poorest countries or regions in the world. In 1986, three quarters of EU
aid went to poor countries such as Ethiopia, India, the Sudan and Senegal. Less than half did in
1999, against an average of 64 per cent for all donors. Now the top recipients are Morocco,
Egypt, the Balkans and Tunisia. This is one clear illustration of the gap between stated goals and
reality. On the one hand, it is stated that poverty reduction is a major aim of EU development cooperation policy; on the other hand an increasingly larger share of the development budget goes
to better-off developing countries and to geographical areas in which the EU has strong geopolitical interests, such as the Mediterranean and Central Europe.110
h) Faulty Preferences and Lack of Consistency
In addition to the objectives specific to development policy, other factors – such as
geopolitics, trade, and global environmental problems – affect the EU’s external choices. In this
context, the EU’s objective interests have led it to give priority to the stability and development
of neighbouring countries and to aid those countries in crisis in the regions nearest to the
EU. 111By 2001, cooperation agreements concluded with 120 countries included the ‘human
rights clause’, on the basis of which the EU can ‘punish’ the third country should those
principles be breached. Sectoral agreements were excluded and indeed important trading partners
are exempt from such constraint. 112
i) Shift of Priorities
Earlier, the EU used trade as a medium to achieve development and of late, intends to use
development cooperation to achieve trade enhancement and other such economic-related matters.
This shift in priorities to be achieved had serious repercussion on the Union’s development
cooperation policy and programme with the developing world. The nature of cooperation
changed from non-reciprocity to reciprocity.
j) Call for abandoning 0.7 per cent
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Jonathan Foreman maintains that the 0.7 per cent of GDP target has origins not in
empirical research but in rich-country political grand-standing and activist marketing. The
significance of this number is symbolic rather than empirically related to any particular aid
goal, he points out. 113 Again, Foreman maintains that at a time of calls for austerity and cuts
in public expenditure, the UK government’s commitment “to increasing foreign aid to 0.7% of
GDP seems perverse”. He calls the justifications for the UK’s lavish aid budget as ‘non-altruistic’.
He pooh-poohs some such claims that more generous foreign aid will stop mass immigration,
prevent wars such as that in Afghanistan and secure goodwill and economic benefits for the
UK and maintains that they have “little or no basis in reality”.114
While commenting on David Cameron’s commitment to ‘ring-fence’ Britain’s foreign
aid from cuts, and indeed to increase aid spending as a proportion of GDP from 0.56 per cent to 0.7
per cent, Foreman argues that the 0.7% of GDP aid target should not be enshrined in the national
law and should be abandoned. Britain’s aid budget should be subject to at least the same
austerity measures as those essential departments of state upon which the welfare and security
of British citizens depend, he adds. 115 He warns that the British Government’s idea to stick
to 0.7 per cent will cost every household in the country some £300-500 per year.116British press
too argues on these lines. The Telegraph maintains: “Britain’s foreign aid expenditure and the
fact that it had become proportionally the largest of any G8 country as a share of national
wealth despite this being a time of austerity and mounting international threats”. 117
k) Quality of Aid
While Barder maintains thatthe consolidated score for Europe shows that they do well on
aid quantity and quality, 118 a report prepared by European Parliamentarian Alain Hutchinson
in 2006, argues that there is a perception that the EU’s role as a major player has not necessarily
translated into effective leadership, and that the quality of EC aid needs to be scaled
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up. 119Quality is also affected by policy incoherence, of which more details are presented in the
next chapter.
l) Stopping Aid to MICs
Emerging/fast growing economies like India and China are taken by the EU as
competitors and challenge to their trade and economic well-being and efforts are on to keep a
check on them and to take benefit of their growing markets. The Union shifted its gear from
multilateralism to bilateralism and taken to recourse of ‘reciprocity’ to corner MICs, especially
India. The EU started negotiations with the latter to sign a Free Trade Agreement, and to impose
WTO Plus conditionalities. 120It appears that the EU could not tolerate MICs and worried about
the future challenges they may pose to it.
However, the EU has failed to notice that the inequalities have increased in most parts of
the world, especially within MICs. Three quarters of the poor now live in MICs, in spite of their
fast growth and achieving poverty eradication in such countries appears to be one of the major
challenges. Tindale argues that the MDGs will not be met if the people of MICs are not helped
out of poverty. 121While criticizing Lamy’s ‘Everything but Arms’ initiative, Hewitt and
Whiteman point out that it “is less a poisoned chalice” for poor non least-developed countries
such as Kenya, Jamaica, Guyana and India, which cannot benefit, than “a litmus test of the EU’s
own generosity”. 122The EU needs to realise that the poor and needy are there everywhere, who
need to be helped.

Conclusion
The French influence can be witnessed not only in the initiation of the development
cooperation policy, as mentioned in the earlier chapter, but in its practice as well. Most of the
countries and territories covered by the development assistance programme, at the initial stages,
were French-African. Indeed, all three ACP agreements (Yaoundé, Lomé and Cotonou) were
signed in the capitals of former French-African colonies. The higher officials of the Directorate
of Development were also French, and many of whom were colonial administrators
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themselves.Later, advocates of development programme covering worldwide clientele won and
the EU aid programme got widened in scope and coverage. This expansion has diluted the
effectiveness of the programme since availability of funds have not grown according to demand.
The EC became a major provider of international development assistance, ranging from
food aid to technical support to financial assistance.Lomé Conventions were developed as model
for North-South relations within the framework of NIEO. Later, that system was allowed to
collapse.The concessions made to ACP states in the first Lomé Convention of 1975 have been
progressively removed since then, and this process reached its culmination in the
CotonouAgreement and subsequent EPA negotiations. From Yaoundé to Cotonou, the EU
development cooperation programme has come a full round.
The Cotonou agreement itself lasts until 2020. The Europeans believe that, ideally, it
need not be renewed, since the ACP countries may be able to stand on their own feet, by then.
EU hopes to end development assistance programme by 2020.The Africans too wish that the
Western aid programme should come to an end. However, they have a rejoinder – that the
Europeans should provide them an opportunity to enjoy free and fair trade with the markets of
the developed countries. Unless, the EU concedes to this demand of the developing countries, its
idea of putting an end to their development programme will be impracticable.
It appears that the EU is not moving in the direction, which would enable it to wind up its
development assistance programme, as it desires. It has set wrong preferences and though, the
development was claimed to be an end in itself, the development cooperation was in effect used as an
instrument to achieve other foreign, economic policy goals. In the process, needy were ignored,
andneighbourhood and emerging economies were preferred to African, especially, sub-Saharan
African countries.Secondly, development needs are relegated to the background and trade
enhancement has been given prominence. Denying opportunities to the un-equals and to treat them as
equals, is contrary to the basic human rights, the right to equality that the EU claims to be dear to it.
There are certain structural and institutional problems that the EU faces while carrying on
its development cooperation assistance programme, which adversely affect its efficiency and
effectiveness.Since the 2007 peer review, the EU institutions have taken positive steps such as
major organisational restructuring; efforts to streamline financial instruments; and a strategic
approach to making co-operation more coordinated and aligned, to make the programme more
effective and to increase its positive impact. They have also enhanced their dialogue with civil
97

society to take benefit of their opinion.However, the EU institutions need to make more progress
in a number of areas, especially in developing a coherent approach to programming in post-crisis
and transition contexts. 123 So much is depend on the success of this reform process.
Delivering aid in well targeted programmesimproves the quality of life of poor people
and alleviates symptoms of extreme poverty as well as possibly brings about long-term
benefits.Measures aimed at protecting the environment, especially, taking timely steps to limit
and alleviate the evil impact of climate change and global warming, which threaten the human
existence in the long run, will help all countries, and especially the poorest countries because
they

are

least

resilient.

Investing

in

international

securitycreates

conducive

and

favourableconditions for peaceful economic growth, which in turnensures security to the donor
as well as the recipient of development assistance.
Accountability and ‘evidence-based’ value for money offered by the donors and spent on
the needy on the name of development,needs to be ensured. The establishment of an institution
to evaluate and enhance the impact of the European development aid, modelled after the
Independent Commission on Aid Impact, established earlier by the British Government, is the need
of the hour.Aid, timely given and judiciously spent on well targeted programmes alone can
guarantee development.
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Chapter 4
Major Issues in European Development Cooperation

Introduction
The international development cooperation of the European Union (EU) is a
‘shared competence’ in that the European Community (EC) part falls under the first
pillar, but the Member States have also retained the right to continue to pursue their
own bilateral development programmes. Since the EC does not have exclusive
competence in this policy sector there is the need to encourage as extensive
coordination and complementarity as possible between all the development
cooperation programmes of the Member States and the Community. 1 Moreover, from
the initial stages the EC linked trade with development and the Community attempted to
establish a free trade area between Europe and the African countries by offering free
access to its market for goods from itsAfrican colonies. At that juncture, an element of
coherence could be observed between the Community’s development cooperation and
trade policies, as trade policies were chalked out in the fashion that contributed to the
development of the African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) countries. At the same time,
one could also witness incoherence between the development cooperation policy and
other policies of the Community, which inevitably reflected in its practice as well.
The European development cooperation remains a work at two - the European
and the national – levels. There were attempts to Europeanise the development
programme on the one hand and the member states wanted to play their individual
(besides their collective)role, on the other. Opinion is divided in this regard and while
some scholars advocate Europeanisation others call for renationalization, meaning an
active role for the individual member states, reducing the European Commission as the
29th member. This is another major issue which continues to haunt the development
cooperation policy and programme of the Union.Here, in the following pages an effort
has been made to analyse the incoherence that had set in the European development
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cooperation policy and practice, which has invariably affected itseffectiveness and
outcome. The issue of Europeanisation of the development cooperation programme and
the resistance of the member states to such a process is also dealt with elaborately.

Coherence Gap
While the Lomé I Convention ensured free access for all products originating
from ACP countries to the EC market, agricultural products covered by the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) were exempted from this free access status and were simply
granted preferential treatment only. 2 This was, of course, in tune with the Community
policy in regard to trade on agricultural products, in order to protect and promote the
interest of the European agricultural community. This practice of European policies
working at cross purposes as a result of ever-clashing selfish and philanthropic interests
had caused serious debate and discomfiture in Europe, since this “coherence gap”
reflected negatively on the credibility of the EU in the international arena and on its
stated commitment to international development. 3In spite of the awareness of this
coherence gap, no worthwhile action was taken to bridge the gap, which continued to get
widened in the 1980s and early 90s.

Policy Coherence
Coherence is all about aiming and ensuring that the aims and objectives of
European Development Cooperation Policy (DCP) are not undermined by the EU's other
policies which have an external impact.4Paul Hoebink, a well-known Development
Economist, who had been commissioned to study the effectiveness of the poverty
reduction programme of the Union, defines ‘policy coherence’ as “the nonoccurrence of
policies or the results of policies that are contrary to the objectives of a given policy”. He
classifies three types of coherence: “coherence is then coherence within development
policy itself; internal coherence is coherence between foreign policy and development
2
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policy; and external coherence is coherence between development policy and other, such
as trade, agriculture, fisheries, and immigration, policies of the European Union”. 5
Nuttall too makes a distinction between three types of coherence: horizontal,
institutional and vertical. While horizontal coherence means that policies with external
implications in different issue areas should be consistent with each other, the institutional
coherence refers to consistency of external policies emanating from the various EU
institutions. On the other hand, vertical coherence addresses consistency among member
states and between member states and EU policies.

Nuttall further argues that,

“Credibility in this context mainly refers to the assumption that in order to be a successful
leader, the EU’s external ambitions as a policy entrepreneur have to be matched by
‘domestic’ policies that demonstrate that the Union does what it preaches. The EU has to
set good examples but also to actually implement its own policy ideas”. 6

Policy Coherence for Development
Policy coherence for development (PCD) may be broadly defined as “taking
account of the needs and interests of developing countries in the evolution of the global
economy”. 7The realization on the part of the EC that its development cooperation
activities have failed to achieve desired impact on the developing world forced it to
review its policy and practice in this regard. On finding that one of the major reasons for
the failure was the incoherence in the policy and practice of development cooperation
with other policies of the Community and the lack of coordination between the
Community and its member states, the Europeans attempted to bring in the necessary
coherence and consistency into the development cooperation framework. For the first
time, the Treaty of Maastricht or the Treaty on the European Union (TEU) sets out the
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objectives of a common European development policy as part of an attempt to reduce
inconsistencies between different policies (Title XVII, Article 130u).
PCD found its way into Europe in Article 130v of the TEU which reads: ‘The
Community shall take account of the objectives referred to in Article 130u in the policies
that it implements which are likely to affect developing countries’. This is known in the
field of development cooperation as the Maastricht Treaty’s ‘coherence article’. The
purpose is not to create a single development policy but to ensure the bilateral policies of
all the member states consistent and complementary with the common policy. 8 Thus,
Article 130x reads: ‘The Community and the member states shall coordinate their
policies on development cooperation and shall consult each other on their aid
programmes . . .’.The Treaty sets out a number of objectives, which include the aim to
achieve more coordination with the programmes of the member states, greater coherence
between different policies formulated and carried out by the Community, and effective
complementarity between the Community’s and the member states’ bilateral
programmes. 9The Amsterdam Treaty (1997) added a fourth principle: consistency of all
external activities of the European Union. The principle of coherence is also supported
by Article C of the European Union Treaty which maintains: “The Union shall in
particular ensure the consistency of its external activities as a whole in the context of its
external relations, security, economic and development policies”.
The

Maastricht Treaty officially included DCP among the main functions of the

EU and also included development cooperation for the first time among the competences
of the Union, to be exercised in a complementary fashion with the development policies
of the member states (Art. 177 TEC). The Community and the member states “shall coordinate their policies on development co-operation and shall consult each other on their
aid programmes, including international organisations and during international
conferences” (Art. 180 (1) TEC).
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In addition, the objectives of the European DCP are expected to be coherent with
the fundamental values that underpin the Union’s rationale as well as existence such as
the promotion of world peace and the settlement of conflict through dialogue, the
development and consolidation of democracy and the constitutional state, the observance
of human rights and the fundamental freedoms, equity and solidarity. 10

The ‘Three Cs’
The ‘new’ policy was founded on what is often referred to as the ‘three Cs’: (i)
that the development cooperation policy vis-à-vis developing countries and other policies
of the Community must be coherent, (ii) that Union policy and Member State policies in
the area of development cooperation must be complementaryand not contradictory to
each other, and (iii) that the Union and the Member States are obligated to coordinate
their efforts in the field of development cooperation. The Council and the Commission
were assigned with the responsibility of ensuring such consistency and were expected to
cooperate to this end. 11

EU’s Commitment to PCD
As soon as the Maastricht Treaty was signed, EU Development Ministers
considered its implications for their work and declared: "The Council recognises the
linkage between development cooperation policy and other Community policies. It also
recognises the need to take account of their impact on developing countries, which can
be significant. The Council urges the Commission to consider how this impact
assessment might be carried out more systematically especially with regard to new
proposals". 12Title XX, Articles 179–81 called for reduction of inconsistencies between
different policies of the Union and the PCD was retained as Article 178 of the Treaties
of Amsterdam and Nice. Still, nothing worthwhile was done to achieve something
substantial in regard to PCD and that makes Carbone to term that period as the era of
“passivism”. 13
10
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However, the Council tried to do something that would ensure no damage is done
through its food aid programme to the recipient country. Through its resolution of June
1997, it addressed procedural arrangements and four specific themes: conflict prevention,
food security, fisheries, and migration. One of the key objectives of the Council was to
ensure that agricultural exports and food aid in kind from the EU do not damage the
production, capacity and marketing of agricultural commodities in the developing
countries. Unfortunately, the damage is continued to be done at the cost of the latter.
By the turn of the present century, the European Commission involved and taking
advantage of favourable conditions, managed to set an ambitious agenda for the EU in
this regard. Adopting an astute strategy, it rallied the principle of PCD around the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), indicating how each PCD commitment served
the purpose of meeting one or more of them. Moreover, it proposed and presented PCD
as a package deal, withan additional volume of aid and concentrated its efforts on Africa,
therebyimpressing on the fact that the MDGs would not be achieved if the international
community and, specifically, the EU and its member states, did not take concrete
initiatives on the issue of PCD. Above all, the Commission linked the issue of PCD with
the new role of the EU as a unique andunitary actor in international development, with its
potential to shape the global agenda for ‘a just and better world’.
Since 2003, the member states of the EU have committed themselves to the
approach set out in thePCD. They have started to acknowledge that their domestic
policies must take due account of the interests of developing countries. The Council too
declared its aim is to “enhance the coherence of EU policies with development objectives
… in a broad range of areas beyond aid.” Thus, the EU committed itself to more
development-friendly policies, in international agreements that include the Millennium
Declaration in 2000, the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the G8 Gleneagles
Agreement in 2005. 14
The formulation of MDGs led to a renewed focus on foreign aid and, in fact, the
amount of international development assistance increased enormously, from 52 billion in
14
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2000 to 104 billion in 2006. But to achieve the MDGs, it eventually became clear that
foreign aid alone was not enough, but better synergies between aid and non-aid policies
needed to be explored. The EU took the lead in this regard in the context of the
“Millennium + 5” Summit and as part of a package that included a significant boost in its
foreign aid, the Union agreed on an ambitious agenda on PCD.
After gradually strengthening its work on PCD procedures, instruments and
mechanisms over the years, the EU agreed in May 2005, to follow up on progress in PCD
in twelve policy areas, namely trade, environment, climate change, security, agriculture,
fisheries, social dimension of globalisation, employment and decent work, migration,
research and innovation, information society, transport and energy. The Union was
determined to make a specific effort to promote and enhance PCD in the context of the
Global Partnership for Development under MDG 8 and in support of the partner
countries’ own policies and in compliance with international obligations.The Council
called on the member states and the Commission to strengthen PCD and to secure
adequate resources in their respective administrations, looking at the best practices
developed by some of the member states. 15
The European Consensus on development of December 2005is premised on the
idea that development and poverty reduction are getting influenced and impacted not only
by development assistance policies and programmes, but also by policies in a variety of
other domains, such as trade, agriculture, environment and conflict,which too have great
influence on the development outcomes and poverty levels inthe developing countries. In
order to maximize the outcome of development policies of the Union, it was felt that
other policy decisions need to be coherent with the development objectives. 16Thus, the
political commitment to PCD is embedded in the European Consensus.
Subsequently, the European Council adopted the ‘Code of Conduct on
Complementarity and Division of Labour in Development Policy’ in 2007 and later that
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year the first biannual report on PCD was brought out. 17 Both the European Consensus
and the Code of Conduct indicate a change of course whereby the member states are
more committed to improving the effectiveness of EU aid, the visibility of the EU in
international development programme, and its ability to shape the global agenda. 18
The policy coherence was first integrated in the EU fundamental law by Article
208 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TEFU), which stipulates
that ‘[t]he Union shall take account of the objectives of development cooperation in the
policies that it implements which are likely to affect developing countries’. The Treaty
maintains that the primary objective of development as ‘the reduction and, in the long
term, the eradication of poverty.’ The entry into force of the Treaty in December 2009
reinforced the legal basis of PCD in the EU. The inclusion of PCD in its fundamental law
sets the EU apart from other donors, thusmaking the Union a forerunner on the
international stage in this area. 19As the EU recognises that some of its policies have
significant external impacts that can either contribute to or undermine its development
policy, it strives to minimise inconsistency and attempts to create synergies between
policies that have a demonstrated impact on developing countries. 20
Striving for a more operational and targeted approach to PCD, the EU decided in
2009 to cover the twelve policy areas mentioned earlier under five priority challenges for
PCD. These include 1) Trade and Finance, 2) Addressing climate change, 3) Ensuring
global food security, 4) Making migration work for development, and 5) Strengthening
the links and synergies between security and development in the context of a global peace
building agenda. 21
The adoption of the Policy Coherence for Development Work Programme
2010-13which aimed to identify those non-developmental initiatives of the Commission
with an impact on development, provided a tool to guide EU decision-making on the
broad range of issues which affect developing countries and nullify the benefit
17
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ofdevelopment assistance. In 2010, it resulted in stimulating the internal debate on
development

objectives,

synergies

between

development

policies

and

non-

developmental policies as well as in taking into account development goals in major
policy initiatives like the Communications of the Commission on Trade, Growth and
World affairs and on the future of the CAP.22

II

Though Coherence continues to remain the goal, incoherence is the reality, in
spite of several policy proclamations and continuous efforts on the part of several
institutions of the EU, especially the Commission. Incoherence occurs when there is
contradiction within development policy and the official goals set to be achieved. Two of
the goals of the European development cooperation policy and programme - – integrating
the developing world into the world economy and poverty eradication – have proved to
be incoherent and counterproductive, since the former has intensified poverty and
widened the gap between the rich and the poor within nations as well as between rich
and poor nations. 23
Parallel to varieties of coherence there are different kinds of incoherence as well.
a) Internal Incoherence
Internal incoherence is lack of coherence between foreign policy and development
policy, which has become an integral section of the former. The EU being a ‘civilian’ and
‘soft’ power, DCP is quite inevitably employed as a tool to achieve the foreign policy
goals and as an instrument of projecting and promoting its soft power. When
development policy is used as an instrument, rather than as a goal in itself, occurrence of
incoherence becomes inevitable. Several factors, both internal as well as external, have
waylaid the DCP from achieving its primary goal of assisting thedeveloping world in
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achieving social and economic development. Instead, the EU has given prominence to
other political and security goals and imposed conditionalities.
b) Vertical incoherence
Vertical incoherence results from inconsistency in the policies among the member
states and between member states and the EU policies in regard to the objectives and
targets of the development cooperation policy and programme.

The EU policy

incoherence can be mainly attributed to conflicts of interest among the member states and
between the Union and the member states. Mention has already been made to the French
interest in utilizing the community set up to push its burden of offering development
assistance on the shoulders of the other member states and the unwillingness of Germany
and Holland in getting dragged into this issue. This resulted in continuous tug of war
between the Regionalists championed by France and the Globalists consisted of Germany
and Holland, in regard to the Community’s area of coverage in the development
assistance programme: whether to restrict it to the ACP region or to spread to Asian and
Latin American (ALA) regions. In the 1970s, the Community extended its activities to
ALA countries. By 1990s, the African countries, in spite of their desperate need for aid,
were left high and dry and the Union started concentrating on the neighbourhood –
Central and East European countries and in the Mediterranean regions. Within the EU,
the strategic interests of the individual member states and the Union as a whole had
changed from those that motivated the original Lomé Convention almost thirty
years earlier. 24
Different member states’ interests also permeate the Commission, particularly at
higher levels. Commissioners have to find a balance between Community interests and
the European impartiality they are supposed to display, and national allegiances. This is
particularly difficult where member states view their appointments in the Commission as
representative of the national interest. This balancing game is coupled with the fact that
within each Directorate- General (DG) members do not share common nationalities or
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party loyalties. This set-up makes the establishment of a collective European interest
difficult. 25
The EU is indeed a ‘trade power’, in that it is able to affect other countries’
policies and positions through its capacity to manipulate market access. For instance, the
Union could thwart the fish imports from other countries to the EU by imposing new
hygiene standards which are very difficult to achieve. 26However, Sophie Meunier and
KalypsoNicolaıdis term the EU as a “conflicted trade power - conflicted within, as
different member state governments, influenced by a host of domestic actors, hold very
different views on how to wield such power through trade. Also conflicted between its
own guiding principles, which often appear to contradict one another – such as
championing multilateralism while blanketing the planet with bilateral trade
agreements”. 27
c) Institutional Incoherence
Institutional incoherence refers to inconsistency of external policies emanating
from the various EU institutions. The complex decision-making systems of the Union in
which three institutions – European Council, Commission and Parliament - are involved
and the decisions are taken at two - European and national – levels results inevitably in
more inconsistency rather than consistency.
The European Parliament’s influence over development cooperation has increased
over the years, especially due to the personal interest evinced by many parliamentarians
and their expertise in thissphere. Although the European Development Fund is not part
of the EU budget, the Parliament has developed a degree of control over parts of the
development budget. The assent procedure covers development-related international
agreements as well.Under the Amsterdam Treaty development policy decision making
has become subjected to the co-decision procedure. 28
The European Commission is responsible for initiating and executing the
development policy of the EU, which falls mainly under the economic and commercial
25
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policies of the EU and also has Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) aspects. Its
conduct of external relations is shared between three Directorates-General: External
Relations, Development and Trade. Though relations with the ACP countries are
primarily the responsibility of DG Dev, policies formulated and implemented by other
Directorates General like DG Trade, ECHO for emergency aid and sectoral DGs like DG
Fisheries or DG Agriculture affect them invariably.
While the Commission seeks to expand its competencies, the Council often seeks
to curtail Commission aspirations since it is often viewed as the civil service of the
member states. Apart from this, various Council working groups deal with developing
countries, with member states represented by their diplomats in Brussels. At the level of
policy execution, the Commission implements policies in the field under the scrutiny of
committees composed of representatives of the member states. It is a matter of concern
that the links between the committees and the Council Groups are very weak. 29
d) External/ Horizontal incoherence
External/ Horizontal incoherence occurs when policies with external implications
in different issue areas such as development, trade, agriculture, fisheries, and
immigration, turn out to be inconsistent with each other and/or work at cross purpose.
From the initial stages, such incidents of incoherence started occurring and they continue
to haunt the development cooperation policy and practice, more apparently in the ECACP cooperation. The Lomé I Convention, which was signed by the Community and the
ACP countries in 1975, offered free access for all products originating from latter to the
EC market. However, agricultural products covered by the CAP were exempted from this
free access status and were simply granted preferential treatment only. 30 This was, of
course, in tune with the Community policy in regard to trade on agricultural products, in
order to protect and promote the interest of the European agricultural community. This
practice of European policies working at cross purposes as a result of ever-clashing
selfish and philanthropic interests has of late caused great debate and discomfiture in
Europe. Such incoherence can also occur when the external impact of any internal
economic policy or regulation contradicts EU’s development policy.
29
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Mention has already been made of the launching of ‘Everything but Arms’ (EBA)
regulation, granting duty-free access to imports of all products from the LDCs, except
arms and munitions, without any quantitative restrictions. Only imports of bananas, rice,
and sugar – highly sensitive products in the EU, due to its Common Agricultural Policy –
were not fully liberalized immediately, but, certain time-bound programme was
announced instead. The EU plans to keep the EBA regulation in place indefinitely rather
than subjecting it to periodic renewal under the Generalized System of Preferences. This
is the first time that the EU used a country’s level of development as a criterion for a
particular development program (as opposed to historical ties to the EU, as in the case of
the Cotonou Agreement). The initiative offers the LDC participants in the Cotonou
Agreement, which includes the vast majority of the world’s LDCs, a better preferential
trade arrangement than does Cotonou, suggesting that Cotonou and the EBA are
somewhat at cross-purposes with each other. 31
Access to the European market had been and continues to be hampered by a
variety of restrictions ranging from export quotas to tariffs to subsidies for European
producers. Reference has already been made in the earlier chapter about the introduction
of sugar protocol in to the Convention to benefit certain ACP countries, whose
economy was heavily depend on sugar export, and the EEC readiness to buy a fixed
quantity of sugar from them at a high guaranteed price which was set in accordance
with domestic price of sugar in the Community. The sugar campaign was started several
decades ago, which promoted the consumption of cane sugar from these countries rather
than beet sugar, which was highly subsidised by the European Community. This clearly
shows that these kinds of subsidies under the CAP have been the subject of criticism in
Europe itself for a very long time. Exports from Europe were criticised because they were
often highly subsidised and had a negative impact on world markets. 32
It is widely believed that the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reveals
incoherence with the EU's development policy at a greater level. The Common Fisheries
Policy, the Common Commercial Policy, and the Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CFSP) are equally challenging and as such, can enhance or restrict, and at times even
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damage, the impact of development programmes. John Madeley and Clive Robinson
calls

the

lack

of

coherence

between poverty eradication policies of the EU and its other policies, as “Brussels’ blind
spot”. They argue that there is no point in the Union pursuing certain policy that has a
particular goal if it simultaneously pursues policies that contradict and cause damage to
that goal. There are too many cases where EU policy lacks coherence and not consistent
with the Community's legal as well as moral commitments to developing countries.
While maintaining that coherence in EU policies is admittedly not easy as it requires
cooperation between the different directorates of the European Commission, they insist that
the obstacles are not insurmountable though may seem to be difficult. 33
While elaborating and highlighting some of the key results of the European
Commission Programmes, and their contribution to the Millennium Development Goals,
AndrisPiebalgs, EU Commissioner for Development, pointed out in 2010 that the most
important thing the Europeans need to do is to focus on the policy coherence for
development “because aid on its own is not enough; we also need our trade, agricultural
and fisheries policies to support our development objectives”. 34
Among all these incoherencies, the horizontal/external incoherence appears to be
more serious and there are instances when internal economic policy decision and market
regulations of the EU creating incoherence with its development cooperation policy and
programme. There are numerous cases where EU’s common policies on agriculture,
trade, fisheries and so on, clash with its development cooperation policy. To cite a few:

Case 1
In 1990s Cote d'Ivoire remained the world's leading cocoa producer and exported
about 40 per cent of world cocoa bean production. Ghana, Indonesia, Nigeria and
Malaysia, Brazil, Belize, Cameroon, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Papua New Guinea,
Jamaica, Madagascar, Mauritius, Sri Lanka, Trinidad and Vanuatu were the other
producers and exporters. Millions of people made a living as cocoa producers and
countries like Ghana relied on cocoa for about half of its export earnings. The EU
33
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imported about half the global cocoa output to produce chocolate and lion’s share of
these imports come from ACP countries.
In April 1996 the European Commission proposed that each EU Member State
be allowed to decide whether or not to permit the use of up to 5 per cent vegetable fat in
the production of chocolate. 35 It was feared that if vegetable fats were used in
chocolate manufacture in all EU countries, then between 88,000 and 125,000 tonnes
less cocoa would be imported each year, thereby undulydamagingthe economies of
cocoa-producing countries and threaten the livelihoods of cocoa farmers. The EU did
not appear to have fully analysed the development impact of its chocolatedirective, in
favour of the European chocolate industry, despite considerable evidence that it would
damage the livelihoods of some of the world's poorest people. Instead, it has pushed
ahead its directive in apparent disregard of its commitments under the Maastricht and
other international treaties, such as the International Cocoa Agreement. 36It is not
consistent with poverty reduction and promoting sustainable economic development,
which are the primary goals of its DCP.

Case 2
In 1980s and 1990s, assisted by the generous support afforded by the CAP,
European farmers hadproduced more beef than could be consumedin the EU or exported
on normal commercial terms. A beef mountain was the inevitable result. To dispose of the
beef thus accumulated, it was "dumped" - sold below the cost of production - in
developing countries, first in West Africa and then in South Africa.In West Africa,
dumped beef shipments from the EC to the region increased sevenfold in the 1980s and
reached a peak in 1991, affecting over four million people who reliedon cattle-raising. The
exported beef from the EU competed on unfair terms with locally produced beef and
severely damaged farmer output and incomes, and thus the economic development of an
important sector. With the advent of dumped EU beef, the prices they received for their
cattle plunged by over 50 per cent. The EU’s meat exports in West Africa, which were not
35
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only incoherent with the development assistance aimed at supporting the meat industry in
the region, but also contributed to disrupting local markets. 37In May 1993, NGOs in six
EC countries launched a campaign to stop the dumping, arguing that it was a clear case
of inconsistency in EU policies. The European Commission had to admit that in West
Africa the dumping had led to "serious effects on local production, on regional trade and
on livestock projects financed by the European Development Fund in the
region". 38Following disclosures and protests by NGOs, the EU reduced export refunds to
its farmers on beef destined for West Africa, and as a result, its exports into the region fell
sharply.
But then the EU effectively transferred the problem of its beef mountain to southern
Africa. Exports of EU beef to South Africa shot up seven-fold between 1993 and 1996 from 6,600 tonnes to almost 46,000 tonnes. Namibia, which used to sell canned beef to
South Africa, was severely affected by this development, since the Namibians could not
compete with the EU dumped beef. Income to Namibia's cattle farmers fell sharply,
causing hardship for the country's rural inhabitants, most of whom were dependent on
livestock production and processing industry. The livelihoods of some of the poorest
sectors of the population were affected. Thus, the European dumped beef affected the
interregional trade between the African countries.
It is rather ironical that all these occurred at the same time as the EU was
investing some 3.75 million ECUs in support of Livestock Marketing Schemes in
Namibia. What was given with the right hand of development assistance was taken
back with the left hand of unfair trade. At their peak, export refunds were allowing
subsidised EU beef to be sold at less than half the wholesale price of South African
beef. In view of budgetary constraints, the EU began a process of reducing export
subsidies in 1997 but the fundamental distortions created by EU export subsidies had
not been addressed. 39 Instead, the Union gave Russia 150,000 tonnes of beef in food
aid in March 1999, affecting the fortune of the Russian beef producers in the
process.John Madeley and Clive Robinson were categorical when they say that the
EU's generous support for its beef farmers is good for farmers but bad for EU taxpayers
37

Carbone, n. 3, p. 331.
Madeley and Robinson, n. 4, p. 5, 13.
39
Aprodev, n. 23, p. 8.
38

114

who pick up the bill and it is disastrous for some of the world's poorest farmers and
countries. 40
Case 3
Hundreds of million fish workers depend both directly and indirectly on fishing
for their livelihoods, and majority of them in developing countries. They earn their
living from fishery-related activities in small-scale, traditional or artisanal fishing
communities. These people are highly vulnerable to external pressures.Fisheries are
critical for small-scale fishing communities, in the fight against poverty, and most
important in the achievement of sustainable development objectives.For instance, in the
case of Senegal, artisanal fishing activities make a major contribution to national food
security.
The central objective of the EU's Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) is to decrease
the existing capacity of the European fishing fleet. Over-capacity is the bane of the
fisheries sector and to reduce capacity, the EU is spending billions of euros to decrease
the fishing overcapacity of the Union fleets. At the same time, the Union provides
subsidies to enable more sophisticated fishing techniques to be installed on trawlers that
can "vacuum clean" the oceans of their fish stock. Subsidies have been given for both
modernisation - which has led to an increase in fishing capacity through technological
creep - and for reducing overcapacity in third country waters of theACP region, through
fisheries agreements and subsidised joint ventures.Fishing vessels from the EU have
been enabled by subsidies to use more sophisticated fishing techniques and increase
their capacity in West African waters. The CFP has led to the serious depletion of fish
stocks in ACP countries, and damaged the livelihoods of thousands of ACP small scale
fishing communities who depend on fishing. These agreements commonly overlook
questions of sustainability and their impact on dependent communities. At the micro
level, they may increase competition for resources and markets, to the detriment of local
small- scale fisher folk. 41
In 1997, such a fisheries agreement was imposed on Senegal by the EU through
which the former had earned €48m. All the West African countries desperately need the
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money from fishing licences. Over half of Mauritania's foreign exchange comes from
selling fish and fishing licenses. In Guinea-Bissau, one of the world's poorest countries,
revenue from fishing licenses is believed to be worth 40 percent of government income. 42
This sorry status of their economy is being exploited by the Europeans.
This fishing agreement allowed the Europeans to have access to the small pelagic
fish stocks, which form the principal species supplying the on-shore artisanal fish
processing industry, and the principal source of fish protein throughout the country. This
was a major source of concern to the local artisanal sector. Since women dominated the
artisanal fish processing industry and associated trading networks, the decline in the
volume of fish available to the artisanal fish processing industry, profoundly affected the
economic power of women in fishing communities. This development had serious
implications for the food security of those who depend on artisanally processed fish as a
source of cheap protein and essential vitamins and minerals. With women carrying the
major responsibility for meeting household food security and health needs, the negative
impact on gender relations reverberated far beyond coastal fishing communities. 43
On the other hand, the Commission has concluded a development cooperation
agreement with ACP states including Senegal, funds programmeswhich aims to support
the development of artisanal fisheries in those countries. The potential conflict of interest
between development policy and the fisheries policy seems quite obvious. The fisheries
agreements have been attacked by the European NGOs under the umbrella of the
‘Coalition of Fair Fisheries Agreements’ as being incoherent with the objectives of
development cooperation. Important campaigns were carried out by NGOs in May 1996
against the overcapacity of the EU’s fishing fleets and for disregarding the impact of its
fisheries agreements on poor countries. 44The NGOs argued that the agreements
undermine the development of the artisanal fisheries sector by competing for fisheries
resources and disrupting the local economy.
The European Parliament and the ACP-EU Joint Assembly have also stressed on
the need for coherence between fisheries agreements and development cooperation. One
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of their main criticisms was that procedures during the negotiations were such that proper
consultation with the European Parliament did not happen. The need to resolve
incoherence between fisheries agreements and development cooperation objectives has
also been stressed by conservationists who warned that the current over-capacity in
fishing effort is threatening world stocks and that a code of conduct for responsible
fishing is needed. 45
The EU policies on subsidies are in flagrant contradiction with the Treaty on
European Union which commits the EU to achieve coherence between fisheries policies
and the objectives of EU development policy, especially the eradication of poverty.The
EU subsidies for fisheries also contradict its statements of intent in international fora such
as the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation consultation on fisheries overcapacity in
1998:"States should reduce and progressively eliminate all factors, including subsidies,
and economic incentives which contribute, directly or indirectly, to the buildup of
excessive fishing capacity thereby undermining the sustainability of marine resources,
giving due regard to the needs of artisanal fisheries". 46
Since December 1999, the EU had been excluded from the rich fishing grounds
off Morocco. Though the previous four-year deal with Morocco had netted the kingdom
€500m, Morocco refused to strike a new accord with the EU. Its fisheries agreement with
Senegal lapsed on April 30, 2001 and the other one with Mauritania was due to be lapsed
in May. The Union tried to strike new deals with Guinea-Bissau and Cape Verde, and
sought to renew them with Senegal and Mauritania.
The Europeans continue to exploit the drastic situation in West Africa due to their
faulty Common Fisheries Policy.According to GregorKreuzhuber, the Commission's
fisheries spokesman, the EU's subsidised fishing fleet has 40 per cent more boats than it
requires and this over capacity is being shifted to West African shores. Claude Martin,
the Director General of the World Wide Fund for Nature, an environmental pressuregroup, attacked the Commission for knowing “first-hand the devastating effect illmanaged fisheries have had in its own waters”, and still exporting “this unsustainable
fishing practice to threatened coastal states in West Africa”. European ships regularly
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filch one-third more fish than they are supposed to and the ship captains bribe the African
officials to certify that their catches conform to the rules. The UN's Food and Agriculture
Organisation tooconfirmed that what is happening in the waters off West Africa is
happening across the world. In its report in early 2000s, the FAO noted that up to 10 per
cent of the world's marine fish populations were depleted or recovering from depletion,
up to 18 per cent were overexploited and up to 50 per cent were being fished to the
limit. 47

Case 4
IsoldaAgazzi, Trade Policy Officer, Alliance Sud, an European NGO
concentratingon international trade issues, points out that in 1999, when the Indian
Government abolished the import quotas for milk powder and the EU import of skimmed
milk powder rose from 600 to 25,000 tonnes, and effectively destroyed the white
revolution for milk self-sufficiency in India. 48 Same is the case with Jamaican dairy
sector. Until the early 1990s, Jamaican dairy farmers were largely protected from the
subsidised imports from the Western, especially European, developed countries.
However, when the Jamaican Government was forced to liberalise imports as part of
World Bank led structural adjustment policies, problems started. In 1999, subsidised EU
milk powder had replaced locally produced milk as the input for the Jamaican dairy
industry. Local dairy farmers have had to pour down huge quantity of milk produced by
them because most local processors preferred to use the cheaper imported milk powder
instead of the locally produced milk. On the one hand, hundreds of thousands of dollars
were spentby the EU to support the development of Jamaica’s dairy farming, but, on the
other hand, these efforts were undermined, when the EU exportedsubsidized milk
powder to the same country.49 This was the case with the subsidised Italian tomato
concentrate undermining local tomato processing in Senegal, and surplus pig meat
being dumped in the Czech Republic affecting the fortunes of the local producers.
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Case 5
A restructuring of the food aid programme in 1986-87 which shifted managerial
responsibility from the Commission's Agricultural Directorate to the Directorate-General
for Development resulted in the integration of theprogramming for food aid into the EEC
development effort. This programme change allowed wider latitude to the Commission to
procure food for aid (up to 10 per cent) from developing countries as a triangular form of
development assistance. 50 Again, the EU’s Food Aid and Food Security regulation of
1996 supported the idea that by buying the necessary agricultural products in the region in
which food aid is to be dispensed, the farmers in the region would be supported and such
a measure would enhance the local agricultural production. EuronAid, an association of
NGOs involved in food aid and food security using EU funds, applied this principle and
purchased pulses, primarily beans, from African farmers for food aid in Africa, the
European Commission suggested it to purchase the pulses from Denmark, which was
available there at about half the price. Danish suppliers could provide pulses like precooked split peas at a very low price due to the EU fixed hectare payment for peas,
which was given to them independent from the volume of production. In 1999, EU
subsidies accounted for 46 per cent of the income a Danish farmer received from growing
split peas. The EU’s directive to the NGO directly flies against its own Food Aid and
Food Security regulation and intended to support for European farmers, in addition to the
support they already received under the CAP. 51

DCP’s incoherence with other EU Policies
As in the case of European DCP which becomes the victim of incoherence with
other policies of the EU, other foreign policy goals of the Union too are victims of
DCP’s incoherence with them.For instance, the DCP which is expected to work in
favour of EU’s democracy promotion programme tends to go against it when the Union
subsidises the authoritarian regimes by extending aid to them without bothering about
how it was used. Some observers like Michela Wrong, the author of It’s Our Turn to Eat,
are more concerned with the malign effect of aid on a country’s politics and morale.
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Wrong has reported on the way that civil society organisations, political dissidents
and anti-corruption campaigners in countries like Kenya, a major recipient of European
aid, get disillusioned and discouraged when the continuation of that aid in effect implies the
Union’s approval and support of corrupt governments.52This happens when aid is given
on other foreign policy considerations. Authoritarian regimes were supported because
of their anti-communist stand. During the cold war era anti-Communism was taken by
the West as a virtue, which would absolve any one of their all other evils. Political and
ideological complexities thus ruled the Western minds.
III

Europeanizing the European development cooperation policy and programme is
yet another issue, which has caught the fancy of the scholars on development studies.
While the Europeanists, leaders as well as scholars advocated Europeanisation and the
EU-level institutions attempted at it, the nationalist leaders and advocates criticized the
move vigorously and resisted it tooth and nail. Perennialclash of interest and domination
of national over Community interest too mars the situation. National governments feeling
that the European-level institutions being slow in taking decision, resulting in terrible
delay in implementing them make them to resist any attempts towards ‘Europeanisation’
of the aid programme.
As mentioned in the earlier chapter, the member states were enjoined by the
Treaty on European Union (TEU) to co-ordinate their bilateral programmes with that of
the Commission. However, there was no formal restriction on each pursuing its own
distinctive aid profile. 53 In practice Europe’s relations with the South comprise the
bilateral policies of member states plus the collective policies of the Community, at times
referred to as a ‘mixed system’.
Though the Community and the member states are expected to coordinate their
policies on development cooperation and shall consult each other on their aid
programmes, there is a severe lack of coordination between themand suggestions that
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development policy be fully Europeanized were rebutted all through. Though, the
proportion of total EU aid channeled through Commission-managed development
programmes increased, themember states retained their own bilateral programmes and
resisted any more significant pooling of aid budgets.54In particular, the contribution of
the EC has grown in real terms from US$ 1,761 million (10.8 per cent of total) in 1980 to
US$ 4,763 million (21.2 per cent of total) in 2000, making it the largest multilateral
donor. 55In 2004, €6.9 billion was channeled through the Commission. 56 The European
Commission alone accounted for 13 per cent of total aid flows - €12.3 billion in 2009. In
2010 the EU was the third largest DAC memberwith USD 12.7 billion grant programme
and loans and equities to partner countries totaling USD 8.3 billion. 57The Commission
administered €11 billion or 20 per cent in 2011. At present, the EU accounts for more
than half of the world’s Official Development Assistance (ODA). Three quarters of the
overall EU ODA is provided by its Member States. The European Commission’s share in
EU aid has considerably increased and now stands at about a quarter. It may be said that
the Commissions contribution hovers around one-fourth to one-fifth of the member states
contribution.While EU member states were cutting their budgets (in real terms) by almost
15 per cent over the last ten years, the EC increased the quantum of its assistance to
developing countries and transition economies by some 45 per cent. This increase,
however, was not uniformly distributed, satisfying all the concerned parties. 58
Some member states contribute more development assistance than the EU itself.
The persistence of separate member state development policies is reminder of member
states’ unwillingness to surrender policy instruments in international arena. Naturally,
most member states want to maximize their own international influence while also
benefiting from a collective effort through the Commission. In the case of development
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assistance, most member states have specific preferences and self-serving agendas that
are best pursued individually rather than collectively. 59
Instead of coordinating their efforts with the Commission, some of the member
states like the UK criticize the Commission and even try to outdo it.Andrew Mitchell,
Secretary of State for International Development 2010–2012, took pride on projecting
the UK as ‘development superpower’, just as the Americans are a military superpower.In
2012, the United Kingdom spent approximately £8 billion a year on foreign aid, and it
was expected to increase to £11 billion by 2015. 60

Criticism against the Commission managing DC
Back in the 1970s, a number of small scale scandals over European development
assistance, mostly about doubtful connections between agricultural projects and business
interests, used to hit the headlines. However, these scandals never attained the levels
reported in the media, which reported corruption and aid-funded “white elephants”. In the
1980s, the European Court of Auditors criticised EU food aid for its quality and
effectiveness. The image of the Commission as an effective and efficient purveyor of
development aid was smeared by occasional scandals and severe shortcomings in
accountability for external aid programmes, which, resulted in the resignation of the
entire Commission under Jacques Santer in 1999. 61Paul Hoebinkof the Third World
Centre of the Catholic University in Nijmegen, who probed the image and reality of the
EU as a donor too agrees with this observation and points out that the EU’s image as an
aid donor which was bright in the 1980s, is getting dimmed of late, thus attracting
criticism from all quarters and advocated the need for reforms. 62
European politicians have been very critical in recent years when commenting on
EU development assistance spent through the Commission. In June 2000, Clare Short,
former British Secretary of State for International Development, had gone on record that
‘The European Commission’s programmes have huge potential to do good, but they are
much less effective than they should be. . . . the Commission is the worst development
59
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agency in the world. The poor quality and reputation of its aid brings Europe into
disrepute. . . . . The Commission can improve its aid management, but to achieve more it
must do less’. 63 Later, she reiterated that the EU’s aid programmeis ‘an outrage and a
disgrace’.64“The worst offender for highly ineffective aid spending is the European
Commission”, she repeated in 2002.“A euro of development assistance spent via the
European Union is still one of the least efficiently spent”, commented EvelineHerfkens,
former Minister for Development Cooperation of the Netherlands. 65These critical
comments by ministers and others in responsible positions seem to be largely fuelled by
irritation over the serious delays in aid disbursements by the Commission that force EU
member governments to regularly revise their own aid budgets in the closing months of
each financial year. 66
The European scholars are also not lagging behind in criticizing the Commission and
maintain that it is considered as ‘the worst development agency in the world’ for its
corruption, and inefficiency, and its propensity to divert aid to already wealthy
Mediterranean countries.67 While advocating the Government of UK to cut contributions to
inefficient and wasteful multilateral agencies, in particular those of the EU through
which it is channelizing one fifth of its aid, Jonathan Foreman maintains that the
commitment of the Department of International Development, UK, to focus more on
multilateral aid is a recipe for greater waste. 68

Recommendation for Aid through Commission
While accepting that the Commission’s development aid programme is neither
perfect nor without problems and acknowledging the fact that all aid is subject to misuse,
wastage and corruption to some extent, Tindale maintains that instances of failures in
Commission aid programmes should be revealed and corrected, but should not be used to
attack the Commission. Instead, the decisions should continue to be taken by the
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Commission itself. The European External Action Service must be involved in
development aid decisions, since aid is a powerful means of extending the EU’s ‘soft
power’, Tindale opines. He also suggests that Commission development aid should be
used primarily for maintaining progress towards the MDGs, and not for strategic or
foreign policy reasons. Again, he pleads that the main driver of allocation decisions
should be human need rather than foreign policy objectives. Though he concedes that
some development aid can be justified on strategic grounds, such as the wish to avoid
more failed states, he believes that “aid cannot be guaranteed to avoid state failure” and
maintains that some of the world’s existing failed states, including Somalia and the
Democratic Republic of Congo, have been major aid recipients. 69

Benefits of the Commission Managing Aid
a) Neutral Development Player
Though there were some allegation of scandals and criticism about the efficacy of
the Community, they didn’t seem to create much dent on its image as a benevolent donor.
With its emphasis on partnership and impartiality, the Commission appeared to be a
much more effective and benign aid purveyor than most national governments. 70It is
believed that the Commission managing aid programmeshas both political and practical
advantages. The Commission is more widely regarded as a neutral development player
than are national governments, whose commercial or historical links many a time
dominate decisions on aid allocation, both national and collective. A large proportion of
Spanish aid goes to Latin America. France focuses on the Caribbean and Francophone
Africa and the UK on Anglophone Africa and South Asia. While the countries in these
regions remain ‘aid-darlings’ due to their historic/colonial (which was in no way happy
and favourable) connection, other countries with which member-states have no such
obligations (!), were left out as ‘aid-orphans’, in spite of their staring poverty and dire
need for development assistance. The Commission operates programmes in some such
countries, for instance, Eritrea, the world’s fifth poorest country, where it has funded
69

Stephen Tindale, Priorities for EU Development Aid, Centre for European Research, June 2013, p. 4,
available at,
http://www.cer.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/attachments/pdf/2013/pbrief_sct_development_14jun
e13-7556.pdf
70
Hoebink, n. 29.

124

agriculture and infrastructure projects. 71Owen Barder, Director for Europe at the Center
for Global Development, is quite categorical when he claims that the European aid is also
widely regarded as being especially effective, achieving more for poverty reduction than
aid from other countries, including its member states, since it is less likely to be tied to
the commercial or security interests. 72
b) Economies of Scale and Cost Advantages
The Commission-administered aid has cost advantages too. One large,
comprehensive programme is more likely to be effective than several smaller ones, and as
such, Commission management can deliver economies of scale. It can also cut
administrative costs. The EU has 139 delegations and offices across the world 73, (more
than any individual EU member state)working on development around the world. These
facilities can be utilized by the member states and this prospect reduces the need for
member-states to have their own offices and representation. Commission management
cuts the administrative burden on recipients as well.Developing country governments
often complain about having to report to large numbers of donors separately. It is
noteworthy that a 2011 report by the Italian company SOGES estimated that greater coordination of European development programmes could result in annual administrative
savings to donors and recipients of €5 billion.
c) Quality of Commission Aid
Overall, Commission aid is well administered. The quality of Commission aid is
widely recognised, by international organisations, national governments and nongovernmental organisations. The OECD concluded in 2012 that Commission
programmes had improved significantly since an earlier review in 2007. Among the areas
where improvement was noted, the OECD listed better co-ordination of aid programmes,
streamlined financial processes, and the fact that the Commission had begun working
more closely with civil society. 74
The Commission’s good performance on aid is recognized even by parties not
normally enthusiastic about EU activity. For example, in 2011 the UK government
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published a review of multilateral aid which commended Commission programmes for
strong financial management and transparency systems, moderate administration costs
and predictable funding. The British government awarded the highest possible rating to
the European Development Fund (EDF), which is meant for Africa, the Caribbean and
Pacific countries than the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) which covers
Asia, the Middle East and Latin America.
d) Transparency
The EU has repeatedly been ranked among the most transparent aid donors.
Information on where and how much of its aid goes, and on what it is spent, is made
readily available by the EU Aid Explorer, the European Commission’s financial
transparency system, which helps the tax payers to check that their money is being used
wisely. Moreover, it avoids different donors duplicating each other and helps to prevent
corruption and misuse of funds. 75
e) Prevention of Fraud and Corruption
The EU programmes undergo regular independent audits to ensure that their
accounts are in order. Moreover, the European Court of Auditors examines specific
projects and country programmes every year. The European Anti-Fraud Office pursues
cases that come to its attention and ensures fraud-free management. The European
Commission and the EU Delegations in the beneficiary countries monitor and control
projects and programmes they finance and conduct regular project visits. In addition,
outside experts are inducted in to check what the EU funding achieves. Besides, the EU
retains the option to stop finance and to take necessary measures including the
recuperation of funds, in case of serious suspicion that funds are being misused. 76
f) Capacity Building
The EU adopted its Aid for Trade strategy in October 2007, with the aim of
helping developing countries build the necessary capacity to trade, to enable them to take
benefit of the market access made available to them by its trade concessions. 77 The EU
takes part in this strategy, along with many other international organisationslike the
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World Trade Organisation (WTO) and the UN. Aid for Trade involves donors providing
financial and technical assistance to developing countries, especially the least developed
countries, to build up their supply-side capacity and strengthen their trade-related
infrastructure, including roads.
g) Peer Review on Policy Coherence
Even the Development Assistance Committee (DAC), which has always been critical
of EU development policy, acknowledged that the EU “has actively contributed to the
growing international consensus on policy coherence”; “is clear about its desire to help
shape a broader international approach” and that “the Commission has performed its
catalytic role in selected areas of policy coherence with the support of a small number of
Member States”.78 Further, the DAC appreciated the fact that the Commission has
developed a sound strategic framework for promoting policy coherence for
development, and suggested that it should make every effort to use its mechanisms to
their full potential. 79
h) Commitment to Development Index
The Commitment to Development Index(CDI) has been elaborated by the Centre
for Global Development (CGD).80 In 2012, for the first time, the index featured an
aggregate analysis for ‘Europe’. Taken together, Europe scores slightly better than the
global average: better than Australia, the United States, Japan and South Korea; behind
New Zealand and Canada;but well away from the top three - Denmark, Norway and
Sweden. Europe is way ahead in the quantity and quality of aid and environment policies,
and in its investment policies as well. While it is in line with the global average in the
areas of migration and technology, the EU scores relatively low on trade and quite
terribly low on security due to an increase in arms exports. The final remarks of the
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authors of the CDI are provocative: ‘Europe’s approach to development can be
characterised as energetically tackling thesymptoms of poor economic opportunities for
developing countries by providing substantial and effective aid, but doing less than other
countries to tackle the underlying structural causes of poverty.’ 81 The EU needs to
introspect and to go for course correction.

Criticism
a) Week Institutional Framework and Policy-Making
The Community’s external fisheries policy is the responsibility of the
Commission’s Directorate General for Fisheries (DGXIV) while its development
cooperationwith the countries in the ACP region is managed by the Directorate General
for Development (DGVIII). Given the split responsibility, policy incoherence between
DGXIV, who conclude fisheries agreements with third countries, including in Africa and
DGVIII, who is expected to promote, among other things, fisheries development in
Africa is proved unavoidable, as there are conflicts of interests or lack of coordination
between the two Directorate Generals. 82With the declining stocks of fish in the territorial
waters of EU Member States, European fishing fleets have been looking for alternate
sources of fish in other parts of the world and to facilitate this, DGXIV had concluded a
series of fisheries agreements with third countries. These fisheries agreements are an
integral part of the Common Fisheries Policy, the primary purpose of which is to serve
the domestic demand for fish in the EU and to supply the fisheries industry with raw
materials for processing. 83 On the other hand, DGVIII offers economic assistance to the
African fishing communities to strengthen their fishing and processing industries. The
bureaucratic nightmare of multiple Directorates and agencies deal separately with issues
concerning and impinging upon development, thereby creating, in effect, incoherence
between policies and programmes. 84
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b) Lack of Coordination between EU and members
As mentioned earlier, Article 130x of the Maastricht Treaty calls on the Union
and the member states to coordinate their policies on development cooperation and to
consult each other on their aid programmes. In theory such an arrangement would
provide a level playing field for the many partners with which the EU and its member
states have agreements. However, it was never practiced. 85The EU cannot be reduced
simply as the twenty-eighth European donor. While the Commission implements 20 per
cent of the collective EU aid effort, it also acts as coordinator, convener and policymaker. The EU is an economic and trading partner, and its political dialogue, security
policy and many other policies - from trade, agriculture and fisheries to environment,
climate, energy and migration - have a strong impact on developing countries. It must
translate this multi-faceted role into multiple policy mixes adapted and suitable to each
partner country. To be completely effective, the EU and its member states must speak in
one voice and act in unison“to achieve better results and to improve EU's visibility”. 86
Unfortunately this is not happening and both the EU and its partners in the developing
world suffer as a consequence.
The member states have been unwilling to increase the Community budget (the
ceiling remains 1.27 per cent of EU GNP), and to enhance the portion of the budget
(around 7 per cent) devoted to external action. Focus on any new region for assistance
results in the reduction of assistance to those regions which were concentrated upon
earlier and that is what had happened to ACP countries when focus of aid transferred to
neighbourhood countries. 87
The mixed system led to a cumbersome bargaining process in which short-term
national goals prevailed over Community values and goals. 88 Alternatively, member
states may sign up for Community policies which they have no intention of, or capacity
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to, implement. This means that what appears to be a united front initially may in practice
disintegrate as member states refuse to play by the rules they themselves formulated. 89
c) Coordination/Consistency/Linkage Shortfall
‘Coordination short fall’ between the EU and the member states regarding DCP
leads to incoherence. Hence, there was dire need for coordination in the objectives in the
development policies of the member states and those of the Community, to make
development assistance more effective. 90 Again, development policy and other facets of
Community

policy

are

not

always

consistent,

which

is

referred

to

as

‘consistency/linkage shortfall’. If the Community needs to address this issue if it intends
to increase its effectiveness in international development. The lack of cohesion between
different policies, directorates and services in actual means that while overall the
Commission may be committed to the elimination of poverty in the South, sections
within the Commission may have other priorities. Internal mechanisms for coordination
though exist are not effective. Grilli argues that there had never been a coherent
development policy but only a series of ad hoc responses to any given development on
the part of the Community. 91
d) Lack of Policy Coherence
As mentioned earlier, there has been a specific EU legal commitment since 1992
as provided by the TEU to take into account the impact of other policies on developing
countries. This obligation further got strengthened in the 2009 Lisbon treaty. Yet the
policy coherence continues to remain an aspiration than a reality. 92The main fault with
EU development policy is neither the quality of spending nor even the quantity. It is other
EU policies which damage poor countries and the constructive work done by the former
is undone by the latter. Since 2005, the EU has aimed to make all its policies coherent
with its strategy for development. Still, EU policies, particularly on trade, agriculture and
fisheries, continue to harm poor countries. Tindale is quite correct when he points out that
“increased trade will not automatically help meet the MDGs, since the EU will have little
influence over how the money earned by the developing country will be spent”.
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Nevertheless, as noted above, free and fair “trade is more important for economic growth
than aid will ever be, so is a vital component of meeting some of the MDGs”. 93 As such
trade should be used to help economic growth by offering free and fair trade conditions to
the developing countries rather than allowed to stand on the way of development through
cooperation and assistance.
The lack of consistency promotes the appearance of a confused, unfocused actor
and has prompted calls for structural/institutional reforms within EC resulting in the
appointment of a single external relations Commissioner within a reformed
Commission. 94 Incoherence between the Community and the member states makes the
scholars like Karen Smith to point out that it is inaccurate to lump together the
Community and member state aid programmes and then to claim that they are the largest
aid donors since “the European and national levels do not constitute such a coherent
entity”. 95
After all, it is the low labour costs that give China, India and other Asian
countries one of the few areas of comparative advantage in the global economy. Rather
than supporting these countries by providing broad access to its lucrative market,
the EU appears more concerned with defending its domestic industries in these
areas that find it hard to compete by applying antidumping regulat ions. In such
circumstances, the tensio n between the demands of a benevolent external
development policy and aspects of internal EU economic policy cannot be reconciled. 96
This becomes problematic in the policy-making process and results in lack of coherence
between different sectors of Community policy and inconsistencies between Community
policy and member states’ national policies. 97
These inconsistencies between Community policy and member states’ national
policiesalso influences in who gets what and how much from the EU, by way of
development assistance. In 2002, Asia, with its high proportion of the world’s poor,
received about € 575m of development assistance. It was just one third of the per capita
funding thatthe Latin American countries received. In spite of its best intention and
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attemptto introduce a reform in the allocation of money to these two regions, the
Commission failed to obtain the necessary majority in the European Parliament in
November 2003 due to intense lobbying, reflecting national foreign policy preferences. 98
e) Quality of Assistance Compromised
The tension between the treaty-based requirement for consistency and a more
policy-based pragmatism runs through all EU external relations, including
development cooperation. The lack of vertical consistency between the EC and its
member states, and horizontal consistency between different policy fields at the
Union level as well as the gap between rhetoric and action and differential
treatment of partners inevitably affects the quality of the European development
assistance.
f) Damage Done by Trade-Distorting Policies and Subsidies
With its huge export subsidies each year for agricultural, poultry, dairy and
fishery products, the Common Agricultural Policy of the EU continues to create havoc for
producers in the South. The World Bank Development Report of 2000 estimates that $
63 billion a year is lost by poor countries due to agricultural protection. If one take the
fact that the agricultural sector employs well over half of the labour force in the South,
the gravity of this situation can be visualized and understood. 99
Again, the tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade, particularly on imports from
developing countries, give Europe a poor score on trade. Non-tariff barriers such as
sanitary and phyto-sanitary standards for food products, which are being justified on
account of the need to protect European consumers, are likely to constitute a major
barrier to entry into the EU market, especially for small-scale producers. Rules of origin –
the ways and means to prevent that non-LDC products are shipped to the EU via the
LDCs -are another problem, which are used to prevent the lucrative EU market for the
goods from the developing countries. 100
Owen Barder, Director for Europe at the Center for Global Development, is
categorical when he maintains that even very generous European aid programmes are not
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enough to counter the harm created by agricultural subsidies which hurt poor farmers,
and protectionist trade rules restricting their access to rich European consumers. He
further adds:“… while the EU is the world’s largest aid provider in volume terms, and its
aid/Gross National Income (GNI) ratio is more than double those of Japan and the US, it
is also known for agricultural subsidies and fisheries policies that can overwhelm and
undo the positive impact of its aid.Barder was emphatic, when he maintains: “The
consolidated score for Europe shows that they do well on aid quantity and quality, but not
so well on other policies like trade and security”. 101
Advocates of the cutting of agricultural subsidies and removal of tariffs and
quotas for all developing countries like Tindale try to answer the worry of those who
maintain that such a move could impact negatively on the LDCs, since such a step would
lead Europe to import more from MICs. However, it would not go waste since there are
many poor people in these countries, who would benefit from greater earnings. If the
removal of tariffs and quotas was combined with a reduction in European agricultural
subsidies, Europe would import more, so the LDCs would not necessarily lose out much.
The EU may lose some income from tariffs, but this would be compensated handsomely
by the money saved by cutting agricultural subsidies. Since subsidies to European
farmers enable them to undercut farmers from all the developing countries, the EU should
reduce payments to European farmers much more than the 11 per cent cut agreed by the
Council in February, 2012. 102Christopher Haskins, who too advocates further CAP
reforms, argues in favour of the phasing out of single farm payments and bats for
spending more money on rural development, particularly in newer member-states, as they
are being discriminated against the old guards. 103
g) Preference for Economic and Security Interests
The EU’s economic and/or security interests continue to dominate the
development cooperation policy and Stephen Hurt is categorical when he maintains that self-
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interest remains the guiding principle of development cooperation. 104 This faulty preference

influences the decision making process of who gets what and how much of development
assistance. Wealthy neighbours are bestowed with more aid, while needy countries and
people of the developing world are neglected and ignored. Economic and security
interests should not be preferred and provided for at the cost of development interests.
Development cooperation policy and programme, if properly formulated and
implemented, can ensure economic and security interests of the EU.

Coherence, No Longer a Mission Impossible
In his concluding chapter Mold suggests that perhaps the goal of coherence is an
“impossible dream”. He says that it is useless “to constantly exhort policy co-ordination
and coherence in aid delivery if structural constraints and bureaucratic procedures do not
allow this to take place”. 105Probably, the Commission’s failure to achieve coherence, in
spite of its best and constant efforts, might have prompted Mold to concede defeat.
However, the struggle is worth continuing and attaining coherence is worth
achieving.The EU needs to overcome the structural constraints and to reform the
bureaucratic procedures, instead of throwing the blame on them. European civil society
organisations are very clear on this issue. According to them, policy coherence is, by its
very nature, a highly political issueand ultimately, needs to be dealt with in the political
arena. Much more transparency and accountability is needed for meaningful participatory
political debates on the issue of coherence and to arrive at a sensible solution. 106
The adoption of the PCD communication and the subsequent Council conclusions
marked a significant change in the EU, as confirmed by a leading official in DG
Development: “Even though the concept of policy coherence for development was
enshrined in the Treaties a long time ago, the issue has never made it all the way up to the
Commission … Things have changed, however, since the adoption of the MDG package;
development is not always losing any more”. The central question is the implementation
104
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of the commitments. Although it is not an easy task, achieving better policy coherence for
development is no longer a “mission impossible”. 107

Conclusion
Policy incoherence used to and continues to affect the quality of the European
development cooperation from the days of Lomé Conventions. However, the issue of
PCD emerged in a big way at the beginning of the 1990s. The Development Assistance
Committee played an important role in attempting to drive this agenda forward without
much success. Within the EU, the debate started with the Treaty of Maastricht in the
context of the 3Cs (complementarity, coordination and coherence) but, for various
reasons, limited progress is made till date. The incoherence of the EU in its approach to
international development was questioned by the NGO community which, in turn, carried
out a number of public campaigns mainly against the EU’s common trade, agriculture
and fishery policies. A number of member states, such as Denmark, the Netherlands,
Sweden and the UK, were also active on the coherence issue.
Coherence is not only about eliminating contradictions but also about releasing the
full potential of the Union's wide range of policies and initiatives and realizing the objectives
of DCP.Development and poverty reduction are getting influenced and impacted not only
by development assistance policies and programmes, but also by policies in a variety of
other domains, such as trade, agriculture, environment and conflict, which too have great
influence on the development outcomes and poverty levels in the developing countries.
The inclusion of PCD in its fundamental law sets the EU apart from other donors, thus
making the Union a forerunner on the international stage in this area. 108As the EU
recognises that some of its policies have significant external impacts that can either
contribute to or undermine its development policy, it has realized the importance
ofminimising inconsistency and attempting to create synergies between policies that have
a demonstrated impact on developing countries. However, these attempts are still to bear
fruits, due to pressure from different quarters.
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The EU needs to ensure that its subsidised products are not permitted to enter any
country where it will undermine local producers. “That is part of what coherence is all
about”. 109Only by combining its significant efforts in foreign aid with non-aid policies
will the EU be able to make an indent in bridging the widening gap between the rich and
the poor. 110Any attempt to proliferate subsidized goods to enter developing country
markets is not consistent with the EU's legal obligations under the Maastricht Treaty;
the EU is obliged to take into account policies that it implements which are likely to
affect developing countries. This legal obligation is to be met with at all costs.
Denying the lucrative EU market while trying to grab developing world market is
unpardonable.Through the import of its highly subsidized commodities the EU has
denied the Africans their own market.The case of South Africa affecting the fortunes of
Namibian farmers of livestock industry, remains a case in point. The Europeans claim
that women are at the centre of their DCP, but, in reality affecting the life and livelihood
of women indulging in dairy development, fisheries and agriculture through their trade
policy and proposed partnership agreements.
The issue of development assistance is a matter of commitment at the highest
political level and there is scope for further politicization of this issue.The call for better
policy coherence for development will be intertwined further with the role that the EU
intends to play in international politics. By acting as a unitary actor, and with its quality
and quantity of aid, the EU is expected to shape the pace and direction of international
development.
From the very beginning there was resistance to conduct the development
cooperation as a Community policy in which all the member states would contribute equally
since it was believed by some that it was beneficial to France and its erstwhile colonies alone.
That was why it developed as a mixed system and member states jealously guarded their role
and participation in development cooperation programme, besides one conducted by the
Commission, so that both may be used to achieve their national interests.
Member states criticize the Commission and are not interested in increasing their
share in the assistance offered through the Commission. They are actually interested in using
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development cooperation as a means to serve their own cliental and to achieve their own
national interest and this invariably leads to lack of coordination. If the member states
really want to achieve the development goals they should submit to the process of the
Europeanisation of development cooperation and should be ready to be satisfied with the
achievement of ‘common’ interest, both the European and the recipients, rather than their
individual interests.
Dominance of neo-liberal tendencies in development cooperation policy and practice
and efforts to chalk out policies which would serve the corporate interest has waylaid the
DCP towards goals opposite to its natural destination. To justify its being called as a
normative power, the EU should follow the dictum: ‘Do no harm, even if you cannot afford
do anything good’,in regard to its development cooperation policy and programme.
The WTO argues that Aid for Trade has a supportive role to play in the realisation
of the MDGs. However, better infrastructure and capacity building alone would not be
sufficient. The EU should also remove tariffs and quotas which discourage or exclude
produce from developing countries. It needs to provide opportunity for the developing
countries to have free and fair trade with the developed markets. To achieve this, policy
coherence is indispensable. Policy incoherence leads to a situation in which the benefits
that the EU gives through its development cooperation programme is taken away by its
other policies. The best option left out for the EU to achieve its development goals and
for the developing countries to achieve real development is policy coherence and
Europepianisation of the development cooperation policy and programme.
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Chapter 5
India – EU Development Cooperation Partnership

Introduction
India used to heavily dependent upon development assistance and food aid from
the external sources, whichused to contribute substantially to the total Indian budget in
the 1960s and to feed its population.The aid has been reduced to a very small percentage
of the total budget in the 1980s and 1990s. 1 Cumulative aid that India receives from
external sources amounts to little over half a per cent of its GDP and at present,
development aid plays – certainly in quantitative terms – only a marginal role. In 2012,
Pranab Mukherjee, the then Finance Minister, could afford to say that British aid was
‘peanuts’ that India could do without.2 On the other hand, India from the position of a
meek recipient to donor of foreign aid, has refused politely economic assistance from
small and insignificant donors and in turn, started offering financial and technical
assistance to its clientele countries in the neighbourhood and in Africa, especially through
its Technical Cooperation Programme. In 2005, India turned out to be the first Asian
country to become a full member of African Capacity Building Foundation and
contributed $ I million to its poverty alleviation programme. 3 India has played a
substantial role in the political and economic rehabilitation programme of the postTaliban Afghanistan.
The fact that development assistance and food aid comes with multiple strings
along with‘negative publicity’ of Indian poverty in the donor country 4 as well as
unwanted intervention in the internal affairs on matters such as human rights, made
India to formulate policy on the Bilateral Development Cooperation, according to which
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Bilateral Development Assistance is to be accepted only from all G-8 countries namely
United States of America, United Kingdom, Japan, Germany, France, Italy, Canada and
Russian Federation as well as from the European Union. 5
However, this is not the complete picture. India has its grey, if not darker, side. At
times it is said that India is a rich country inhabited by poor people. While there are
scores of dollar billionaires 6 and 2.5 lakh of dollar millionaires in 2014 7, there are
millions of people who live below poverty line. Poverty alleviation schemes and
programmes of the Government of India (GoI) are not effective enough to provide them a
decent life. There are certain states in India which sadly lag behind others in social and
economic development. They still look for development cooperation assistance from
external sources.
Indian economy presents a paradoxical picture today. While there is talk about
‘Rising’ India of ‘affluence’ and ‘hope’, there is also a ‘Contrary’ India 8 of ‘poverty’
and‘despair’. India is ‘developed’ in certain regions and sectors of economy as well as
‘least-developed’ in some other regions and sectors, simultaneously. There is ‘shining’
urban India as well as‘lusterless’ rural Bharath. In the present chapter an attempt has been
made topresent the ‘rosy’ as well as the ‘bleak’ picture of the Indian economic
environment and how far the European Community/Union (EC/EU)has been contributing
and continues to contribute to this situation through its development cooperation
policyand programmes. The EC/EU proved itself to be a partner in development for India
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and contributed to its developmental dreams through trade and aid programmes. Effort
has also been made to study and analyse how far the other policies of the EU, especially
its Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and trade policy, prompt the Union to deviate
from the professed objectives of its development cooperation policywith India and to
what effect.

India-EU Relation – An Overview
India is one among the few countries which had developed diplomatic relations
with the Communitysince its inception and there have been regular contacts between
them at the political and economic level.As such, relations between the EC and India
dates back to the early 1960s. While ‘association agreements’ were signed with the
countries of the ACP regions, as mentioned in the earlier chapter, India was one among
the countries of the developing world, chosen for forging a ‘cooperation agreement’. 9
In the year 1973, a Commercial Cooperation Agreement was signed to develop
and diversify trade between India and the EC. More comprehensive agreementwas signed
in 1974 covering a wide range of issues such as trade, economic cooperation, industry,
services, energy, telecommunication,tourism, private sector investment, science and
technology, intellectual property,agriculture, development cooperation, environment and
human resource development.This was the first such agreement signed by the
Community with any non-associated developing countryembodying commercial and
economic cooperation linked with trade.This agreement provided for a Joint Commission
and three Sub-commissions on tradeand commercial cooperation; economic cooperation;
and development cooperation.Besides, six working groups in the areas including
agriculture and marine products, informationtechnology, environment, textiles, and
consular issues were set up. 10A still broader agreement on Commercial and Economic
Cooperation was signed in June 1981moving beyond mere trade issues.
Mention has already been made in Chapter 2 on the evolution of EU development
cooperation policy and the changes brought into its practice in the 1990s. The Union’s
9
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quest to project itself as a global actor, its intend to impose political conditionalities on
the aid recipient country, its strategies to integrate the developing countries with the
global economic and trade systems and its determination to follow the approach of other
multilateral actors and to focus on poverty reduction and its eradication in all developing
countries, introduced new developments into the India-EU development cooperation
policy and practice as well. Commercial relations between them got a boost in the
beginning of the 1990s when India got on the liberalisation track.
The Council Regulations of February 25, 1992, remained the basic legal
framework for the EC cooperation with India which describes the objectives of the
Community’s development and cooperation policies and the main areas of assistance.
Article 4 of the Regulation maintains that ‘financial and technical assistance shall be
targeted primarily on the poorest sections of the population …’.The EU tried to balance
the economic relations with India with a reinforced political dialogue through the EUIndia Partnership Agreement of 1993, first of its kind involving the Union with any Asian
country. 11Again, this agreement was the first formal strategy for inter alia development
co-operation and reflected the already diversified relations between the EC and India.
Subsequently, the Union signed the ‘third generation’ Cooperation Agreement
between the European Community and the Republic of Indiaon Partnership and
Development (Refer Appendix – 1), which entered into force in August 1994, replacing
the earlier cooperation agreements of 1973 and 1981. According to Article 16 of this
agreement, which deals in particular with development cooperation, projects and
programmes are to be targeted on the poorer sections of the population. This
agreementprovided for respect of human rights and democratic principles as the basis for
EC-India co-operation. It also called for mutually agreed priorities in pursuing project
and programme efficiency, sustainability and respect for the environment. The agreement
also put considerable emphasis on economic co-operation “of the widest possible scope
in order to contribute to the expansion of their respective economies and their
developmental needs”. Particular attention was expected to be given to rural development
with participation of the groups to be targeted and, where appropriate, the involvement of
11
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qualified non-governmental organisations. The Cooperation Agreement states that the
main target groups of development assistance should be “poorer sections of the society”
with particular attention given to women, stressing their education and “family
welfare”. 12 This is in compliance with a shift of focus of EU development aid which
since 1993 gave priority to human resource development and supported basic social
services in the educational and health sector. Together with the Joint Political Statement
signed in 1993, the new agreement opened the way for annual ministerial meetings and a
broad political dialogue.The Union’s paper of July 1994 “Towards a New Asian
Strategy” advocated a pro-active policy in Asia and foresaw advantages in associating
with the countries of Asia as well as in helping them “to integrate to the open, market
based world trading system”. 13
Following the signing of the Cooperation Agreement on Partnership and
Development, an ‘EC-India Cooperation Strategy to the year 2000’ was finalised in
December 1994. This document set out general strategies for development as well as for
economic cooperation between the signatories. It maintained that the Community’s
support for development in India should have a strong impact on the alleviation
ofpoverty. It was also indicated that the EC’s cooperation programme would support the
implementation of appropriate sector policies as well as development projects.
With the Cooperation Agreement of 1994 a new age of economic cooperation
began, aiming at a diversification of trade relations in industries, services and
telecommunications, more involvement of the private sector, improving the business
climate in India, and facilitating exchange and connections between their business
communities. The first step was that the EU and India granted each other Most-Favoured
Nation treatment.However, a business and mercantilist approach dominated clearly a
development approach to economic cooperation. Additionally, the EU wanted to help
India in its Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP), for example, through the reform of
its public sector, labour laws and taxation, and to confine the SAP’s negative impact on
the poorest section through development assistance to the health and education sectors.
12
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The European Commission Communication on an EU-India Enhanced
Partnership of June 1996stressed the need to build on firm government policy
commitment to sector-wide reforms, to which the EC would then contribute. Aiming at
enhancing the EU-India partnership the Commission stated: “The European Union firmly
believes that social development must be a parallel objective to economic
development”. 14It tried to balance the strong focus on trade, commercial and economic
cooperation with social language, with references to a socially-just economy”, links to
rural poverty alleviation projects and the need to elaborate a social safety net.The
Commission also attempted to set the stage for a comprehensive relationship between
equal partners and emphasized on the need for greater mutual understanding with special
focus on supporting the civil society dialogue. It also advocated for pursuit of an
equilibrium between economic growth, social progress and environmental conservation.
On November 25, 1996, a Memorandum of Understanding on the EU-India
Economic Cross Cultural Programme was signed by the European Commission and the
Government of India in Brussels, which aimed to raise awareness, understanding and
appreciation about the EU in India and about India in the EU and to strengthen the
already existing political, economic and cultural links. This arrangement was first of its
kind involving the EU with any Asian country.Again, in December 1996, the General
Affairs Council of the EU, comprising the Foreign Ministers of the then fifteen EU
member states, proposed the setting up of an ‘India Experts Group’, in its earnestness to
improve internal coordination between the Commission and the member states on
cooperation with India. Among the Asian countries such groups were set up for China
and Japan alone earlier. 15
In their eagerness to further consolidate the India-EU political relations, the EU as
well as the member states resolved to have summit level meetings with India by the end
of 1999. The first-ever India-EU summit meeting was held on June 28, 2000 in Lisbon
and this Summit was the manifestation of the EU’s will to engage India as a major player
in an emerging multipolar world and a milestone in India-EU relations and this
14
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development is quite significant for India in symbol as well as in substance. 16 The EU
holds such summit meetings with the US, Russia, Canada, China and Japan alone earlier
and India has now become the sixth country. All these clearly show that the EU treats
India differentially from her South Asian neighbours and considers it as the primary
interlocutor in this region. In its ‘concentric circle’ of external relations, India stands at
par with China and Japan in Asia. The India-EU Summits held in Lisbon and New Delhi
in June 2000 and November 2001 respectively, have set out concrete action plans for the
major policy areas of the EU-India relationship, including development co-operation and
the broadening of economic cooperation in a number of key areas such as transport,
energy, IT, environment, science and technology and trade and investment development.
The new EU-India Country Strategy Paper (CSP) for the period 2002 to 2006was
prepared and was formally approved by the Commission in August 2002. This paper
defined the elimination of poverty as the overall guiding principle governing EC
cooperation activities in India. Itsstrategywas to support the Government of India's policy
of reducing poverty by half within the decade, with particular emphasis on social and
economic reform, improved governance, and sustainable development. The main
challenges were seen as making development more inclusive – especially relating to
universal primary/elementary education, health and family welfareand promoting gender
equality, and to deepen and widen structural reforms. The latter includes better
governance and infrastructure to improve the investment climate, boost productivity,
accelerate growth, and promote full employment.In addition it came out with a plan to
develop a special partnership with a particular Indian State and to spend available
resources mainly in that State, with elementary education and basic health as the core
areas, so that the effort would be concentrated and the results would be evident.
India and the EU signed a new Strategic Partnership in June 2004, which was
later launched at The Hague in November 2004and then on the India-EU cooperation is
characterized by vibrant and regular dialogues with Troika Ministerial meetings, senior
officials meeting and yearly summits. The Strategic Partnership, in fact, established a
linkage

between development

cooperation,

economic growth and

sustainable

development. This coziness flows from a shared conviction in the values of democracy,
16
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fundamental freedoms, pluralism, rule of law, respect for human rights and
multilateralism in the international political architecture as the means to tackle global
challenges effectively. The communication issued by the European Commission in this
regard proposed to develop a strategic partnership with India in four key areas: a)
cooperation in international fora on conflict prevention, the fight against terrorism and
non-proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction; b) economic partnership through
strategic policy and sectoral dialogues; c) development cooperation and d) fostering
intellectual and cultural exchanges. It aimed at building a viable institutional structure
which could ensure more concrete deliverables. The EU also sought to intensify and
broaden political dialogue. India responded favourably in August 2004 and envisaged “a
relationship of sovereign equality based on comparative advantage and a mutuality of
interests and benefits”.
This new development enabled the partners to address the international issues in
the context of globalization. To strengthen the Strategic Partnership, they adopted the
India-EU Joint Action Plan with common objectives at the 2005 Summit and proposed a
wide range of supporting activities in the areas of political, economic, and development
cooperation.Subsequently, at the India-EU Summit at New Delhi on September 7, 2005 a
Joint Action Plan (JAP) was adopted as an evolving roadmap outlining concrete actions
to operationalise the partnership. In the Joint Statement issued in New Delhi on
November 30, 2007, both the parties pronounced their determination to further strengthen
their strategic partnership and to cooperate at the global level for the cause of peace,
security and sustainable development. 17
India and the EU signed a Memorandum of Understanding on the CSP for India
2007-2013. The Union pledged to offer € 260 million, around 60 per cent of available
funds to meeting the MDGs, which signals the strong commitment of the EU to India
overcoming the challenge of poverty and its achieving its MDGs in a time bound way. 18
The JAP also maps out cooperation on a wide range of subjects, some of which are quite
substantive: India has joined the Galileo satellite navigation project; the EU is backing
17
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Indian participation in the ITER nuclear fusion reactor; Indian researchers take part in the
EU's R&D programmes; many hundreds of Indian students receive Erasmus Mundus
scholarships; and a new 'joint initiative on clean development and climate change'
involves the EU funding the diffusion of green technologies in India. 19
The CSP provided for budget support to the health and education sector to help
India meet the Millennium Development Goals, encompassing the facilitation of good
governance, institutional reforms and public sector management – a strategy in
compliance with the principles of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness; and to
implement the Joint Action Plan and “address the most recent challenges of its economic
reform process” through facilitating policy reforms, sectoral dialogues particularly on
energy, climate change and environmental concerns, and the enhancement of economic
partnership. Initially, 62 per cent of the CSP budget of 67 million euro annually was
budgeted to flow into social sector support, 38 per cent for the implementation of the
action plan. 20
Subsequently, the Plan was reviewed in 2008 summit in Marseilles and was
expanded to include diverse areas for action. As such, the JAP between the two parties
proves to be of great importance and relevance. The strategy set out in the EU Country
Strategy Paper for India (2007-2013)forms the basis of the EU’s development
cooperation with India so as to enable the latter to achieve its MDGs by 2015. 21The main
objectives of the India-EU Cooperation Programme are to contribute towards India’s
achievement of the Millennium Development Goals and to provide support for the
implementation of the India-EU Joint Action Plan. 22Thus, the Europeans continue to help
the Indian Government to achieve Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) such as
poverty eradication, education, public health and so on through its developmental
assistance policies and programmes.
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Charles Grant, India and the EU: Strategic Partners?, Centre for European Reform, February/March 2006
- CER Bulletin, Issue 46, http://www.cer.org.uk/articles/46_grant.html
20
Christa Wichterich, “Economic Growth without Social Justice: EU-India Trade Negotiations and their
Implications for Social Development and Gender Justice”, WIDE, 2007, p. 6.
21
European Commission, “India: Country Strategy Paper 2007 – 2013”, available at
http://www.eeas.europa.eu/india/csp/07_13_en.pdf;
Wagner, n. 16, pp.87-8.
22
India-EU Relations: General Background Note, Memo/10/265, Brussels, 21 June 2010, available at,
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/10/265&type=HTML
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India – EU Development Cooperation Programmes
The EU’s development cooperation programmeswith India has a track record,
spanning several decades.India was one of the beneficiaries of the Community’s food aid
inflow under the auspices of the EC Food Aid Programme, of which reference has been
made in the earlier chapter. At the first Food Aid Convention (1967), India received
80,000 tonnes of cereals. 23The EU cooperative activities in the field of animal welfare
and dairy development together with the World Bank, needed to be highlighted here. One
was the ‘Operation Flood’, launched and managed by the National Dairy Development
Board of India, which eventually turned out to be the world’s biggest dairy development
programme. At least, in the initial stages, the Community’s contribution was mostly inkind. 24 The first phase of the programme, from 1970 to 1980, was co-financed by the sale
of skimmed milk powder and butter oil gifted by the EC through the World Food
Programme. The second one was India’s drive to eradicate rinderpest, supported by the
EU through a grant of € 40 million.

25

Initially, economic cooperationbetween the EU and India was governed by India’s
status as a developing, low income country. India benefited immensely from reduced
tariffs for its imports into the EU granted under the Generalised System of Preferences
(GSP) in 1971. During the period 1970-74, India was the highest recipient of the EC food
aid with 6.5 percent of total aid committed.26In 1976, the Community extended its help

23
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25
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by contributing about € 6 million to India towards rehabilitation when the states of Uttar
Pradesh and Gujarat affected by heavy floods.
India has been by far the largest Asian recipient of financial and technical
assistance throughout the 1970s and 80s with over 27 per cent of project commitments.
This ratio reached 31 per cent for I988. At that juncture, India was categorized among the
low-income countries and was offered 552.3 million ECUs 27 by way of Financial and
Technical Cooperation; 527.0 million ECUs under Food Aid and Others; 47.0 million
ECUs

as

Humanitarian

Assistance

and

21.5

million

ECUs

by

way

of

Economic Cooperation.Again, the EC became an important contributor to several of the
research institutions composing the Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR), the Institute of Crops Research in the Semi-Arid Tropics located in
Hyderabad, India, being one among them,since 1976. EEC grants for this purpose do not
exceed 10 per cent of the recipient institution's budget, to avoid over-dependence on a
single source. Over and above its direct donor role, the Commission acted to coordinate
the aid offered for agricultural research also by Member states, so that the overall
European contribution represented over 2 per cent of the funding resources available for
CGIAR research initiatives.Martin Rudner was quite emphatic when he says that “there is
no doubt that besides apparent philanthropic motives, economic and political
considerations regarding the salience of India in Europe's long-run strategic horizons
were equally mixed”. 28 Throughout the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s funding
was particularly aimed at agriculture and rural development in order to enhance
infrastructure, diversify agricultural production, rehabilitate irrigation and forestry, and
develop agri-food industry and markets. While in the 1980s the EU development funds
averaged € 26 million per year, they went up to € 54 million per year from 1996
onwards. 29

Jayaraj Amin, “EU-India Development Cooperation”, in Jayaraj Amin (ed.), European Union in a
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Total disbursements on all cooperation activities during the 12-year period from
1990 to 2001 amounted to € 657 million, an annual average of about € 55 million. This
includes disbursements under all relevant budget lines, including development and
economic cooperation, humanitarian and food aid, programmesof the non-governmental
organisations and several other minorprogrammes. Out of this amount, €481 million
(over 70 per cent of total disbursements) was provided for development cooperation
activities, which included a large number of agricultural and rural development projects,
as well as two sector-support programmes for education and health. The level of
disbursements on development cooperation activities increased significantly over the
latter six-year period 1996 to 2001 (annual average of € 54 million), compared to the
preceding six-year period (annual average of € 26 million).This differencewas simply due
to the launching of the sector-support programmes for education in 1994 and health in
1998. 30
The 2001 portfolio of the European Commission’s development cooperation
programmes under implementation in India could be subdivided into three broad
categories: twelve agricultural and rural development projects implemented by
government agencies; two sector-support programmes - one for education, and another
for health and family welfare; four projects, implemented by large Indian and non-Indian
NGOs - three on rural development and one on education. 31

Sector-Support Programmes
The India-EU Development cooperation programme has focused on three main
fields: rural development and natural resources management, education and health. In the
field of rural development and natural resources management, the EU has been a key
partner in India’s progress to food self-sufficiency and sustainable development.
a) Education and Training
The GoI launched the District Primary Education Programme (DPEP)in 1994 to
promote primary education in the country. The achievement of thisprogrammewas quite
substantial. The progress achieved were:

30
31

Ibid., p. 23
Ibid., pp.24-5.
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•

86,850 new primary schools and 83,500 alternative schools opened. 39,500 new
school buildings and 47,000 additional classrooms constructed.

•

153,000 additional teachers including para-teachers appointed to improve student
teacher ratio. 1.1 million teachers have been provided in-service training and
grants and training provided to teachers to produce teaching learning materials for
use in the classroom.

•

Almost all the states have renewed or are in the process of renewing their
textbooks for classes I-V through participatory process. Many states have also
produced teacher handbooks and supplementary materials to help teachers to use
the new textbooks effectively.

•

Over 291,000 Village Education Committees, 143,000 School Management
Committees and 196,000 Mother and Parent Teacher Associations formed and 3
million community members trained in carrying out village/school planning and
management and construction activities.

•

Enrolments have increased by 2 million during 1995-2000 in eight states, with an
annual compound growth rate of 5.5 per cent as against zero at the national level.

•

Percentage of girls attending schools (6-10 years of age) in rural areas has
increased from 55 per cent in 1992-93 to 75 per cent in 1998-1999. For boys it
increased from 75 per cent in 1992-93 to 83 per cent in 1998-1999.

•

According to Access and Retention study for 2002 enrolment in DPEP I states
increased from 6.03m in 1995-96 to 6.81m in 2001-02. Percentage share of girl’s
enrolment to total enrolment increased from 45.6 per cent in to 47.9 over the same
period in these states.
SarvaShikshaAbhiyan (SSA) or the National Programme for Universal

Elementary Education, launched from 2001 to 2008, is the Indian Government's flagship
programme for achievement of Universalization of Elementary Education (UEE) for all
children in the age group of 6-14 years in a time bound manner, as mandated by the 86th
amendment of the Constitution. Article 21A of the Indian Constitution maintains: “The
State shall provide free and compulsory education to all children of the age of six to
fourteen years in such manner as the State may, by law, determine". 32SSA intended to
32
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fulfil this constitutional obligation and is being implemented in partnership with State
Governments to cover the entire country and address the needs of 192 million children in
1.1 million habitations. 33
The programme seeks to open new schools in those habitations which do not have
schooling facilities and strengthen existing school infrastructure through provision of
additional class rooms, toilets, drinking water, maintenance grant and school
development grants. Existing schools with inadequate teacher strength were provided
with additional teachers, while the capacity of existing teachers was being strengthened
by extensive training, grants for developing teaching-learning materials and strengthening
of the academic support structure at a cluster, block and district level. SSA seeks to
provide quality elementary education including life skills. SSA has a special focus on
girl's education and children with special needs. SSA also seeks to provide computer
education to bridge the digital divide. The main objectives of the SSA are:
•

All children enroll in school, of one kind or another, by 2003

•

All children complete five years of primary schooling by 2007

•

All children complete eight years of elementary schooling by 2010

•

Gaps between the schooling of girls and boys and between all social groups (e.g.
scheduled caste and tribal children) by 2007 at the primary level and by 2010 at
the elementary level are bridged.

•

Education of satisfactory quality is provided, with emphasis on education for life.
Since early 1990 Primary and Elementary Education has been and remains a high

priority sector in the collaboration between the EU and the GOI. The education sector
remains the single largest beneficiary of EC assistance, at least in volume terms. The EU
was their first international development partner and it supported the DPEP with a grant
of €150 million. 34This was the EC’s first major initiative to provide sector development
supportto India to reform and improve primary educational sector, with a focus on
reducing disparities across social groups and regions. The support to DPEP, which ended
in December 2002, was the first round of an enduring collaboration in the education
sector, beginning with primary education.
33
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34

151

at,

The Minister of State in the Finance Ministry Pawan Kumar Bansal, in his reply
to a question in LokSabha, stated that the EU’s contribution to the SSA was € 200 million
as per the agreement signed on October 12, 2001, out of which € 190 million was
released as cumulative disbursement up to March 31, 2007. 35In December 2002 the
Commission commenced providing grant assistance to the government to implement the
strategies of SSA, particularly in the deprived and disadvantaged states of India. The first
tranche of € 30 million was released in December 2002, based on an agreed pre-appraisal
of the EC support to SSA. The EC grant to SSA is in the form of sectoral support,
whereby GOI will have the flexibility to deploy EC resources to implement its priorities;
EC funds are released against outcome and progress towards the goals and objectives of
SSA. Building on the good experience of the donor consortium that supported District
Primary Education Programme, efforts were made to develop a similar approach for
external financing for SSA, whereby major donors act concertedly to support and jointly
monitor a programme to improve elementary education with the government. From 2002
to 2012, a total of €270 million have been committed by the EU to support SSA. A fresh
allocation of €80 million, for both elementary and secondary education has been pledged
in 2012.These large government-led programmes, with substantial support from
development

partners,

have

helped

India

to

make

significant

progress

in

education.Besides contributions to the GoI's SSA programme, the EU also supports
education through its State Partnership Programme in Chhattisgarh with €32 million and
numerous other NGO-led initiatives.
The education system in India has expanded by over a third since SSA began in
2002, allowing millions of disadvantaged children to gain access to school. Since 2003,
over 250,000 new government schools and one million new classrooms have been built,
and one million new teachers recruited. In 2009, the Indian Government pronounced free
and compulsory education a fundamental right for all children between 6-14 years of age.
The law makes the Central and State governments in India collectively responsible for
ensuring that every child can enjoy this right.
Skill development is another area with great potential for mutually beneficial
cooperation. In India, the proportion of the young working age group (fifteen to nineteen)
35
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is steadily increasing, giving the country the advantage of a “demographic dividend”. In a
decade, India will have a surplus of 56 million workers against a shortage of 47 million in
Western countries. The EU has launched a € 6.1 million project in the first quarter of
2012 in partnership with the Ministry of Labour and Employment to support the
development of a National Skills Qualification Framework in some key economic areas
like the automotive sector, and in three pilot states - Maharashtra, Karnataka, and Uttar
Pradesh. The project aims to better information systems available for the labour market,
and improve the quality and relevance of the training provided to young workers so as to
increase the number of certified skilled workers in certain identified sectors.
The EU also partners with civil society to strengthen education in India. There
were several other collaborative programmes in the field of education supported by the
EU. TheEU-India Economic Cross-Cultural Programme (1997-2006), one such
programme awarded grant funds to sixty projects promoting links and partnerships
between EU and Indian civil society organisations, in the fields of media, enterprise and
universities. There was another project with a consortium of non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), collaborating under the umbrella of the Aga Khan Foundation
funded by the Commission in 1999 to the tune of €11 million. The project aims to
improve the quality of school-level education in selected states of India by mainstreaming
innovative small-scale experiments carried out by Indian NGOs into the larger
government and other systems, with a particular focus on marginalised and disadvantaged
groups. The Programme for Enrichment of School-Level Education (PESLE) took
innovative methods of teaching developed by four collaborating NGOs under the coordination and leadership of the Aga Khan Foundation and scaled them up so they could
reach out to children from disadvantaged groups and communities in several parts of the
country. With a grant of € 11 million from the EU, the PESLE project has benefited over
one million children in India.Through the Erasmus Mundus programme, a scholarship
scheme for post-graduate students, the Commission operated a schemefor scholarships to
Indian post-graduate students with a contribution of €33 million (2005-2009). This
scholarship scheme, which became operational from the academic year of 2005-2006,
supported highly qualified individuals to come to Europe to follow master’s programmes.
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b) Health and Family Welfare Sector Development
In the Health Sector, the EU and India are tackling global and country-specific
challenges. The EU’s sectoral support in healthcare in India was initiated in October 1998
with the aim of improving the health care system in India focusing essentially on primary
health care services, including first referral institutions, by involving the community,
when the Health and Family Welfare Sector Investment Programme(SIP) began
implementation for a period of six years. SIP was an integral part of the Government of
India’s National Family Welfare Programme. Focusing on change management, the
programme operated at all levels of the system – central, state and district– with an
emphasis on decentralisation, community involvement in decision making and the
capacity development of health service providers. The European Union made a
contribution of €240 million for this time bound programme.
The EU also supports the Government of India’s National Rural Health Mission
focusing on Reproductive and Child Health with a contribution of €110 million. The
programme focuses on human resource capacity, planning, development, monitoring and
evaluation for decision making, and pays close attention to gender issues and the
mainstreaming of marginalised groups, including scheduled castes and tribes. Projects
with civil societyin the heath sector focus on communicable diseases as well as child,
adolescent and maternal health. Implemented by European and Indian NGOs as well as
by community-based organisations, these projects reach out to vulnerable youth,
especially in tribal and rural communities, addressing their health and social needs as
well as working to prevent early marriage and early pregnancies.
The EU supported the fight against the spread of HIV/AIDS in developing
countries through a budgetary programme. The programme was started in 1987 and has
since its inception supported interventions implemented by NGOs in over 90 developing
countries. The EU has been one of the main donors to the Global Fund to fight against
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria. The Global Fund has a portfolio of € 1billlion in
India, of which over 50 per cent comes from the EU. With average annual contributions
of € 50 million and a cumulative contribution of more than € 922 million so far, the EU
has assisted in the prevention of an estimated 5.4 million premature deaths through
vaccination.In India the funded NGO projects include prevention, care and support,
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research on cost-effective prevention strategies, training programmes for medical
professionals, and advocacy and legal support to people living with HIV/AIDS in their
defence against discrimination.
Under the budget line‘Campaign against Drug Abuse’, the EU supported efforts
towards prevention and reduction of drug abuse and towards initiatives to evaluate the
drug problem, prevent and combat drug abuse, provide training and help rehabilitation of
addicted people.The strategy focuses both on awareness rising to prevent drug abuse and
on detoxification, rehabilitation and social reintegration of former drug addicts. Regional
co-operation, including the exchange of experience and expertise is one of the main
focuses of the EC interventions.
c) Rural and Natural Resources: Environmental Rehabilitation
Rural development and natural resources management projects sponsored and
supported by the European Commission have produced some of the most visible impacts
of development co-operation. Poverty alleviation has been the central objective of all
these projects. Through them, the EU has contributed to the implementation of the
progressive policies of the Indian government more effectively. The Union has also
impressed on the latter where policies need to be changed. During a decade period,
twelve projects with an overall funding of € 240 million were supported in the rural
development and natural resources management sector, ranging from land rehabilitation,
irrigation and watershed management projects. All over India, vast areas of potentially
cultivable lands were lost for agriculture due to physical erosion or chemical degradation.
The EC has been funding Land Reclamation Projects since 1984 in Uttar Pradesh and
Bihar.
At the turn of the millennium, a number of community projects promoting
inclusive and sustainable growth were launched. Haryana Community Forestry Project
(HCFP), co-funded by the Government of Haryana and the European Commission, was
implemented in 338 villages in eleven districts of Haryana with the objective of
conserving and rejuvenating natural resources, mainly through forestry development,
with

the

active

participation

of

communities,

especially

women. 36The

Programmespanning the years 1997 to 2010, with a total funding of €20million, was the
36
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first small-scale afforestation project in the world to be certified by the Kyoto Protocol
Clean Development Mechanism. In this project, nearly 33,000 hectares have been planted
with trees, increasing tree cover from 9 per cent to 30-34 per cent in this semi-arid region
where land had suffered from population pressure, over-cutting and over-grazing of
vegetation.The Aravalli project, launched in 1989 and successfully completed, has paved
the way for a new project, ‘Community Forestry’, in the plains of Haryana with an EC
commitment of € 23 million.
Doon Valley in the foothills of the Himalayas was under a serious degradation
process due to man-made and natural factors. To arrest this process, the EC and the
Government of India together initiated the Doon Valley Integrated Watershed
Management Project. The EC committed € 22.5 million for the project including a
technical assistance team of European and Indian consultants. The project is being
implemented by the Watershed Management Directorate of the Government of
Uttaranchal over the period 1993-2001. The project followed an integrated development
strategy, with emphasis on a participatory approach. Village Groups (GAREMA) have
been formed in 250 villages to implement micro-plans including minor irrigation works,
soil and water conservation measures, agriculture mini-kits, livestock and horticultural
development and energy conservation activities that have reduced the pressure on the
forest areas. Especially, the local women have played an active role in project
implementation, thereby increasing their incomes. As a result it has been possible to set
up and develop revolving funds to maintain assets and to establish savings and credit
groups to support small enterprises. EC support has now created a wider awareness of the
benefits of a participatory approach, with prospects of the Doon Valley model being
extended throughout the Uttaranchal hills to remarkable result towards eco-management.
d) State Partnership Programme
Over time, the management of natural resources has been devolved from the
centre to the states, and further down, from the state administration to the Panchayati Raj
institutions. The EU’s state Partnership Programmesin Rajasthan and Chhattisgarh, with a
budget of €80 million for each state, are working with state and local governments to
manage basic health, education, forests and water resources, all of which are important to
their development.The partnerships with the Indian States of Rajasthan and Chhattisgarh
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were launched in 2006. These partnerships for an innovative sector-wide approach to
improve governance, particularly for elementary education and basic health are being
addressed to do away with the inter-State and regional disparities. In Rajasthan,
especially, environmental issues are addressed through the state governance agenda,
helping to improve the management of natural resources, especially water.The Rajasthan
partnership programme aims at achieving the following two main results:

1. State-wide water sector reform and improvement
•

Water Sector Policy Action Plan translated into Medium-Term Expenditure
Framework (MTEF) with budget allocations

•

Broad public support for implementation of water sector policy reforms
(evidenced by the implementation of the Groundwater Act)

•

Institutional coordination (inter- and intra-sectoral) and devolution for Integrated
Water Resources Management (IWRM) and implementation of water policy
action plan achieved

2. Enhanced water supply and groundwater recharge in selected areas of
Rajasthan
•

Panchayat Raj Institutions (PRIs)/user groups in selected blocks equipped for
IWRM.

•

In selected blocks, sustainable IWRM including equitable and improved
access/quality of Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation (DWSS)

•

In selected blocks, groundwater situation, coverage and service delivery standards
improved.
The Chhattisgarh partnership programme aims at achieving the following results:

•

To improve governance and capacities of State Government departments,
institutions and local bodies to plan, implement and account for the delivery of
critical social services, especially health and education, and forest based
livelihoods.

•

To enhance access, relevance and quality of school education; to improve preschool and elementary education, focusing on MDGs and underserved areasand
157

groups;to strengthen policies and strategies for secondary and vocational
education and institutional capacity of the departments, academic institutions and
non-state actors.
•

To improve access to appropriate quality health services for the community with
special focus on the poor and marginalised sections and on programmes and
interventions.

•

To reduce poverty of tribal communities through: (1) enhanced capacities of
beneficiary groups at all levels, through selected forest-based livelihood
interventions that protect the environment; and (2) development of state-wide
strategies for environment-friendly economic opportunities for the poorest.

e) Sustainable Poverty Eradication Programme
As noted in the earlier chapter, poverty eradication remains the first and foremost
of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the EU is committed to the poverty
reduction and its eventual elimination. In its development co-operation with India over
the past 30 years, the EU has focused on supporting poverty reduction projects, which
promote a more efficient and sustainable use of resources, and sector programmes aimed
at improving basic social services. ‘Sustainable Community-based Approaches to
Livelihood Enhancement (SCALE)’ implemented by the Aga Khan Foundation was one
of the largest civil society projects ever to address rural poverty in India. With a grant of
€25.5 million from the European Union, SCALE was launched in 2002 and focused on
improving livelihoods in the rain fed, semi-arid regions of Gujarat, Madhya Pradesh,
Andhra Pradesh and Rajasthan. The project reached over half a million people,
supporting the creation of community institutions which reinforced public awareness on
developmental issues and promoting the sustainable management of local common
resources. In this project, soil and water conservation measures were implemented across
20,000 hectares of private and public land; and irrigation facilities were extended to
13,000 hectares of farmland in 625 villages; while access to adequate and safe drinking
water was facilitated in over 150 villages.
The EU is actively promoting ‘green economy’ through a project titled ‘Support
to Renewable Energy, Clean Technology and Energy Efficiency in India’,in partnership
with the Ministries of New and Renewable Energy and Environment and Forests of the
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GoIto generate growth, create jobs and reduce poverty by investing in natural capital and
reducing unsustainable use of natural resources. The Union has granted a sum of € 28.6
million towards this project, which is expected to provide exposure to European best
practices and experiences and contribute in the long-term to mitigating India’s emissions
of global greenhouse gases and improving national energy security. In addition, the
widespread deployment of eco-friendly technology will create employment for skilled
and semi-skilled workers.
f) Protecting Human Rights
The EU’s approach to Human Rights is two-pronged. On the one hand it attempts
at mainstreaming human rights concerns into its policies and programmes; and financing
specific projects to promote and protect human rights, on the other.Since 2000, the EU
has funded numerous projects in India to address issues relating to the rule of Law,
torture and impunity, human rights education, trafficking and the rights of minorities,
indigenous peoples and other marginalised groups. These projects have covered a wide
range of activities such as monitoring violations of human rights; providing legal aid and
services to victims; advocacy; the empowerment of local communities’ human rights
defenders and national institutions; and the rehabilitation of victims of torture, trafficking
and child labour.
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Table 4.1
India-EU Projects (2010-2016)
S.

Sector / Category

EU Contribution

No

(in Euros)

1.

Conflict Prevention

874,311.00

2.

Environment and the Sustainable management 2,345,031.88
of Natural Resources

3.

Governance, Democracy, Human Rights and 4,413,355.53
support for Economic and Institutional Reforms

4.

Human Development

20,358,683.74

5.

Infrastructure, Communications and Transport

4,299,300.00

6.

Multi Sectors (Community Empowerment, 373,779,931.00
Developing Knowledgebase, Health Sector…)

7.

Rural

Development,

Territorial

Planning, 2,231,680.89

Agriculture and Food Security
8.

Trade and Regional Integration

1,582,301.00

9.

Water and Energy

7,156,359.00

Total

417,040,954.04

Source: Compiled on the basis of the list of projects funded by the EU in India, available at
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/india/projects/list_of_projects/projects_en.htm

In fine, it may be concluded that the EU has been providing development
assistance to India in the form of grants and project assistance and the priority areas
include environment, public health and education. The Union implements development
cooperation programmes through the CSP, which is based on its objectives, on the policy
agenda of the GoIand on an analysis of the country/region situation.At present, only four
projects with the assistance of EU are under execution. 37

37

n. 5, p. 2.
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Humanitarian Aid
ECHO has been present in India since 1995 and maintains its South Asia office in
New Delhi. It has positively and quickly responded to all major emergencies since them,
including the Orissa cyclone in 1999, the Gujarat earthquake in 2001, the Tsunami in
2004 and the Jammu & Kashmir earthquake in 2005.Since 2002, ECHO has been
continuously providing healthcare, protection, and livelihood support to the people
directly or indirectly affected by the violence in Jammu and Kashmir. ECHO-funded
projects also provide healthcare, nutrition support and protection to civilians affected by
the insurgency in Chhattisgarh since 2007. Between 2002 and 2012, ECHO has also
funded for the humanitarian assistance programme of the 100,000 Sri Lankan refugees
living in Tamil Nadu. ECHO's total humanitarian assistance to India exceeds €120
million.
In 2013, the Commission has provided over € 6 million to address humanitarian
needs in India. The funding is used to provide psychosocial support and livelihood means
to people of Jammu and Kashmir, health services to people in remote settlements in
Chhattisgarh and Andhra Pradesh, and food assistance and livelihood support to people in
the North-East. Besides, almost one-third of the 2013 allocation has been set aside to
address acute malnutrition in children and short-term food insecurity in the worstaffected districts of Madhya Pradesh, Orissa and West Bengal.
ECHO is not only working after the disaster strikes, but also preparing
communities to minimise risks from natural disaster. Since 2001, ECHO's Disaster
Preparedness programme, known as DIPECHO, has supported vulnerable communities in
reducing the impact of floods, cyclones, earthquakes and other natural disasters through
initiatives like creating early warning systems and adapted physical infrastructure. Its
total contribution to this end exceeds € 8 million. The case of Tropical Cyclone Phailin
which hit the highly populated Indian states of Odisha and Andhra Pradesh in October
2013 is well-known. The evacuation of almost a million people to safe shelters before
theCyclone played havoc helped to significantly curtail the loss of human lives.The
European Commission announced a specific assistance to the tune of €3 million to
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provide assistance to the victims in this particular disaster. 38The funding is aimed to help
the most affected and vulnerable to survive the aftermathand to improve their resilience
to future disasters. It was also to help people to manage until the next crops can be
planted and reaped, as well as to develop shelters with disaster resilient features, basic
health care, water and sanitation services and livelihood assistance for marginalized and
fishing communities.

EU’s Role in India’s Achieving MDGs
The objective of the European Development Cooperation is to contribute to
India’s efforts to improve the quality of life of the most disadvantages members of
society. The EC supported large-scale programmes in India in the areas of education,
health and family welfare, and rural and natural resources development. European
Commission assistance to India currently involves an expenditure of roughly € 400
million. A large part of this was channeled through large bilateral programmes
implemented by government

departments. However, the EC also

supported

many projects undertaken by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs).
As mentioned earlier, the EU is collaborating with India in its efforts to achieve
the MDG 1 of reducing the poverty by half by 2015. The EU-India CSP 2007-2013
responded to two major challenges relating to the MDGs2 and 3 by proposing two
priority areas 39:
•

Health (40 per cent of aid)

•

Education (22 per cent of aid)

An action plan for pro-poor sector reforms, accounted for another 38per centof the budget
allocation and covered economic sectoral dialogues and cooperation, civil society and
cultural exchanges, and academic exchanges. The multi-annual indicative programme
allocated € 260 million to these areas over the first four years (2007-2010). Regional and
thematic programmes are also available to provide grant support to relevant organisations
in India. Through the good offices of the EU, India has achieved the MDG 3 on gender
parity inprimary education and is on track to meet MDG2 on universal primary
38
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education. The Union has also contributed in enhancing India’s progress towards MDG 4
of reducing child mortality and MDG 5 of improving maternal health through better
health service delivery and support to the country’s health systems. In sum, India has
achieved substantially in this regard, and a lot needs to be done and the cooperation from
the EU is certainly needed in the future to sustain the achievement.

Shift from Development to Trade Enhancement
Faith of the EU over development through trade is long-established and the Union
always believed that trade has the potential to support and sustain development. 40 Of late,
it has reversed this means–end relationship: earlier trade used to be perceived as a vehicle
for development; now development aid is used as a tool to achieve trade enhancement
and self-enrichment. 41
Under the CSP 2002-2006, the projects supporting good governance, business
development and administrative reform, and particularly the Trade and Investment
Development Programme were launched in 2005, linking the aid agenda increasingly to
the trade agenda.In March 2003, during his visit to New Delhi, the then EU Trade
Commissioner Pascal Lamy “proposed” to create a strong link between development aid
and domestic rule-making by building domestic capacities to meet Sanitary and
Phytosanitary Standards, modernizing customs or setting up a domestic competition
regime. 42 He had not hesitated to display the EU’s preference for trade to development,
when he maintained categorically: “We want to make our development aid efficient and
trade-enhancing which is possible if we address one by one the number of bottle-necks…
It is not a question of conditionality” 43, thereby maintaining that these steps of the Union
should not construed as political and economic conditionality.
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Development Cooperation Relegated to the Back Ground
The preference for trade to development clearly got reflected subsequently in the
EU-India co-operation which started increasingly focusing on non-development issues,
such as trade, political dialogue, and scientific co-operation and enhancing business ties,
whereas development cooperation has received relatively less attention and still lesser
mention. The fact that just four paragraphs have been devoted to development cooperation out of the 21-page EU-India Joint Action Plan of September 2005 exposes this
European indifference to Indian development.44It is apparent that in its relations with
India the EU is preferring assistance to economic cooperation and aid for trade. 45This
shift in preference may be attributed to the European consideration of India, as an
emerging economy and a potential competitor to the Union in global trade.

India-EU Free Trade Agreement
Assuming that India is an equal trade partner, the European Commission declared
reciprocity of trade liberalisation a guiding principle for EU-India FTA negotiations. 46 In
its dealing with India the EU expects more extensive coverage, as it sees the two parties
as ‘equal players in this negotiation’ 47 and expects the agreement to be “comprehensive
and ambitious in coverage, aiming at the highest possible degree of trade liberalisation
including far-reaching liberalisation of services and investment” in line with its Global
Europe Strategy (2006), of which mention has been made in the earlier chapter. 48The EU
and the Government of India started negotiations in 2007 to finalise a bilateral Free Trade
Agreement (FTA) that aims to liberalise 'substantially all trade' between them on a
reciprocal basis. Beyond trade in goods, the FTA was expected to cover services,
investment, public procurement, intellectual property rights and other such areas. In all
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these areas, commitments are likely to go far beyond current commitments agreed on
within the WTO framework, termed accordingly as WTO Plus. 49

Why FTA with India?
There are several factors which prompted the EU to negotiate and attempt to clinch a
FTA with India. The Commission prioritized India as a key strategic target due to its large
market, competition from other trading partners and numerous trade and non-trade barriers
against EU interests. 50Lure of vast Indian market, the desire to take benefit of India’s
expanding banking and insurance sector inevitably goaded their action. A World Bank
calculation in 2003 estimated that total public procurement by the Union Government of
India stood at US$ 100 billion, which is equivalent to over 20 per cent of GDP. 51 Under
the auspices of market access and competitiveness, public procurement is seen as “an
area of significant untapped potential for EU exporters”. 52 The European development
NGOs such as Action Aid, Christian Aid and Oxfam maintain that the size and scale of
government procurement in India makes it a tempting target in trade negotiations. 53

Why shift from Multilateralism to Bilateralism?
The EU always championed the cause of multilateralism in international relations
and favoured multilateral trade negotiations, earlier under the GATT and later under the
auspices of

WTO. However, the failure to clinch the deal according to its interest

prompted the Union to take resort to the bilateral path.

Sophie Meunier and

KalypsoNicolaidisquite appropriately term the EU as a ‘conflicted’ trade power which is
blanketing the planet with bilateral trade agreements, while claiming to champion

49

Ecofair Trade Dialogue, Right to Food: Impact Assessment of the EU-India Trade Agreement, December
2011,
p.
3, available at,
www.misereor.de/fileadmin/redaktion/ecofair_Trade_Dialogue_Right_To_Food_impact_assessment_EUIndia_trade_agreement.pdf
50
Shefali Sharma, “The EU-India FTA: Critical Considerations in a Time of Crisis”, Working Paper- 11,
Consortium for Trade & Development, March, 2009, p. vii.
51
World Bank, India Country Procurement Assessment Report, Washington, DC, 2003, p. 6.
52
European Commission, Global Europe: Competing in the world. A Contribution to the EU’s Growth and
Jobs Strategy, Brussels, 2006.
53
Action Aid/Christian Aid/Oxfam, The EU’s approach to Free Trade Agreements. Government
procurement, EU FTA Manual Briefing, Oxford, London, 2008.

165

multilateralism. 54
The EU intends to build on the WTO to achieve further market access in major
emerging countries who maintain large gaps between their bound and applied tariffs, an
issue which could not be addressed within the WTO arrangement, given the special and
legitimate differentialtreatment afforded to developing countries. Vexed with the fact that
the outcome on goods, services, GIs and rules on anti-dumping, and some other key
issues remain outside the negotiations, either having been removed from the negotiations
(investment, public procurement, competition) or because they cannot be properly dealt
with adequately at the multilateral level (e.g. regulatory issues, IPR enforcement), the
Union believes that FTAs can build on WTO and other international rules by going
further and faster in promoting openness and achieving deep integration. It is also felt
that under such an agreement there is scope for tackling issues which are not ready for
multilateral discussion and there is a possibility of preparing the ground for the next level
of multilateral liberalization. The Commission believes that many key issues, including
investment, public procurement, competition, other regulatory issues and IPR
enforcement, can be addressed through FTAs. The belief that Europe’s prosperity is
intrinsically linked to that of other regions of the world, and increasingly to that of
emerging economies 55 and the alertness that ‘where our partners have signed FTAs with
other countries that are competitors to the EU, we should seek full parity at least”
prompts the EU to conclude that there is a need to gobeyond WTO and to WTO plus.

Critical Appraisal of FTA
Critics of the India-EU FTA raise their voice against it primarily because of the
secrecy involved in the negotiation process. European Commission's DG Trade provides
powerful EU lobbies with direct access to information while the bulk of European civil
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society remains excluded. However, Indian corporate interests also have demands in the
FTA, mainly related to EU's non-tariff barriers on goods, services and investment. Details
regarding the FTA are limited to select insiders and outside the public purview in India as
well. 56
The European leaders like Mandelson, Former Trade Commissioner as well as
scholars always claim that India has potentials which are yet to be realized.
Mandelsonwas categoricalwhen he said that India needs the EU as much the later needs
the former and he assured the European help in India’s achieving its goals. 57 Bernd von
Muenchow-Pohl highlights that India’s importance as a global player remains at least in
part derived from expectations of future power potential rather than actual achievements
to date.58 However, in the case of finalizing a FTA, the Europeans behave as if India has
already realized its potentials and achieved its goals.
The main objective of the FTA is to protect the trade enhancement of the EU and
development cooperation with India is thoroughly neglected. Unlike the EU’s stated lack
of offensive interests in ACP markets, the EU and its companies have clear ambitions to
extend their reach into India’s rapidly expanding market. The EU appears particularly
concerned to gain access to India’s government procurement market, to improve access
for its foreign investors in manufacturing sectors as well as in key services including
banking and retail. European companies also have interests in exports to India across a
range of sectors from automobiles to dairy products. The EU intends to deny its lucrative
market to the Indian goods through its protective measures and through tariff and nontariff barriers while trying to grab the Indian market for their corporates. Powell points
out that the FTA is likely to restrict the scope for India to regulate in the interests of
development in a number of ways and seriously doubts and disputes the claims of the
proponents and advocates that the EU-India FTA is the best way forward for
development of India. 59
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In these negotiations the Commission is insisting on the principle of 'reciprocity',
and seeking to avoid asymmetries in the level of commitments between the two parties.
Reciprocity means a paradigm shift away from special and differential treatment of
developing countries like India under the GSP, being offered so far by the EU.
Demanding reciprocal trade liberalisation and attempts at forging equal trade rules
between unequal trading partners disregard the existing economic disparities, as well as
special development needs of individual countries. This logic of reciprocity has been
criticised by Civil Society Organisations (CSOs), given the great imbalances between the
EU and India in regard to economic development, wealth, poverty and prevalence of
hunger. 60 As Stiglitz and Charlton point out, the principle of reciprocity between
unequal trade partners is an impediment to fair trade and just distribution of
wealth, and an anti-development principle. 61
While the EU insists that India and the EU are ‘equal partners’ in this
negotiations, the reality is totally different. India’s GDP is just 6 to 7 per cent of the
size of the EU. For the EU, trade with India makes up only about 2per cent of its total
trade; while for India, trade with the EU makes up about 20 per cent of its overall trade.
Disparities between them are too many.62These discrepancies betray the immense
economic might and asymmetry of power the Union brings in to the negotiations. In spite of
this, the EU considers India an equal partner and has pushed for reciprocal concessions in the
negotiations. 63It also ignores the asymmetrieswhich prevail in many economic sectors
between the EU and India. 64As such, the EU’s attempt at hoisting an equal partnership
with India, which is not equal to it in many of the economic scales is basically an act of
economic perversion, to say the least.
Mention has already been made in the earlier chapter on the destructive effect of
the EU import of skimmed milk powder which created a serious crisis in the Indian dairy
industry in 1999, which almost effectively destroyed the white revolution for milk self-
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sufficiency in India. 65A group of European and the Indian NGOs, who have critically
studied the effect of the proposed FTA on the Indian dairy sector warn that in 2015, the
situation is expected to be worse, especially since the EU abolished its dairy (production)
quota in 2013, a measure that is expected to lead to increased production and export of
dairy products.66
Dairying accounts for a third of the gross income of rural households, and nearly
half that of the landless. It provides employment opportunities for around 75 million
women and 15 million men. 67Scholars like Holland talks about the EU’s Women in
Development approach and the Europeans always claim that women are at the centre of
their DCP and gender justice is quite close to their heart. But, by encouraging the export
of highly subsidized milk powder to India they are actually affecting the life and
livelihood of millions of Indian women who are engaged in dairy development and
agriculture, through their trade policy and proposed FTA.
No concern is shown by the EU for social and development issues in the countries
of its trade partners like India. Though the Indian Government fought off references to
social and labour standards suggested by the EU before the start of the negotiations, it
was continuously pressured to accept the European point of view. Indian concern that the
EU, through its Common Agricultural Policy and the high subsidies provided to European
farmers, is establishing disguised protectionism,at the cost of the competitiveness of
agricultural exports from poorer countries with a large rural population. 68While the
impact analyses of the FTA focused on economic gains, they sadly left aside the social
effects of the FTA. Smitu Kothari, Director of Intercultural Resources, blames European
investment for reinforcing inequality and environmental harm, being “predatory” in the
sense that the value added by Indian labour and resources was used “to make profit for
Europe”. He also condemns the EU trade policy as “predatory”. 69
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Warning to India on FTA
The 2007 UNCTAD report on Trade and Development warns developing
countries like India against rushing into bilateral free trade pacts with developed
countries, as these reduce their policy space regarding government procurement, services,
the public sector, development focused trade policies, and alternative growth strategies. 70
Again, the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, an independent
body entrusted with monitoring the implementation of the International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, warned India that provisions made in the EU-India
and EFTA-India trade agreements might undermine people’s rights, particularly the most
disadvantaged and marginalised groups. 71 It was suggested that before signing any FTA,
both the EU and India must conduct a comprehensive Human Rights Impact Assessment
following the guiding principles of the UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food.72
Due to the realization that the free trade path with developed EU will be selfsigned death warrant as well as to the severe opposition of the stakeholders and civil
society organisations, both European and Indian, the Government of India had not signed
the agreement to the disgruntlement and dismay of the European leaders and corporates,
in spite of the heavy pressure from the other end. Negotiations are ongoing and there is
no sign of relenting on the part of India irrespective of the change in government in May
2014.

EU’s effort to downgrade India in Development Cooperation
Of late, the EU is determined to reduce its aid for human development and its
anti-poverty programmes throughout the world, and especially to India, since the Union
no longer perceives India as a developing, but as a threshold country. 73India is also
considered as an ‘emerging’ and fast-growing economy, which is expected to throw
challenges to the EU trade and other economic interests, on its own and in company of its
70
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other trade partners, who are competitors of the Union in global trade. Such a perception
is clearly visible in the CSP 2007–2013 which maintains that India’s ‘need for
development aid is decreasing’. On that premises, itadvocated a “progressive shift from
development assistance to support for pro-poor sector reform policies and other areas of
mutual

interest

including

economic

cooperation”. 74Accordingly,

the

European

Commission decided in 2011 to phase out direct aidto India along with nineteen other
emerging economies from 2014 onwards, of which mention has been made in the earlier
chapter. This process is called 'graduation' and India has already graduated in the
European point of view. 75
Through certain revisions in the GSP such as a beneficiary’s level of industrial
development and sectoralspecialisation and on the premise that any beneficiary taking
over 25 per cent of the share of GSP imports for a given product loses preferences for
that product, the Commission tries to restrict imports on preferential terms of sensitive
products, instead of earlier practice of using quotas and tariff ceilings. As a result, certain
products from large countries including India have been excluded. In October 2012 the
EU adopted a revised GSP, which was scheduled to come into operation from the start of
2014. Countries which have achieved high or upper middle income, per capita, will no
longer be beneficiaries of the EU assistance. India will continue to be a GSP beneficiary,
although some of its produce would be excluded for specific reasons to do with product
quality. 76 As such, India, which enjoyed preferential treatment all through was left out on
the ground that it has become a middle income country and has problems with certain
sectors of production.

EU Minor/Marginal Donor to India
On the other hand, India is also considering the EUas a minor donor contributing
just 5per cent of net disbursed aid, while member states have accounted for 27 per cent of
the aid between 1991 and 2005.Though the EC is an important grant donor to India, its
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aid is modest in comparison to the overall Official Development Assistance (ODA)
received by India (which amounted to approximately 1500 million US dollars per year
including soft loans during the period 1997 to 1999) and in relation to the amounts
invested by India itself. ODA as a percentage of India’s GNP amounted to only 0.3 per
cent over the same period. 77 This continues to be the case even now.

Source: Leading donors to India, available at, https://www.devex.com/news/leading-donors-to-india-80663

In 2012, the World Bank tops the list of donors to India with a figure of $1093m,
followed by Japan with $747m. Among the member states of the EU, Germany has
become the largest donor offering $736m. The UK which was the largest aid donor till
recently, has become the fifth distant topper with $ 180m, quickly followed by France
77
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with $160. The Union remains the tenth among the ten top donors with an amount of
$91m.

Arguments against Offering Aid to India
In such an environment, in which one party intends to downgrade the other in its
development cooperation programme and the other feels that it can manage even without
the economic assistance from the other, several shrilling voices are raised against the
continuation of the EU aid to India. For instance, Jonathan Foreman argues that India has
grown beyond the scope and need for development assistance on the grounds that it has
developed its space and nuclear weapons programme, and it has its own foreign aid
programmes and maintains that “India qualifies for an aid cut-off on all three
grounds”. 78Tindale too points out that “India has developed into a middle income country
and an emerging economic and political power; has nuclear weapons and a space
programme; and the Indian state is not without money”. He further argues that India no
longer needs as much development aid as it has been receiving and points out that the
Commission’s intention “to cut significant amounts of aid from India is sensible and
should be implemented”. 79

Why EU should continue to aid India?
The EU’s decision to stop aid to India on the ground that it has become a Middle
Income or threshold country is not correct appreciation of the reality. As per the World
Bank estimates India is only a Lower Middle Income Country with a GDP (current US$)
of $1.875 trillion (2013) and again, with a population of 1.252 billion (2013). 80Its recent
data show that India’s gross national income rose from $1560 in 1213 to $1610 a year
during 2014. 81 As such the GDP per capita is still lower and there is a strong case for
Indian need to continue to secure economic assistance from external sources. The facts
that using new poverty estimates from the Asian Development Bank (ADB), GDP per
capita in 2007 was at about $2,100, and in 2012, proportion of the people living on less
78
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than $1.25 a day at purchasing power parity (PPP) remained over 20 per cent in India 82,
needs to be kept in mind, when drastic decisions are taken on issues such as imposition of
cut on economic assistance to India are taken. The enormity of the Indian predicament
and its need for untied economic aid from external sources is further reinforced by the
revelations of the recently released Socio Economic and Caste Census, which brings out
the fact that most of rural India is still languishing in poverty and the highest paid
member of 74.5 per cent of rural household earns less than Rs.5,000 per month. 83
Again, Christa Wichterich quite correctly points out that the high economic
growth rates that India had achieved in the first decade of the present century have not
guaranteed poverty elimination. For instance, in 2007, when India’s growth rate peaked
to 9.4 per cent 84, one fourth of the country’s total population continued to live below the
poverty line, half of the children were malnourished and only every other woman could
read and write. 85OECD Development Co-operation Report 2013 points out that the
geography of poverty continues to shift since 2001, with a growing number of people in
middle-income countries like India living in poverty. The report maintains that despite
India’s economic growth, inequalities are on the rise between regions and sections of
people and a new “bottom billion” live in middle-income countries, including India. 86As
per World Bank estimates India is still home to one-third poor people of the world. 87
While poverty levels appear to have reduced overall, the rate of poverty reduction
appears to have slowed down and inequality to have risen.India with its high growth
rates and huge inner inequality and poverty is a good case in point, confirming that trade
liberalization is not inherently welfare producing; it can produce, reproduce and eve
n aggravate inequality, insecurity and social

disparity

at

the

same

time

as

it expands wealth.
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India, after its economic reforms and adjustments undertaken in the process of
globalisation, got trapped in the so-called ‘South Asia paradox’ - the second highest
growth rate in the world and the largest number of people below the poverty line. Indian
development has been characterised by a rising growth rates and the emergence of new
consumer classes, and simultaneously by chronic poverty, hunger and increasing social
polarisation. 88 Moreover, India is a country o f deep-seated gender inequalit y.
Bro ad-based development still remains out of reach o f mo s t vu l ne r a b l e g r o u p s
o f I nd i a n population, which includes the poor, old, women and children. 89
Another important factor is the partial success of the Indian effort to achieve the
MDG targets. The 2007 UN report on the MDG showed that most South Asian countries
including India were lagging behind despite a number of achievements. The report was
categorical when it pointed out that India was either ‘slow’ or ‘regressing’ in nine out of
the twenty one sub-goals of the MDG. 90 Again, a 2008 report from UNICEF pointed out
that unless India achieves major improvements in health, nutrition, water and sanitation,
education, gender equality and child protection, global efforts to reach MDGs targets
would fail. The Millennium Development Goals Report, 2015, claims that India has
succeeded in halving its incidence of extreme poverty, from 49.4 per cent in 1994 to 24.7
per cent in 2011, ahead of the 2015 deadline.

India has achieved 11 out of 22

parameters– spanning education, poverty, and health and is on track to achieve one more
by the end of 2015. However, it has been categorised as making “slow” progress on other
parameters including maternal mortality and access to sanitation. 91
Yet another issue is the prevalence of hunger. Though the Millennium
Development Goals Report, 2015, published by the Government of India claims that
88
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India is on track in achieving the hunger targets, India has the second-highest estimated
number of undernourished people than any other country in the world, as confirmed by
the FAO report- The State of Food Insecurity in the World 2015. 92It is also pointed out
that India remains home to one quarter of the world’s undernourished population, over a
third of the world’s underweight children, and nearly a third of the world’s food-insecure
people. 93
In 1990, the proportion of underweight children below 3 years 52%. The National
Family Health Survey shows that, the proportion of under-weight children below 3 year
declined from 43% in 1998-99 to 40% in 2005-06. Net Enrolment Rate (NER) in primary
education (age 6-10 years) was estimated at 84.5 per cent in 2005-06 (U-DISE) and the
NER has increased to 88.08 per cent in 2013-14. 94In spite of this success, the challenge
still remains daunting.
In South Asia, India is ranked 67 of 122 countries on the 2011 Global Hunger
Index, 95 which is below all the other major South Asian countries. Given the increase in
food prices, it is highly likely that this alarming figure has even increased substantially
since then. In 2008, the overall inflation rate was at a 13-year high of close to 12 per cent,
but price rises for certain food items including rice, some pulses, vegetables, fruits, tea
and edible oils, have been even higher. According to a study by the National Sample
Survey Organisation, the high prices of food and fuel are likely to push 5 per cent of
India's population to the brink of starvation. 96
In such a situation, if the EU stops all aid to poor people in India, on the ground
that it has become a middle income country, the MDGs will be missed by wide margins.
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The Indian Government would not be able to meet all the MDGs for its population even
if it wishes to and works with its own resources. These factors need to be taken into
consideration before the EU taking the decision to put an end to or reduce aid to India
and on the other hand, the Indian Government, before saying ‘No, Thanks.’ to such
external assistance. India cannot write off the EU just like that on the basis of the current
financial crisis. In 2012, the Union of twenty eight member states still topped the
International Monetary Fund ranking with a combined 25.8 per cent share of world GDP
(in US dollar terms), or 20.4 per cent (Purchasing power parity) and remained the world’s
largest exporter.97 Both need each other, and ignore one another, only at a great cost.
While advocating the case of poor people in middle income countries like India to
continue to be benefited from some EU development aid, Tindale suggests that such aid
should not be given to the central government in Delhi as budget support, but to specific
programmes aimed at the very poor through the local and regional governments of poor
states such as Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh, Orissa and West Bengal. 98ShashiTharoor, former
Minister of State for External Affairs of India, too agrees with this point of view.His
suggestion is to aid poor Indians through charitable NGOs working directly with the poor
and not through the Indian Government, which had decided to go nuclear, finance space
research and to spend few billions on development assistance to shore up its soft power
image. 99 As mentioned earlier, this remains the preference of the Indian Government as
well.
The EU has expertise in agriculture and vocational training and its cooperation
and transfer of technology, especially green technology, will be of great help to India.
The Maoist insurgency, which is more a socio-economic issue than a law and order
problem, is to be addressed through a social welfare-development-security triangle, and
here the EU can contribute in a concrete way. 100 The Union which is, as mentioned
earlier, already contributing its might towards this end could be of great help to India in
meeting its future challenges.
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Christophe Jaffrelot, a well-known French scholar, maintains that Europe needs to
re-launch its co-operation with India rather than put a stop to it. He suggests that
infrastructure and environmental protection are of primary importance, as they are of
vital necessity for India. European sensitivity to environmental questions should prompt
it to offer solutions to India’s environmental problems. EU can offer green technologies
to India and its technological capacities makes the EU a suitable partner in helping India
in over-coming its shortages and over-dependence on petrol and coal, two expensive and
polluting fossil fuels. The Union also needs to support India’s efforts to secure gas
supplies and to develop nuclear energy. 101
Aidan Cox and others were quite right when they say that though the EU is “just a
minor/marginal donor does not mean that development aid from the Union is not
important. It is important for India, although perhaps more as a political sign. It is
important for some of the states in India where aid continues to play a substantial part in
their annual budgets. It is important, especially for the donor, the EU, either for political,
economic, humanitarian or geo-strategic reasons”. 102 As this is the case, the EU’s intend
to stop aid to India and to leave it to its fate is not going to do any good either to India or
to the EU or to the cause of poverty eradication, which it holds as the primary objective
of its DCP.

Problems of India-EU Development Cooperation Programme
a)Framework Agreements
The EC - India cooperation agreements are “framework agreements” in the
Community jargon. As such, they set out objectives the two sides would like to reach, as
well as programmes and projects that they would like to undertake. However, the
effective implementation of these agreements requires political will on both sides. Lack
of political will often results in poor implementation. The fact that such failure involves
no penalties or punitive actions makes the parties indifferent. 103
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b) Aid Effectiveness and Utilization
Aid utilization remains a really serious problem. Aidan Cox and others, who
raises the fundamental question “Do the Poor Matter?, in the context of the issue of
poverty reduction and elimination under the framework of the India-EU development
cooperation policy and programme maintain that over the period 1980–92, India managed
to utilize only 61 per cent of all aid grants and loans committed by the international donor
community.Moreover, the results of an audit of EU funded programmes in the 1990s
were mixed concerning the effectiveness of the programmes with regard to reaching the
poor sections of society as well as sustainability. 104Inefficiency of executing agencies
and/or the difficulties in arranging local cost financing proved to be insurmountable block
for India to achieve proper utilization of the aid received from external sources. 105A
Communication from the Commission points out that the main lesson learnt from the
projects sponsored by the Community in India in the 1980s and early 90s in the sphere of
Agriculture and rural development was that “agricultural pricing, trade and markets must
be freed if real progress is to be made”. 106All these adverse situations and conditions
continue the affect the aid effectiveness and utilization in India.
c)Conditionalities Unacceptable
In spite of the cordiality and growing partnership between India and the EU, the
former has not taken to the European political and economic conditionalities and postures
kindly. For instance, when the Europeans insisted on the inclusion of human rights clause
in the India-EU Partnership Programme in early 1990s, the Indian attitude was nothing
but negative. There was a ten month delay in the signing of the Memorandum on Political
and Economic Cooperation between India and the EU because of the latter’s insistence
on stipulating certain conditionalities on issues such as human rights and democracy and
the Indian stand that “regardless of our credibility in these matters, we should not, even
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by implication, subject ourselves to external value judgments or certifications”. 107India
felt hurt whenever small countries like Denmark and Holland tried to lecture it on
democracy and human rights and the former was prepared to forgo aid than to be
answerable to these countries. Indian decision to refuse loans and aids from smaller
countries like Denmark may clearly be attributed to its non-preparedness to be bossed
over by them.
d)Shortage of Staff
Mention has already been made in the earlier chapter about the shortage of
staff and experts that the Commission suffer from in planning and implementing its
development projects. The European Commission in India is an acute example of this
shortcoming. It is pointed out by scholars that the Commission, with such a large annual
programme of expenditure, has the equivalent of only seven full-time staff to implement
its mandate in India. They are also expected to administer the EC’s aid programme in
Nepal, where there is practically no resident EC representation apart from the private
consulting companies who manage the EC funded projects. Martin Holland clearly
brings out the wide and unjustifiable disparity in the employment of staff by the EU
and the British bilateral aid programme and maintains that while EU’s €100 million
programme for India is administered by just seven staff, British bilateral programme
worth €150 million employed 200 staff. 108
It is pointed out that none of the EC delegation staff in India are sectoral experts
in health or education, the two largest programmes in the EC portfolio and the Delegation
lacks both sectoral and cross-cutting (gender, institutional development and social
development) expertise. Its staff had to rely on technical support from Brussels, and on
consultants. 109 On the other hand, the EC Technical Unit for the whole of Asia comprises
only twelve people, who collectively provide about 1.5 ‘person equivalent’ for the India
programme. There is a single specialist on education and health for the entire Asia and a
few experts cover the ‘horizontal’ issues, such as the environment, forestry, and women
and development. The Unit can therefore offer only very limited inputs into the India
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programme, again due to the impossible scope of its remit. In addition, there is a desk
officer responsible for India, who takes a lead in strategy development, but whose
mandate is to spend at least half his time on political and trade-related activities as
opposed to development cooperation. The Commission is therefore extremely dependent
upon consultants for the design, implementation and monitoring of its programmes,
which inevitably affects its quality. 110
e)Indian Trickery
Francesco Burchi and Sara Turchetti allege that the Indian Government often
stockpiles large amounts of food despite the fact that a large part of its population is
food insecure. Initially the GoIchoses to “not directly intervene through domestic
food assistance, but then sells food to international donors in order to reach both
objectives of raising revenue and providing food to its hungry people”. 111 As such,
they maintain that the GoI shirks from its national responsibility to feed its people
and then take advantage of the magnanimity of the international donors. If true, it is
deplorable, to say the least.
f) Flawed Policy Priority
As mentioned earlier, a business and mercantilist approach dominated and
continues to dominate a development approach to economic cooperationbetween the EU
and India. With its preference for trade enhancement to development in its development
cooperation with India, the EU actually attempts to put the cart before the horse. To
achieve trade enhancement it tries to impose free trade agreement with India, treating the
latter as an ‘equal’ partner and insist on ‘reciprocity’. Attempt to hoist such an agreement
on an ‘unequal’ partner is unacceptable to any sovereign state, which is not prepared to
sacrifice the interest of its ordinary people at the altar of trade liberalization.Marc Maes is
quite correct when he pleads that the needs and capacity constraints of the countries need
to be considered before integration with the global market is attempted and the
institutional and productive capacities need to be strengthened. Further he argues: “The
aid conditions result in unequal competition with the stronger and these in the global
110
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market do not work to the advantage of the large sections and also deprive governments
the necessary policy space to implement their own development strategies”. 112
g) Poor Do not Matter Enough
It is argued that though poverty reduction is the objective the stress on structural
reforms and ‘smooth integration in to global economy’ need not necessarily lead to
poverty eradication; instead such an advocacy and application could increase the gap
between the rich and poor.

Cox and others pose a serious question in their working

paper whether the poor matter in European aid to India and maintain that it would appear
that they do and that the donors’ strategies are having an increasing impact on poverty
reduction. However, the more detailed scrutiny of aid programme of the EU and its
member states does reveal that the overall positive picture is potentially misleading in a
number of aspects. Cox and his team sadly conclude: “There remain many problems and
the changes and improvements achieved to date are far from being secure for the future.
It remains the case that while the poor do matter, they do not matter enough”. 113
h) Preference to Trade Enhancement
The most important problem that is affecting the India-EU development
cooperation is the Union’s preference to trade enhancement than development. In its
quest for trade enhancement, the EU pressure India to sign FTA on the terms and
conditions, which will be in its favour and adversely affect the Indian economy. It is
alleged that the Commission is playing politics with countries like India, which are
locked in negotiations with Brussels over bilateral free trade deals and are adamant on
protecting their economic interests and are not prepared to sign on dotted lines as desired
by the EU and the Union’s decision to cut aid to India is attributed to Indian reluctance to
sign the FTA.

Conclusion
The EU’s development cooperation with India has a track record spanning several
decades. India was deprived of considerable economic assistance earlier, in comparison
with the ACP countries, due to EU’s geographical orientation. Later, from the 1990s, the
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aid picked up and the Union had helped India in its green and white revolutions; in its
poverty alleviation programmes; and especially in feeding millions of its population,
through its food aid. This good work continued throughout the last quarter of the
twentieth century and during the course of the first decade of the present century, the
Union supported India to partially achieve its MDGs targets.
India enjoyed the status of one of the preferred countries in Asia and cooperation
agreements were signed and renewed between the two powers, instead of the association
agreements signed by the EU with other developing countries. Summit level meetings
and strategic partnership between them clearly shows the priority that India enjoyed in its
relations with the Union. The fact that India is one among the top ten recipients of EC
development cooperation assistance in 2004-5 clearly reflects the political priorities the
Union attaches in its relationship with India. 114
However, the EU’s efforts to introduce political conditionalities, especially on
human rights, was unacceptable to India, which opposed the introduction of non-trade
related clauses such as labour standards, usage of child labourand so on in trade
agreements.

It

felt

that

the

introduction

phytosanitarystandards are efforts meant to deny

of

unattainable

sanitary

and

imports from India with the idea of

closely guarding its markets. Indian grouse is that the EU, while insisting on others to
open their market and lectures them on the benefit of free trade, it tries to build well
protected market back home thereby depriving others of its lucrative market.At the same
time, it tries to grab Indian market and denying the Indians their own market. India
wonders that whether it is not the repetition of the age-old colonial game; neomercantilism; neo- realism and neo-liberalism. In this process, the EU is also denying the
European consumers of their right to get products from the developing countries, thereby
serving the interest of European corporates at the cost of European public as well as
people from the developing world.
The EU’s assistance is continuously needed for India to consolidate the development
achieved and to sustain it. The Common Agricultural Policy of the EU is seen by India as a
strategy of establishing disguised protectionism through the high subsidies provided to
European farmers, at the cost of the competitiveness of agricultural exports from poorer
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countries like India with a large rural population. This is rightly considered by India as a
measure of the European deception and trade distortion.
India remains an “economic power house and a working democracy at the same
time”. Indian model of development through democracy, needs support and backing from
the EU, which claims to work for democracy promotion and protectionusingdevelopment
assistance as a soft power tool. There is an argument widely prevalent among every one
including some sections of the Indians that India could not achieve economic growth and
development at the rate and scale of China, due to its democratic polity and consequent
labyrinthine path of decision making,

while China’s state-controlled economy could

crush through opposition to its development policies and programmes. By supporting
Indian economic growth, EU could do great service to the cause of democracy in general
and to the growth and effectiveness of the democratic polity in India, in particular.Again,
there is every chance that the Indian democratic growth model would prove as a great
example for developing world in achieving development through democracy and wean
them away from the Chinese growth model, which has of late proved to throw a
challenge to the western liberal democratic political and economic growth model.
Since the Europeans consider their development assistance programme as
‘incidental’ and it has to be stopped when the need for such aid is reduced, they try to use
the present economic growth that India has achieved to deprive it of aid. Now, India is
classified as a MIC and on that ground denied of the GSP benefits, which it enjoyed all
through. India, though a MIC and maintaining respectable economic growth rate, is still a
low-middle income country and has millions of poor people, a fact well-acknowledged
by the European scholars.But, this fact is being conveniently over-looked when EU tries
to sign a FTA with India, by its insistence on equal partnership and on reciprocity. The
Union tries to treat India as if it has realised its potentials, instead of helping it to realise
its potentials.Whatever is being given through DCP is intended to be taken away through
its trade policy – especially through its proposed FTA – in the case of India.
Since the 1990s, India is successful in lifting millions of its people above poverty
line, but, still millions live in absolute poverty and need to be brought above poverty line
and to be provided with a reasonable living standard. The task still remains incomplete.
India has to grow at substantial rate if poverty eradication is to be achieved – at the same
184

time it should not lead to environmental degradation and disaster. The need of the hour is
that the EU has to come to India’s rescue to achieve both the objectives simultaneously.
The Union needs to continue to help India in the new frontiers of technology, such as
green technology and to assist it in civilian nuclear power generation, so that India will be
able to meet the environmental standards while continue to maintain its economic
growth.
To achieve the development goals, both the EU and India, need totidy upthe
executing agencies aimed at effective aid usage. There is dire need to arrange local cost
financing so that India will be able to effectively use aid received from external sources
like the EU. The preference for trade to development, which is dictating the course of the
European development policy and programmeof late,needs to be given up. To secure
better poverty reduction results, the EU must continue with the changes introduced in
the1990s and pursue further improvements in management and organisation, further
innovation in approaches and methodologies, and make far greater attempts at inter-donor
and bilateral cooperation and coordination with India. By helping India to develop and be
successful in its poverty eradication, the EU can do great service to the cause of
democracy promotion by projecting Indian ‘development through democracy’ as a model
to the developing world.
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Chapter 6
Conclusion

In the 1950s, when the international development cooperation and assistance
programmesbegan, majority of the people living in the developing countries lived as they
had lived all through, scraping by on the edge of subsistence, with no voice in global or
national affairs, and with little expectations of more than a short and sorrowful life, hard
workfetching slight reward. Since then, many countries in the developing worldhave
achieved truly dramatic improvement in several indicators of human welfare:
• Life expectancy has risen from 41 to 62 years.
• Percentage of the population with access to clean water has doubled from 35 to
70 per cent.
• Adult literacy has risen from less than half to about two-thirds of the population
• Food production and consumption have increased at a rate about 20 per cent
faster than

populationgrowth. This is no mean achievement, since population

growth in the developing countries accounted for virtually all the increase in the
world’s population, from 5 billion in 1990 to about 7.5 billion in 2015. This
increase over twenty five years is roughly equal to the total size of the human
population in 1950. 1
II

These achievements, however, must not allow the humanity and the international
community to have complacency. The things that needs to be achieved make these
achievements negligible. Though considerable progress has been made in promoting
economic and social development throughout the world, major challenges still remain
and it is estimated that around one billion people still do not have enough food to eat and
lack access to safe, potable water. One and a half billion have no source of electricity.
There is a long list of the have-nots, and of what they lack.
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The numberof absolute poor, the truly destitute, which was estimated by the
WorldBank at 1.3 billion in 1993, and is still growing unrestricted. 2The World Bank has
used the standard of $370 per capita in annual income, or about $1 per day, as the
threshold of extreme poverty. Based on that standard, it has estimated that 30 per cent of
the population in developing countries or some 1.3 billion people live in extreme
poverty, and that their numbers are increasing.In its policy document titled “A Decent
Life for All” brought out in 2013, the European Commission brings out a gloomy picture
of the present day global situation. It maintains:“Around 1.3 billion people still live in
extreme income poverty and the human development needs of many more are still not
met. Two-thirds of the services provided by nature – including fertile land, clean water
and air – are in decline and climate change and biodiversity loss are close to the limits
beyond which there are irreversible effects on human society and the natural
environment”.3 While referring about the two of the most pressing challenges facing the
world, the Commission points out that they are“eradicating poverty and ensuring that
prosperity and well-being are sustainable”.

III
This sorry status of humanity and degradation of natural environment brings forth
several inevitable questions, which cry for immediate and sincere answers: Whether the
development achieved by the G 8 countries, are development in real sense and at what
cost to others and to the Mother Earth?; What is the outcome of all the development
cooperation policies and development assistance programmes that the international donor
community boasts of, talks about its moral responsibility and claims that it is at
itsphilanthropic best?;and What went wrong, at the policy formulation stage and/or at the
practice level?
Limited success and daunting task still ahead, naturally led to the blame game.
While the donor community feels that the recipients are avaricious and ungrateful, the
2
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beneficiaries accuse of half-hearted intend and action on the part of the former. Scholars
and critics of development studies step in to pin-point the shortsightedness and
shortcomings of the development cooperation policy and practice and to exhort the donor
community to lead and support others in the development path. Calls rent the air not to
take MDGs and 2015 as an end, but to look forward and to move ahead.
On the other hand, cynics continue to beat the dead horse. Senator Jesse
Helms atrociously dismissed aid to Africa as wasting “money down a rat hole” back
in the early 1990s. 4 Unfortunately, this skepticism is still shared by many
Westerners, who talk about wastage of money on the name of development
assistance. What Helms and the others of his ilk from the West have conveniently
forgotten to understand and acknowledge was that in their selfish interests and
ideological shortsightedness, they have chosen to drop down their money in rat holes
rather than in right hands, which would have reached them to the needy and would
have invested them on human welfare and development. And would have helped or
at least would not have distracted, millions of Africans from enjoying a decent life
standard.
IV
Jeffrey Sachs, in his monumental and much-quoted work, foresees the end of
poverty within our life time and reposes his faith in the global leaders’ promises to help
in achieving the Millennium Development Goals by the target date, the end of 2015. In
his effort to enhance the quantum of aid available for development, Sachs and his
collaborator Bono, appealed for doubling the development assistance by the donor
community. 5

This has invited serious and severe criticism from several scholars who don’t share
Sachs’ optimism. William Easterly, arguably the most important main-stream critic of
development aid in its current form, believes that aid can achieve less ambitious goals
than it has previously been set. He ridicules the calls by Sachs, Bono and others to double
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foreign aid. He was categorical when he says that development aid that have cost the
developed world more than two trillion dollars over the past sixty years had not sorted
out the ills of the developing world. 6
International development goals, Easterly dismisses, as more than mobilising
slogans and are always utopian, and asserts that setting such goals somehow frustrates
efforts to create accountability for doing the “many useful things”. For him, the MDGs
are imperfect and will be much harder to achieve than Sachs and the U.N. seem to
suggest. Easterly is scathing about the MDGs as a project and about the Big Push theory,
which underpins the UN Millennium Project as well as the Africa Commission. He
considers conditionality clauses imposed by the International Monetary Fund and World
Bank as ineffective tools.
While attempting to offer his own answer to the question, ‘Why the West’s efforts
to aid the Rest have done so much ill and so little good’, Easterly points out that the West
– from colonial days through to the modern era of aid – has favoured ‘planners’ rather
than ‘searchers’. ‘The tragedy of poverty is that the poorest people in the world have no
money or political power to motivate Searchers to address their desperate needs . . . To
make things even worse, aid bureaucrats . . . have the incentive to satisfy rich-country
vanity with promises of transforming the Rest rather than simply helping poor
individuals’, Easterly maintains. 7 Vanity is on display rather than willingness to be of
use. Easterly’s final verdict on western voters and politicians is quite provocative, that
they “cannot see the needs of people who are not yet sick” and that they are not for
prevention, but for curing after the disease gets well-entrenched and had taken its toll.
DambisaMoyo, the Zambian economist and banker, is categorical in her assertion:
‘Aid has been, and continues to be, an unmitigated political, economic and humanitarian
disaster for most parts of the developing world’. 8She further maintains that the most aiddependent countries have exhibited an average annual growth rate of minus 0.2 per cent
over the past thirty years. Between 1970 and 1998, when aid flows to Africa were at their
peak, the poverty rate in Africa actually rose from 11 per cent to a staggering 66 per cent,
6

William Easterly, The White Man’s Burden: Why the West’s Efforts to Aid the Rest Have Done So Much Ill
And So Little Good, The Penguin Press, New York, 2006, p. 4.
7
Ibid.,pp. 146-7.
8
DambisaMoyo, Dead Aid: Why Aid is Not Working and How There Is a Better Way for Africa, New York,
Farrar, Strauss, and Giroux, 2009.
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she points out.Moyofeels that appeals for a “Marshall Plan for Africa” are based on the
wrong historical lessons and that mindless aid targets like 0.7 per cent or “cost estimates”
for the MDGs are meaningless and can be counterproductive in the long-run.
Jonathan Foremandisputes the very argument that foreign aid leads to development
and maintains that such a claim is not based on any empirical and verifiable evidence that
“it works, or is useful, or does more good than harm”.He despises the idea that
Department of International Development of the Government of United Kingdom is
going to devote more of its ‘spend’ to direct budget support of poor country
governments, which according to him, is “the least accountable, least transparent and
arguably least effective kind of foreign aid”. 9While Easterly estimates two trillion
dollars, Foremantalks about “the evident failure of six decades and more than three trillion
dollars in official development aid (ODA)”,which went down the drains. 10
Foreman argues that, even with the best intentions, and even when administered
adopting best practices, aid frequently “fosters corruption, underwrites the cruelties of
tyrannical regimes, demeans and infantilises its beneficiaries, subsidises armed
conflict, subverts government accountability, undermines enterprise, demoralises
democratic reformers, distorts local economies, and makes sustainable development less
rather than more likely”.11At worst, it makesheavily-aideddeveloping world
governments rarely spend their budgets in sectors like health and education, become more
predatory on their citizens and less accountable to their subjects.
Foreman presents an interesting argument against aid. He argues that there is an
inverserelationship between the likelihood of economic success and the amount of
development aid a country receives over time. His argument is that aid-dependent states
have rarely enjoyed developmental success, in contrast to South East Asian and other
countries that achieved development and prosperity having received much smaller
amounts of aid. He cites the case of Ghana which enjoyed a higher per capita GDP than
South Koreain 1957, had “one that was lower by a factor of ten only thirty years later,
seems to be the toxic effect of official development aid (ODA) on the country’s
9

Jonathan Foreman, Aiding and Abetting: Foreign aid failures and the 0.7% deception, Institute for the
Study of Civil Society, London, 2012, p. xxii
10
Ibid.,p. ix.
11
Ibid., pp. 27-28.
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politics and economics”.12 Over time aid fostersaid dependency rather than economic
activity, which leads to the undermining of local economies. Food aid, in particular,tends to
cause shrinking of agricultural sectors, food-scarcity and even led to famine.
Robert Calderisi, a long time practitioner of foreign aid,argues that to achieve
success in development goals within a given time-frame, aid should only go to
countries where the metaphorical soil is suitable for planting, in other words where there
is a modicum of peace and order, where the rule of law exists and the ruling élite shows
some signs of public spirit and civic sense. For him, political and economic reforms
should precede inflow of aid, to have desired effects. This view is shared by almost all
development scholars and international institutions like the EU, which believes in
democracy-human rights-development co-relation.
V

The EU is a key player in the world affairs, especially in the sphere of
development cooperation, with its $ 8 trillion strong economy, 27 per cent of the world’s
GDP, almost one-fifth of trade flows, and well over half of the total official development
assistance flows to developing countries. The fact that the EU remains the largest investor
and a generous purveyor of grants and aids, has given the Union considerable potential as
a soft power with consequential political clout.
It is no wonder that the European Community’s development cooperation policy
was, in fact one of the first common policies which had immense consequencesfor the
position of the EC as an international actor. From the late1950s until the early 1980s, it
alsocontributed positively to and so was considered as one of the ‘cornerstones’ of the
European integration. 13 By 1990s, the EU entertained a quest for developing into an
influential international actor, on the strength of its image as the second western voice, a
benign power and the purveyor of development and humanitarian assistance in the
international politics.
12

Ibid.,pp. xxiii-xxiv.
Gorm Rye Olsen, “Changing European concerns: security and complex political emergencies instead of
development”, in Karin Arts and Anna K. Dickson (eds.), EU Development Cooperation. From model to
symbol, Manchester University Press, Manchester/New York, 2004, p.81.
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Christopher Hill termed the EU as ‘the bridge between the rich and the poor’ between its rich member states and their erstwhile, poor colonies. It is alsoa privileged
interlocutor, a role donned by France in its relations with the developing world in
general, and Francophone African countries in particular.The EU assumed this role at the
instance of France, which was initially the prime mover of the European development
cooperation policy. The French factor determined the nature of the European
development cooperation programme for quite some time, especially in restricting the
area of operation. At a later stage, it became global in extent, but, with added emphasis
on the neighbourhood.
From the beginning the Community had projected itself as a ‘soft’ and ‘civilian’
power in the international politics. As a civilian power it had to take on hand only ‘soft’
tools and its economic strength enabled it to utilise development cooperation assistance
as a means to achieve its foreign and security policy goals. The Union flexed its
economic muzzle by linking development assistance with the democratic credentials and
human rights record of the recipient countries. In this regard, Bonaglia and others raise a
couple of interesting questions: Whether the EU successful in conveying a certain image
of Europe in the world through its DCP? And, if the EU aspires to become a global
‘civilian power’ should not this be first of all visible in its DCP? 14 Generally, the EU
used its development assistance as a ‘soft’ policy tool. Of late, due to its intend to achieve
other economic, especially trade policy targets, it has started using development
assistance as ‘hard’ tool, for achieving some such purposes.
On the other hand, the EU’s soft power potentials, especially its economic trump
card, have their own imitations. Dinan rightly argues that the EU’s political clout and
its foreign policy capacity are limited, in spite of the power of its purse. Though the EU
aid disbursements dwarf those of the US, the hard ball game of international politicsstill
remain “the province of the nation-states and out of reach of EU, when and where it
matters”.15If they could afford to, third countries defied the Union and refusedto the
14

Federico Bonaglia, Andrea Goldstein and Fabio Petito, “Values in European Union development
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15
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inclusion of democracy, human rights clauses in their trade, cooperation
treaties.Their economic dependency rather than the European political clout
remained the deciding factor. The European contention that issues relating to
governance, human rights and peace and security are enabling conditions for progress
and development failed to impress the clientele states in the developing world and here
lies the root cause of the limited success of the international development cooperation
programme in general and of the EU in particular.
In its policy document titled “A Decent Life for All” brought out in 2013, the EU
claims that through its development cooperation policies and programmes it intends to
ensure a ‘Decent Life for All’ by 2030, by giving the world a sustainable future by
reducing and subsequently eradicating poverty. The objective is noble and this not only
calls for sustained effort on the part of the EU but also some introspection. The
Commission has to analyse where they have faulted and where the partners failed to
respond and reciprocate. In spite of its best intensions and efforts certain inevitable
reforms still remain unrealized. Policy cohesion remains a day dream. Unless, other
economic policies go hand in hand with the development policy goals, and serve in
achieving the latter rather than detracts them, success in poverty eradication will continue
to remain unachievable.
As the leading donor and trader as well as a key creditor and investor, the EU
potentially has a lot to offer and achieve. The EU could influence the design of universal
development goals with shared responsibility from other donors as well as recipient
countries, and also secure the means of implementation beyond development aid.The EU
is perhaps the only actor that could take the global partnership agenda forward during the
Post-2015 agenda. 16

VI
In India, economic growth during the 1960s and 1970s was not fast enough to
deliver trickle-down benefits to the poor on any scale and for almost four decades,
achieving basic minimum living standards has been a recurrent refrain in the Indian five
16
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193

year plans, with the focus being on absolute poverty since 1964. The number of poor
remained 55 per cent of the population in 1973–74. Since the 1980s, growth has been
faster andnumber of poor got reduced to 39 per cent in 1987–88. Subsequently, there has
been an enormous growth in the scale and coverage of special poverty alleviation
programmes, which by the early 1990s absorbed some 2.2 per cent of GDP and resulted
in further reduction in the percentage of poor to 35 per cent in 1993–94. 17More Indians
have moved out of poverty in the last decade than in the preceding fifty years and India’s
poverty rate is half what it was twenty years ago.Over 270 million Indians in 2012 still
remained trapped in extreme poverty,making the post-2015 goal of eliminating extreme
poverty by 2030 challenging, but feasible. 18 As a positive step towards this goal, the
number of poor has further got reduced to around one fifth by 2015. 19
The relationship between inequality and poverty comes out clearly in distribution
of income figures, which show that while the poorest 10 per cent of India enjoy, at most,
3.7 per cent of the income and consumption, that of the poorest 20 per cent ranges from
8.5 per cent.20According to the IMF 2015 report this gap still remains wide. 21 It needs to
be bridged at early as possible.
As such one of the major challenge for India in 2015 is to lift majority of its
population from poverty trap.

It remains both a ‘Shining’ and ‘Contrast’ country

simultaneously and it aims to bridge the contrasts and to present itself as a model for the
developing world as an “economic power house and a working democracy at the same
time”.India is pursuing and presenting a pioneering and original development model of
modernisation via democracy - a model that holds important lessons for both India and
other developing countries, since, this model is very much influenced by its distinctive
cultural tradition and may be more suitable to the latter than the western model. India

17
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19
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20
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demonstrates that democratic politics and market economics can blend nicely for
developing nations. 22
The fundamental source of India’s power in the world is naturally be the power of
its noble example. If India not only maintain but also sustain high growth rates, leverage
that growth to enhance and enrich the capabilities of all its citizens, and maintain robust
democratic traditions and institutions, there are few limits to India’s global role and
influence. The foundations of India’s success depends on its developmental
model. 23India’s rise will be a reality only if it succeeds in lifting its entire population
above poverty line and in developing all its regions, without leaving any individual or
any region behind. To substantially reduce mass poverty within the decade, India needs
to maintain its growth rate at the level of 10 per cent for a substantial period of time.
India and the EU share the commitment to common values like democracy,
respect for human rights, rule of law and preference for multilateralism and multipolar
world order and can thus be regarded as natural partners. Actually, India needs to achieve
a lot in the sphere of poverty alleviation, public health, education, technical training and
other sectors to be fit enough to play its due role in international politics, which its
aspires for. First and foremost, India needs to feed its hungry population, which is its
primary challenge.
One of the policy prescriptions offered by Sunil Khilnani and others in their study
titled Nonalignment 2.0. A Foreign and Strategic Policy for India in the Twenty First
Centurywas that India must take appropriate steps to assume its rightful place in the
world and the first step in this direction and the principal challenge that needs to be met
with squarely remains lifting millions of its impoverished citizens out of poverty. This
remains an important obligation that India should be determined to redeem. 24 To achieve
this noble task India needs the EU, as a partner in development.
Over the past decades, an increasing number ofinitiatives for mutual benefit have
been launchedand will continue to be at the heart of EU-Indiacooperation in the future.

22
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These initiatives covera wide range of domains such asprimary to higher education,
public health, rural development, skillsdevelopment, culture, energy, environmentand
trade.In recent years, the relationshipbetween the EU and India haschanged substantially,
from that of donar-receipient to one of partnership, with scope and opportunity for mutual
benefit. The EU’s development cooperation has always been aligned to the development
objectives of the Government of India, but has takenmultiple shapes, from small-scale
projects

changingthe

lives

of

local

communities

to

large

government-

initiatedprogrammes which impact the whole country. 25
Sustainable economic growth and development depends on developing human
capital, with on scientific and technological knowledge, skills and expertise. This calls
for

the

revitalization

and

expansion

of

India’s

research

and

educational

infrastructure.26Mention has already been made to the demographic dividend that India is
enjoying and the availability of human capital for the Indian industrial and manufacturing
sector. However, if the youth population is not well-educated and trained and imparted
with skills needed in the contemporary scenario, there is every chance that they might be
unemployable and become a source of concern rather than of strength.In this regard, the
EU can help the Indian Government in training and imparting skills in them. Then, the
human resource of India will not only be a ‘positive’ force for India but also for the EU,
which faces ‘demographic drab’ and ‘skill gap’. 27By sharing its knowledge power with
India, the EU can enable the latter to close the gap on wealthy countries, and to latch on
to higher value-added global product chains.Only then, the development cooperation
between India and the EU might become mutually beneficial and sustainable.India needs
economic cooperation with the EU to achieve the goals of sustainable development that it
set for its own people. India – EU development cooperation includes the social,
economic, political and technological cooperation between the countries.
VII
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Suggestions and Recommendations
•

Europianisation of aid programmeis the need of the hour and the EU memberstates should increase the proportion of development aid they give through the
Commission.

•

Such as Common Foreign and Security Policy and Common Security and
DefencePolicy and other such common policies, Common Development
Cooperation Policy too should be there and managed through the Commission,
which must eventually serve ‘common’ interest, not only of the EU member states
but also of the recipient countries.

•

Aid effectiveness and utilization must be ensured.Not only the aid given, but also
to whom it is given and for whom it is spent, needs to be streamlined toensure
effective development.

•

Most of the Commission development aid should be spent on programmes which
best meet human needs, irrespective of the EU’s strategic or foreign policy
priorities. Quality aid distributed according to the need will automatically achieve
European security and foreign policy goals.

•

The Commission should give priority to the provision of clean energy to rural
areas in developing countries. Such a step alone will ensure development without
its evil side effects, like climate change and global warming. This would meet
peoples’ basic needs, save many lives and help protect the global climate, all at
once.

•

Policy coherence and consistency must be achieved at all cost. Whatever
hindrances - structural and political- prevent achieving coherence need to be
cleared, rather than used to justify incoherence and inconsistency. The EU needs
to make other economic policies, notably those for agriculture, fisheries and
energy, consistent with its development policies.Unless, this is achieved
development of the developing world will continue to remain a mirage.

•

Initiation of development-friendly policies and following established best
practices by the EU as well as all the member states.

•

Need to enshrine‘Do No Harm’ as core principle of development and emergency
aid. Although the complexities of global aid politics make it impossible to
197

achieve perfection and free from all-kinds of anomalies and distortions, all
EU-funded projects need to be assessed for the likelihood that they will distort local
economies, undermine state institutions, underwrite or prolong conflicts or back
tyrannical, undemocratic regimes.
•

Future EU aid must be reality-based rather than faith-based, i.e. it should rest on
realistic assumptions about the likely fate of donations to poor country
governments, UN agencies, international bureaucracies, major global charities
and local NGOs.

•

Need to subject theprojects or institutions to close empirical scrutiny and to weed out
‘Potemkin’projects or ‘ghost’ institutions.

•

Free and Fair Trade for All. If free and fair trade conditions are initiated and
implemented there will not be any need for aid.

•

The EU always claims that in its decision making process public and civil society
consultation takes place.There should not be any gap between their rhetoric and
reality.Eurostep,

Oxfom,

Christian

Aid

and

other

such civil

society

organisationsas well as associations like Aprodevoppose its tradeand Common
Agriculture Policies. They advocate that the EU should minimize the subsidies
and the EU policy makers often ignore their advice.They should follow the
enlightened public opinion.
VIII

It is said that the left hand should not know what the right hand gives, while
referring about the greatness of the act of giving. The EU takes away the benefits of its
development cooperation assistance, through its trade, fisheries and dairy development
policies.While analyzing the factors, which cause this distortion, some European authors
suggest that it may be because majority of the Europeans may be unaware of this
discrepancy and hence it is being perpetuated. It is surprising that the Europeans do not
realize what their right hand deprives others of their benefits from what their left hand
gives, through the mechanism of trade distorting subsidies and other such measures.
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The EU is indeed a ‘development power’, which, on its own and in the company
of the member states is the largest donor with more than half of the development
assistance given to the needy, developing regions and countries of the world and has the
capacity to affect others’ fortunes through their economic policies. However, the Union
remains a ‘conflicted’ development power - conflicted within, as different member state
governments, influenced by a host of domestic interests, hold very different views on
how to wield such power through trade. Also conflicted between its own guiding
principles, which often appear to contradict one another – such as championing
developmentalism while blanketing the planet with economic partnerships and bilateral
trade agreements prejudicial to their interests with economically unequal partners.
Development aid has originally been conceived by the international donor
community such as the EU, as incidental, and it was believed that a day would come,
sooner or later, whenthe recipient countries would reach the level of development which
would make aid less desirable and the donors would be able to windup their aid
programme.However, development cooperation still survives and end is out of sight. The
EU feels that India has reached the level of development at which its need for assistance
has been reduced and intends to restrict its aid. Mention has already been made about the
Union’s intend to stop its aid programmefor India by 2014 and for the ACP countries by
2020, at the far end of Cotonou agreement.
Unfortunately that is not going to be the case since the dependency of the
developing countries has not come down andthough poverty has been reduced, it is yet to
be eradicated. Through its policies aimed at trade enhancement EU actually aggravates
rather than alleviates poverty. Absolute poverty has increased, especially due to trade
distorting policies and practices followed by the EU.Failure to establish free and fair
trade on the part of the Union proves to be counterproductive. Recipient countries feel
that they still need aid. The evil effects of global warming and climate change have
further complicated the matter bringing forth the issues related to the darker side of the
nexus between development and environment. Unless an environment in which there was
no need for aid is created, putting an end to offering aid will be impracticable.
Formulation and sincere implementation of development-friendly aid, trade and other
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economic policies and adoption of best practices followed by the Scandinavian countries
are the need of the hour.
In her Foreword to the OECD Development Cooperation Report 2013, Angel Gurría,
OECD Secretary-General, maintains: “Ending poverty is an international priority that cannot
be put on the back burner. Although we have halved the proportion of people living in poverty,
achieving the first Millennium Development Goal (MDG), our job is far from complete. Today,
1.2 billion people are still living in poverty. It is therefore critical that the global community take
further steps by 2015 and beyond to achieve the overarching goal of eradicating poverty
completely and enduringly: we must get to zero and stay there”.28 As the ‘development super
power’ and the purveyor of more than half of the global development assistance and
humanitarian aid, the EU’s role in this noble task of ‘Making the World More Livable” is quite
substantial and indispensable.

28
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1.

INTRODUCTION

Two of the most pressing challenges facing the world are eradicating poverty and ensuring
that prosperity and well-being are sustainable. Around 1.3 billion people still live in extreme
income poverty and the human development needs of many more are still not met. Two-thirds
of the services provided by nature – including fertile land, clean water and air – are in decline
and climate change and biodiversity loss are close to the limits beyond which there are
irreversible effects on human society and the natural environment.
These challenges are universal and inter-related and need to be addressed together by all
countries. It is not sufficient to address the challenges separately – a unified policy framework
is needed. Such an overarching policy framework is needed to mark out a path from poverty
towards prosperity and well-being, for all people and all countries, with progress remaining
within planetary boundaries. It should also be closely related to issues relating to governance,
human rights and peace and security issues, which are enabling conditions for progress. It is
estimated that 1.5 billion people are living in countries experiencing significant political
conflict, armed violence, insecurity or fragility.
In autumn 2013, a UN special event will take stock of the efforts made towards achieving the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), discuss ways to accelerate progress until 2015 and
start exchanging on what could follow after the MDG target year of 2015. In addition, the
commitments made at the Rio+20 Conference in June 2012 need to be implemented,
including through actions towards an inclusive green economy. Furthermore, it will be
necessary to build further on this progress through the Open Working Group that was
established in Rio. All of these inputs will provide input for the development of a post-2015
overarching framework.
This Communication proposes a common EU approach to these issues. To do this, it first
identifies the main global challenges and opportunities. It then turns to evaluate the success of
global poverty eradication agenda and the experience of the MDGs, as well as outlining some
of the key steps towards sustainable development as agreed in Rio+20, and outlining key
actions. It then describes the challenges and elements for a future framework that can be
drawn from the experience of the MDGs and the work stemming from Rio+20, in particular
the elaboration of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and indicates how these can be
brought together within relevant UN processes.
Based on these considerations, it proposes principles for an overarching framework for post2015 which would provide a coherent and comprehensive response to the universal challenges
of poverty eradication and sustainable development in its three dimensions, thereby ensuring a
Decent Life for All by 2030.
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2.

NEW GLOBAL CONTEXT, NEW CHALLENGES, NEW OPPORTUNITIES

The world has undergone enormous change over recent years, including major shifts in the
global economic and political balance, increased global trade, climate change and depletion of
natural resources, technological change, economic and financial crises, increased
consumption and price volatility of food and energy consumption, population changes and
migration, violence and armed conflict and natural and man-made disasters, and increased
inequalities. New actors, including private and other non-governmental players, have arisen in
the global arena.
While developed and emerging economies account for most of global GDP, the latter have
now become the key drivers of global growth and already have a significant impact on the
world economy. Trends suggest that the balance is expected to shift further; by 2025, global
economic growth should predominantly be generated in emerging economies, with six
countries expected to collectively account for more than half of all global growth.
Unemployment remains a worldwide challenge. Some 200 million people are out of a job,
among them 75 million young people. Rates of female participation in the labour market often
remain low, while social services remain limited. Furthermore, some 621 million young
people worldwide are not in school or training, not employed and not looking for work,
risking a permanent exclusion from the labour market. Undeclared work and the fundamentals
for decent work, including rights at work and social dialogue, are problems in many countries.
Most poor people in developing countries are engaged in small-scale farming or are selfemployed. Many poor people in these countries are working in unsafe conditions and without
the protection of their basic rights. Only 20% of the world population has access to adequate
social protection.
At the same time, inequalities within countries have increased in most parts of the world. The
majority of the poor now live in middle income countries, in spite of their fast growth.
Achieving poverty eradication in such countries appears to be one of the major challenges.
However, longer term projections indicate that by 2050 the locus of poverty might again be
concentrated in the poorest and most fragile countries.
More than 1.5 billion people live in countries affected by violent conflict. Violence destroys
lives and livelihoods and often affects women and people in vulnerable situations, such as
children and people with disabilities. The gap between fragile, violence-affected countries and
other developing countries is widening. In April 2011, no low-income fragile or conflictaffected country had achieved a single MDG and few are expected to meet any of the targets
by 2015. Poor governance, including a lack of democracy, rule of law and respect for human
rights, is currently hampering efforts towards poverty eradication and sustainable
development.
In addition, there is overwhelming scientific evidence and consensus that the unsustainable
use of the natural resources is one of the greatest long term threats to humankind. The effects
of environmental degradation and climate change are already being felt and threaten to undo
much of the progress already made in eradicating poverty, and so do natural disasters. We are
not on track to keep temperature increases within 2°C above the temperature in pre-industrial
times, the threshold beyond which there is a much higher risk that catastrophic impacts on
natural resources will occur, posing risks to agriculture, food and water supplies and the
development gains of recent years. At the global level, the challenge will be to adapt and to
mitigate impacts, including through the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
Already today, climate change, depletion of natural resources and ecosystem degradation are
having a significant impact on livelihoods, for example through the increased number and
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intensity of natural disasters and the depletion of natural capital and infrastructure. Since
1992, natural disasters have caused € 750 billion of damage and killed 1.3 million people. The
effects of unsustainable patterns of current economic development are still largely determined
by developed countries and increasingly by emerging economies, while poorer countries are
disproportionately impacted and have the least resources to cope with negative effects1. These
countries are also often particularly dependent on natural resources, in particular for sectors
such as agriculture, forestry, energy and tourism, which aggravates their vulnerability to
degradation and depletion.
Development and growth contribute to human prosperity and well-being, but also to
environmental challenges, such as resource depletion and pollution, which are likely to
become more acute over time. These negative effects are mostly determined by the 5.7 billion
people that do not live in extreme income poverty, which leads to a significant increase in
global demand and consumption, putting additional strain on natural resources. Progress
towards an inclusive green economy through sustainable consumption and production patterns
and resource efficiency, including in particular low emission energy systems, is therefore
essential.
In order to satisfy increasing demand, it is estimated that global agricultural production in
2050 will have to increase by 60% over 2005 levels, putting increasing pressure on alreadyscarce natural resources, in particular land, forests, water and oceans. At the same time, there
are indications that up to half of global food production is wasted. Given urbanisation and
population growth, water use is projected to increase by 50% by2025, by which time roughly
5.5 billion people – two thirds of the projected global population – will live in areas facing
moderate to severe water stress.
Looking ahead, these challenges must be viewed in the context of demographic trends: it is
projected that the world population will reach more than 9 billion by 2050, with the
population of sub-Saharan Africa set to more than double. Together, Africa and Asia will
represent nearly 80% of the world's population by 2050. The increase in the world's median
age is expected to affect developing countries most, with consequences for health services and
pensions, as well as tax revenues.
It is in this context that the follow up to Rio+20 and the MDG review special event take place.
We need to keep in mind that the challenges are interrelated and require a coherent and
comprehensive response, supportive also of other international processes, such as climate and
biodiversity negotiations.
3.

BUILDING ON THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE MDGS AND RIO+20

3.1.

Taking stock of MDG achievements

The EU remains committed to doing its utmost to help achieve the MDGs by 2015, in line
with its policy framework as set out in the Agenda for Change2 and the European Consensus
on Development3.
The MDGs embody a fundamental global agreement to end poverty and to further human
development. They have in the last decade proven to be a valuable tool to raise public

1

2
3
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awareness, increase political will and mobilise resources to eradicate poverty. Impressive
progress has been made:
•
•
•
•
•

According to the World Bank, the share of people living on less than USD 1.25 a day
(2005 prices) fell from 43% in 1990 to 22% in 2008. It is likely that the target to halve the
proportion of people living in extreme poverty was reached in 2010.
The target to halve the proportion of the population without access to safe drinking water
was achieved globally in 2010 – between 1990 and 2010 over two billion people gained
access.
Globally, primary school enrolment has increased to an average of 89%, with girls now
almost as likely to be enrolled as boys.
Children are significantly less likely to die of disease or malnutrition.
Global HIV infections continue to decline and access to anti-retroviral drugs has expanded
widely.

The global partnership for development has complemented national efforts towards the
MDGs. Since 2000, annual global Official Development Assistance (ODA) has increased by
nearly 70%, to EUR 96 billion, and the share of ODA going to Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) has more than doubled. The EU and its Member States collectively are the largest
donor, providing an annual EUR 53 billion in ODA (2011), or more than half of global ODA.
In parallel, the implementation of the aid and development effectiveness principles and targets
has contributed to greater ODA impact. The phenomenal growth in trade has been a major
factor in progress: between 2000 and 2009 developing country exports rose by 80%,
compared to 40% for the world as a whole The EU is the biggest trading partner for
developing countries and has led the way in granting duty-free and quota-free access to all
LDC products, under the Everything But Arms initiative. Furthermore, EU-funded research,
such as through the European and Developing Countries Clinical Trials Partnership, has also
contributed to the achievement of the MDGs.
Challenges to the achievement of the MDGs however remain, with sub-Saharan Africa in
particular lagging behind. Globally, 1.3 billion people still live in extreme income poverty.
More than 850 million people do not have enough to eat. About 61 million children are still
out of school. Women continue to be the subject of discrimination and confront severe health
risks, in particular to maternal health and their sexual and reproductive health and rights.
Violence affects one third of all women in their lifetime and undermines efforts to reach any
MDG. An estimated 2.5 billion people are without access to decent sanitation facilities and
780 million people still lack access to clean and safe drinking water. 7 million people living
with HIV/AIDS still do not have access to treatment. The world is still far from reaching the
target of full and productive employment and decent work for all. Only 20% of the world's
population has access to adequate social protection. Unsustainable use and management of the
Earth's limited resources puts at risk the lives and well-being of future generations.
In addition, success is unevenly distributed not only between countries – in particular with a
striking lack of progress towards the MDGs in fragile and conflict affected states – but also
within countries - including those that already have the means to provide better lives and
futures for their population.
Yet the overall picture, especially in view of technological advances and economic progress
achieved by many emerging and developing countries since the MDGs were developed,
shows that elimination not just reduction of poverty in a single generation is within reach.
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3.2.

Main Rio+20 outcomes and commitments

The Rio+20 Conference confirmed a common global vision for an economically, socially and
environmentally sustainable future for the planet and for present and future generations and
underlined that many challenges remain to be addressed. Rio+20 recognised the green
economy in the context of sustainable development and poverty eradication as an important
pathway for achieving sustainable development, set in motion a process to develop universal
sustainable development goals (SDGs) and agreed to take action towards sustainable
development. These actions will also help inform the process of developing SDGs and will, in
the longer term, also contribute to their realisation. Rio+20 also agreed to reform the
institutional framework for sustainable development, to set in place a structure that can
deliver the follow-up to the Conference and to work further on means of implementation. It is
important that the EU now implements promptly the commitments taken at Rio, actively
engages in these processes and takes the necessary action both within the EU and
internationally.
3.3.

Implementation: Actions at EU and international level

The EU will continue to pursue the sustainable development, including by
implementingRio+20 commitments through a range of overarching policies, in particular
through its overarching strategy for smart, inclusive and sustainable growth - Europe 2020.
This covers, inter alia, resource efficiency, low carbon economy, research and innovation,
employment, social inclusion and youth. The implementation and regular review of the
Europe 2020 Strategy, which builds on the integrative approach initiated by the EU Strategy
for Sustainable Development, should contribute to greater coherence, mainstreaming and
integration of the three dimensions of sustainable development in EU policies at large.
Sustainable development objectives will be made operational through a range of key policies
under preparation, including the reform of the Common Agricultural and the Common
Fisheries Policies, the forthcoming 7th Environmental Action Programme, the Innovation
Union, Horizon 2020 and the Social Investment Package.
The EU has consistently provided development cooperation in order to contribute to the full
implementation of the MDGs. Through its external action and notably the implementation of
the Agenda for Change, the EU will continue facilitating progress towards the MDGs and
sustainable development in developing countries, with a specific focus on the least developed
and the ones most in need. At the same time, a number of actions need to be carried out in
order to contribute to the implementation of Rio+20 commitments.
The main current EU activities to implement Rio+20 are brought together in Annex I.
3.4.

Institutional framework
implementation

for

sustainable

development

and

means

of

Rio+20 started a process to reinforce the institutional framework for sustainable development,
including strengthening the role of the UN General Assembly (UNGA) and ECOSOC. A
major decision was to establish a High-Level Political Forum (HLPF) on sustainable
development, which will replace the UN Commission on Sustainable Development. The
HLPF will follow up and review progress in the implementation of the outcomes of Rio+20
and is also mandated to strengthen the science-policy interface, which will be crucial for the
implementation of SDGs. It should be directly linked to ECOSOC, currently under reform,
and work at a higher political level (UNGA) at regular intervals. These linkages provide an
opportunity to enhance coherence with the on-going work on the review of the MDGs and
discussions on development post-2015.
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Another important outcome of Rio+20 was the decision to strengthen and upgrade the UN
Environment Programme (UNEP) and, in particular, the decision on universal membership for
its Governing Council. This has now been confirmed by the decision on new institutional
arrangements for UNEP at its recent Governing Council. The decision to establish a UN
Environment Assembly is an important step forward, consistent with the EU's ambition to
transform it in the longer term into a UN agency. The EU will take an active role in
implementing this revised institutional framework. Ensuring the appropriate participation of
the EU in both the HLPF and the reformed UNEP will be a priority.
Rio+20 also decided to promote clean and environmentally-sound technologies and to
establish an intergovernmental expert committee to prepare options for a sustainable
development financing strategy. The committee needs to ensure coherence and coordination
and avoid duplication of efforts as regards the financing for development process. The EU
will participate in this process in line with the overall approach to financing and other means
of implementation, as indicated below.
3.5.

Public Consultation

A number of public consultations and dialogues have been held by the Commission on future
perspectives of poverty eradication and sustainable development. These consultations have
helped guide a number of aspects of proposals contained in this Communication. An overview
of these consultations is outlined in Annex II. The Commission will continue active dialogue
on all these issues with all stakeholders and civil society.
4.

INTEGRATING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND POVERTY ERADICATION IN A POST2015 OVERARCHING FRAMEWORK

At international level and at the UN, much of the work on poverty eradication and sustainable
development has been carried out in separate strands within different communities – one
stemming from the Millennium Declaration and the other from the series of UN summits on
sustainable development. In reality, these two strands have always had common elements; for
example, the MDGs address environmental issues through MDG7 and sustainable
development has always placed poverty eradication as a priority objective.
In order to effectively address the challenges of poverty eradication and sustainable
development, as a major and interlinked global challenge, the review of MDGs and the work
on elaborating SDGs need to be brought together towards one overarching framework with
common priority challenges and objectives, so as to ensure a decent life for all by 2030 and
give the world a sustainable future beyond it.
In autumn 2013, a UN special event will take stock of the efforts made towards achieving the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), discuss ways to accelerate progress before 2015
and exchange views on what could follow after the MDG target year of 2015. The first
session, in September 2013, of the High Level Political Forum established by the Rio+20
Conference will in addition look at the follow-up to the commitments made at Rio+20 in June
2012. It will also be necessary to progress through the Open Working Group on Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) that were established in Rio. All of these inputs will provide the
framework for the agreement of a Post-2015 Overarching Framework.
In order to further elaborate thinking on goals, the EU will continue its open dialogue with all
relevant stakeholders. This will contribute to the EU's active input into the work of the Open
Working Group on SDGs, which will make recommendations for action to the UN General
Assembly.

EN

7

EN

This section describes the lessons learnt from the MDG review and the work on the
elaboration of SDGs and the kinds of priority elements that emerge from both of these. Then
it indicates briefly in practical terms how these can be brought together within relevant UN
processes. Then, based on this, some of the key principles of an overarching framework are
brought together in the final section.
4.1.

Priority elements for the overarching framework

Drawing on MDG experience and the work stemming from Rio+20 on sustainable
development and considering current trends, the EU considers that a number of challenges
can be identified for the post-2015 overarching framework.
There is a fundamental link between global environmental sustainability and poverty
eradication. It will not be possible to eliminate poverty and ensure a decent life for all
without, at the same time, addressing global environmental sustainability, and the other way
around. Climate change, natural disasters, biodiversity loss and the degradation of oceans,
freshwater sources, land and soil have a particularly negative impact on the world’s poorest
populations. To be able to act on these issues, the overarching framework needs to act as a
catalyst for good governance, transparency, social cohesion and the empowerment of women,
in all countries and internationally, all of which are essential for sustainable development and
the eradication of poverty.
As agreed in the Rio+20 outcome document, goals for sustainable development (SDGs)
should be universally applicable to all countries, while taking into account different national
realities, capacities and levels of development and respecting national policies and priorities,
should incorporate the three dimensions of sustainable development and should be actionoriented, concise and easy to communicate and limited in number. The EU proposals made in
the run-up to Rio+20, indicated that they should also focus on resources which represent
public goods and basic "pillars of life," such as energy, water, food security, oceans,
sustainable consumption and production, as well as social inclusion and decent work. At the
same time, goals should also be coherent with existing international agreements, such as goals
and targets on climate change and biodiversity, as well as social protection floors.
They should address the three overarching objectives of sustainable development: poverty
eradication, changing unsustainable consumption and production patterns and protecting and
managing the natural resource base of economic and social development.
Post-2015 goals would need to span into the future and aim at laying the drivers to achieve a
sustainable future: with a shared vision for 2050, goals and targets should aim at the timescale
of 2030.
Given that the framework should have both poverty eradication and sustainable development
as its overall objectives, the priority challenges need to address both perspectives drawing
from the above. Based on this reasoning, the framework could be constructed around a
number of main elements: ensuring basic living standards; promoting the drivers for inclusive
and sustainable growth as well as ensuring sustainable management of natural resources;
while promoting equality, equity and justice; and peace and security. In addition, whilst the
challenge of addressing planetary environmental boundaries will require an integrated
response that will impact on all these elements, and will have to be addressed in some of
them, it will also require specific action in its own right. It can therefore also be seen as an
additional cross-cutting ingredient of an integrated post-2015 overarching framework.
4.1.1.

Basic living standards

The MDGs have provided a framework for human development, setting targets such as
minimum income, freedom from hunger, full and productive employment and decent work for
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all, access to primary education, basic health outcomes, access to water and sanitation, all of
which form the very basis of a decent life.
We need to finish the unfinished business of the current MDGs, filling gaps and learning the
lessons. For example, we need to address broader issues of education and health and include
social protection. Aggregate averages have hidden national inequalities caused by extreme
poverty, geographic location or marginalisation. We must move from purely quantitative
goals to address quality, for example in education and health. There must be a floor under
which no man, woman or child should fall by the very latest in 2030: standards by which
every citizen should be able to hold her or his government to account. We should aim at
empowering people to lift themselves out of poverty. Goals to stimulate action to deliver key
standards in education, nutrition, clean water and air will help eradicate hunger and improve
food security, health and well-being. Goals should also stimulate action to deliver productive
employment and decent work for all, including youth, women and people with disabilities,
depending on countries' levels of development. Unlike the existing MDGs, they should apply
to every country and not only be a global target without individual country responsibilities.
Each country has the responsibility to ensure progress towards internationally agreed goals.
4.1.2.

Drivers for inclusive and sustainable growth

The Commission's public consultation, as well as experience by countries that have succeeded
in pulling themselves out of poverty, demonstrate the vital role played by key drivers for
inclusive and sustainable growth, in particular in providing essential human development
services and creating growth and decent jobs. Structural transformation should be sought by
all countries in all stages of development, to allow for market-friendly, open economies that
promote inclusive and sustainable growth, improve productive capacities, promote private
sector development, investment and wealth creation, promote the transition towards the
inclusive green economy and ensure that the benefits are widely shared. Goals would help
stimulate opportunities for more inclusive and sustainable growth, supported by indicators
looking beyond GDP. Many countries would be able to use these to focus on social cohesion
as well as more sustainable agriculture, fisheries and aquaculture, to deliver better nutrition,
overcoming water scarcity and avoiding food waste. Others would deliver more resource
efficient production, economising on water and reducing and recycling waste. A goal of
moving towards sustainable, resilient cities would deliver improvements in air quality, water,
energy, accessible infrastructure, housing and transport, leading to solutions that link with
employment, health, economic development and also address climate change adaptation and
disaster prevention and preparedness. Other important drivers include sustainable energy,
science and technology, telecommunications services, financial services and infrastructure,
for example facilitating access to markets, as well as migration and mobility. All these aspects
require an enabling and stable environment for business, entrepreneurship, innovation and
productive employment to thrive.
While economic transformation is necessary, it is also a huge challenge: billions in new
investment will be needed4. However, experience in countries that have made huge strides in
providing these services to their citizens and recent global initiatives – such as Sustainable
Energy for All and Scaling Up Nutrition – have demonstrated that such an approach can
provide promising results, catalysing rapid growth and investment.
4
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For example, the International Energy Agency estimates that to provide sustainable energy services to
all by 2030, approximately an additional EUR 30 billion per year will need to be invested above the
business-as-usual scenario. The FAO estimates that more than USD 50 billion per year of additional
public expenditure on agriculture and safety nets would be needed to reach a world free of hunger in
2025.
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4.1.3.

Sustainable management of natural resources

Sustainable management and use of natural resources is essential to support economic growth
and employment, in particular in primary production sectors like agriculture, fisheries and
forestry or services sectors such as tourism. 70% of the world's poor live in rural areas and
depend directly on biodiversity and eco-system services for their survival and well-being,
making them more vulnerable to scarcity and climate risks. Good stewardship of natural
resources, based on transparency, accountability and good governance, is essential for poverty
eradication and developing sustainably towards an inclusive green economy. Action is needed
to promote corporate sustainability reporting, which will encourage a broad range of
businesses to engage in responsible practices. Goals to move towards a land degradationneutral world would contribute to economic growth, biodiversity protection, sustainable forest
management, climate change mitigation and adaptation and food security, while improving
soil quality, reducing erosion, building resilience to natural hazards and halting land take.
Given the global importance of oceans, protecting and restoring the health of oceans and
marine ecosystems for sustainable livelihoods goals should apply universally, helping deliver
sustainable fish stocks also with a view to food security, as well as reducing significant
hazards such as marine litter. To address these challenges, each country should steer a path to
the sustainable management of their natural resources and establish open and transparent
governance structures, to ensure that resources are used in a manner that benefits their citizens
in an equitable and sustainable way.
This requires each country to ensure that resources are used in an environmentally responsible
manner and, with respect to resources such as land, forests, rivers and oceans, so that they will
also benefit future generations. Equally, exploitation of finite resources, such as minerals and
groundwater, must be done in an inclusive and responsible manner that guarantees maximum
societal benefit, in terms of the way that they are commercialised, the rate of their depletion
and the use of the income generated. Phasing out subsidies for use of finite resources, such as
fossil fuels, is a cost-efficient key contribution, promoting resource efficiency. States should
also enhance their cooperation to manage shared resources, such as fish stocks and marine
biodiversity, in areas beyond national jurisdiction.
It will also be necessary to adopt an integrated perspective, in order to ensure that solutions to
resource constraints in one area do not place additional constraints on another. The future
agenda should commit all countries to manage and use their natural resources sustainably over
the coming decades, including such issues as transparency, maximisation of income,
protection of tenure, resilience5, including to natural disasters, and environmental protection.
The global community needs to stand together in these efforts. In particular, private and
public companies must be accountable and adhere to high standards of transparency and good
governance. A low carbon and resource efficient economy will also require actions and
training for the specific skill sets that will be needed.
4.1.4.

Equality, equity and justice

The objectives of human well-being and dignity for all are enshrined in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and the Millennium Declaration, which also explicitly recognise
the links between human rights, good governance and sustainable development. This, as well
as the commitment to common fundamental values, was reaffirmed at the MDG Summit of
2010 and the Rio+20 Conference in 2012.
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The importance of justice and equity, human rights, democracy and other aspects of good
governance goes far beyond their impact on progress towards development targets on income,
education, health and other basic needs. They are also important in their own right, in all
countries. The recent movements in North Africa and the Middle East showed the importance
of inclusive political systems, justice and jobs, particularly for young people, and highlighted
that progress on the MDGs is essential but not sufficient. Governance will remain a global
challenge for the years ahead.
It is important that the new post-2015 overarching framework captures these issues. The role
of women is particularly important in unlocking the drive for sustainable development and all
forms of barriers to equal participation need to be removed. The framework should put
particular emphasis on moving towards a rights-based approach to development, on reducing
inequalities, as well as on the promotion and protection of women's and girls' rights and
gender equality, transparency and the fight against corruption. It should also capture the
fundamental issues related to equity. To meet this challenge, goals and targets should
stimulate action needed to ensure increasing coverage by a basic set of social guarantees and
improve their implementation.
4.1.5.

Peace and security

Where there is physical insecurity, high levels of inequality, governance challenges and little
or no institutional capacity, it is extremely difficult to make sustainable progress on the key
MDG benchmarks such as poverty, health, education or sanitation. It is therefore essential to
address the root causes of such conditions and take action to prevent them from arising.
This agenda goes beyond fragile states, however, since many other countries also struggle
with issues relating to insecurity and violence. Trafficking, transnational terrorism, criminal
networks and gang violence are undermining the security of citizens and reducing the
prospects for a decent life, with women and children particularly affected.
Addressing peace and security issues in the context of the post-2015 overarching framework
should use as a starting point the work already done between some fragile states and the
OECD countries, the EU, the UN and Development Banks at Busan in November 2011. This
should build on the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States that laid out an agreed set of
Peace-building and State building Goals (PSG).
5.

TOWARDS A POST-2015 OVERARCHING FRAMEWORK

5.1.

Bringing the strands together to respond to future challenges

Poverty eradication and ensuring that prosperity and well-being are sustainable remain the
most pressing challenges for the future. To be tackled successfully, they must be tackled
together, within a new overarching framework that is universal and directly relevant to all
countries, while recognising that different countries are affected to varying degrees and that
their responses and contribution to global goals will vary. Even though many will continue to
rise above the level of extreme poverty, a strong poverty focus is needed to make this
irreversible. Unsustainable patterns of current economic development, impacting the
environment and the natural resource base, are still determined to a large extent by developed
countries, and increasingly by emerging economies, while least developed countries also feel
the impacts. Social exclusion and inequality, unemployment, precarious employment and lack
of social protection also have a direct bearing on poverty and sustainable development.
The Millennium Declaration, which remains relevant, should guide work on developing the
future framework. Building on the follow up to Rio+20, the MDG review and other relevant
international processes, the future overarching framework should set out the path for
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eradicating poverty and towards achieving prosperity and well-being for all, by focusing on
the main drivers for inclusive and sustainable growth, within planetary boundaries. This
framework should therefore bring together the three dimensions of sustainable development:
economic, social, environmental. It should include responsibilities for all countries.
The underlying objective of this new overarching framework should aspire to provide for
every person, by 2030, "A Decent Life for All." This should address simultaneously the need
for poverty eradication and the universal vision of sustainable development needed to ensure
prosperity for current and future generations.
The above sections outlined how the interrelated processes at the UN level should deliver
ingredients for a common overarching framework that are needed if the objective of a Decent
Life for All is to be met. The final outcome should be based on the results of constructive
interactions with all stakeholders and among international partners. However, the EU believes
there are a number of already- identifiable general principles that should be commonly
acceptable.
5.2.

Principles for a post-2015 overarching framework

The Commission proposes that the EU pursues the following principles in its discussions on
the post-2015 framework:
5.2.1.

Scope

The framework should be universal in aspiration and coverage, with goals for all countries,
applying to all of humanity, focused on the eradication of poverty in all its dimensions,
wherever it is found, and promoting prosperity and well-being for all people, within planetary
boundaries.
•

•
•

The framework should integrate the three dimensions of sustainable development economic, social, environmental - taking into account the lessons learnt from the review
of MDGs and building on the work for elaborating the SDGs, aiming at poverty
eradication and sustainable development. Goals should constitute a floor to living
standards under which no person should fall, by 2030 at the very latest, and guide progress
towards prosperity and well-being, within planetary boundaries.
It should recognise that poverty, prosperity and well-being cannot just be seen from a
financial perspective, but are multidimensional and reflect the ability of people to grow
and develop.
The framework should cover, in an integrated fashion:
•
•

•
•

EN

basic human development (based on updated existing MDGs and also reflecting issues
such as social protection),
drivers for sustainable and inclusive growth and development that are necessary for
structural transformation of the economy, needed to ensure the creation of productive
capacities and employment and the transition to an inclusive green economy capable of
addressing climate challenges, and
the sustainable management of natural resources .

The framework should also address justice, equality and equity, capturing issues relating
to human rights, democracy and the rule of law, as well as the empowerment of women
and gender equality, which are vital for inclusive and sustainable development, as well as
important values in their own right. It should also address peace and security, building on
the existing work on Peace Building and State Building Goals.
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5.2.2.
•

•

Goals should be limited in number and apply universally to all countries, but should have
targets respecting different contexts. In order to ensure ownership and relevance, the goals
should be tailored and made operational at the national level. Special consideration should
be given to the needs of fragile states.
Goals should be elaborated in a way that takes into account the scientific and research
evidence base and related targets and indicators should be measurable.

5.2.3.
•

•
•
•

•
•

Transparency, implementation and accountability

The responsibility for achieving the desired outcomes is first and foremost national. The
mobilisation of all resources is needed, domestic and international, private and public.
Financing and other means of implementation should be addressed in a comprehensive
and integrated manner, given that the potential sources for implementing various global
goals are the same.
The framework should be developed and implemented in close partnership with civil
society stakeholders, including the private sector.
A time frame should be set to start acting at all levels in order to achieve the goals. This
could have a vision towards 2050 with goals and targets for 2030.
The framework should be based on the individual responsibility of countries to take
action, coupled with partnership between all countries and stakeholders. Goals should
provide incentives for cooperation and partnerships among governments, civil society,
including the private sector, and the global community at large. All countries should
contribute their fair share towards reaching the goals. Goals should also induce stronger
accountability.
The development of the framework should be accompanied by efforts to enhance
coherence at the institutional level.
To allow good monitoring of progress, the statistical base should be strengthened.

5.2.4.
•

Nature and number of goals

Coherence

The framework should be coherent with existing internationally-agreed goals and targets,
such as on climate change, biodiversity, disaster risk reduction, and social protection
floors.

5.3.

Implementing the framework: country ownership and accountability

The responsibility for implementing the future framework lies within each country itself,
involving all relevant stakeholders, including social partners. The main drivers for
development are first and foremost domestic, notably including democratic governance, the
rule of law, stable political institutions, sound policies, transparency of public finances and
the fight against fraud and corruption. Domestic resource mobilisation, legal and fiscal
regulations and institutions supporting the development of the private sector, investment,
decent job creation and export competitiveness are essential to make the ambition achievable
for all countries. In this context, domestic reforms are crucial to make economic growth
sustainable and make it work effectively for poverty eradication, decreased inequalities and
improved well-being for all. This is true for all countries, at all levels of development.
Nevertheless, the EU recognises that some countries will continue to need support, including
development assistance. In this context, more efficient and effective methods of investing
development aid are emerging, ensuring that aid acts as a catalyst for development, leveraging
investment, including through innovative financial sources, instruments and mechanisms,
such as blending. This updated approach was adopted in the EU's "Agenda for Change."

EN

13

EN

South-South cooperation can make substantial contributions to shaping global development
outcomes. The principles of the Global Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation,
agreed at the Busan High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in 2011, should be applied
universally.
Beyond aid, Policy Coherence for Development plays a major role in eliminating poverty and
achieving sustainable development. Strong consideration of the role of these policies should
therefore be given due place in the future framework. For example, in many developing
countries, the income available from trade has greatly increased and can be used to fight
poverty. This trend is set to continue in many developing countries and is especially important
in sub-Saharan Africa.
To be achievable, the overarching framework should be accompanied by an effort to ensure
that all resources are mobilised and harnessed effectively, alongside a commitment by all
countries to pursue a comprehensive approach to these resources and coherent and appropriate
policies. Goals and targets will contribute to stimulating private sector investment. All
countries should report on progress towards achieving future goals in an open and transparent
manner.
The EU should promote a comprehensive and integrated approach to the means of
implementation including financing issues at the global level. At present, financing
discussions related to climate, biodiversity, development and sustainable development are
taking place in different fora, even though the potential financing sources are the same. There
is a strong need to ensure coherence and coordination and avoid a duplication of efforts with
regard to the financing for development process. In mid-2013, the Commission plans to
present a Communication proposing an integrated EU approach to financing and other means
of implementation related to the various global processes.
6.

NEXT STEPS

The EU needs to engage fully in the forthcoming international processes with coherent and
coordinated inputs at the UN and in other relevant fora.
In this respect, the adoption of this Communication should be followed by a debate with
Council and Parliament during the spring of 2013 for the development of a common EU
approach for the next stages of the ongoing processes, which should:
•
•

ensure a comprehensive follow up to Rio+20 and guide the EU position at the UN Open
Working Group (OWG) on SDGs, which will report regularly to the UNGA; and
contribute to the preparation of the UN General Assembly Special Event on the MDGs in
autumn 2013, including the report of the Secretary-General and the UN High Level Panel
on post-2015, as well as the first meeting of the HLPF.

The EU should support moving towards a post-2015 overarching framework. Discussion on
the basis of the orientations set out above should make it possible for the EU to come to a
common position on how the SDGs and the MDG review processes should best be converged
and integrated into a single process to better deliver such a comprehensive framework. In this
respect, the EU should also actively seek a constructive dialogue with all partners and
stakeholders, in order to build common ground, including through political dialogues with
third countries.
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ANNEX I
Main current and forthcoming actions in the EU and internationally that contribute to
the implementation of Rio+20
Area

EU

International

Water and sanitation

Improve water efficiency and quality
through EU Water Blueprint

In line with the Agenda for Change and
international commitments, promote
improved access to drinking water and
sanitation facilities, improved water
quality and reduced pollution; as well
as facilitation of political dialogue for
shared
water
resources
and
implementation of water activities for
economic and sustainable growth

Energy, climate

Improve efficiency and share of
renewables and reduce greenhouse
gases through:

Promote international climate action
through the Durban Platform and
UNFCCC

- climate and energy package and low
carbon roadmap for 2050

International Partnership on Mitigation,
and the International Cooperative
Initiatives (ICIs)

- 2030 climate and energy policy
- energy efficiency directive

IRENA:
global
renewable energy

- ongoing legislative proposals on
emissions from cars and vans, as well
as fluorinated GHG reduction

GEEREF: Global Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy Fund
Global climate
(GCCA)

deployment

change

of

alliance

Sustainable Energy for All Initiative
(SE4ALL)
ACP-EU Energy Facility and the
Africa-EU
Renewable
Energy
Cooperation Programme (RECP)
Biodiversity,
land

forests,

EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020,
work on biodiversity valuation and
ecosystem services
Forest Action Plan; review of Forestry
Strategy
Preparation
Land
Communication

as

Resource

Digital Observatory for Protected
Areas as a component of the Global
Earth Observation System of System of
Systems (GEOSS)

CBD Strategic Plan and the 20 Aichi
Targets
Support the Economics of Ecosystems
and Biodiversity (TEEB) and Wealth
Accounting
and
Valuation
of
Ecosystem Services (WAVES)
Implement the Environment and
Natural
Resources
Thematic
Programme (ENRTP)
Expand and implement Forest Law
Enforcement, Governance and Trade
initiative (FLEGT) and contribution to
UN-REDD+
Possibility of protocol under UNCCD,
declaring the EU as an Affected Party
Global Soil Partnership (with FAO)
Compilation of a New World Atlas of
Desertification with UNEP
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Marine Strategy Framework; Integrated
Maritime Policy, Marine Litter and
Plastic Waste

Oceans

Common Fisheries Policy: maximum
sustainable yield, science based
management plans, discards.
Observation and modelling of marine
and coastal ecosystems

Waste, chemicals

Food,
agriculture

nutrition,

Regional sea conventions
UNCLOS Implementing agreement for
the conservation and sustainable use of
marine biodiversity in areas beyond
national jurisdiction
Illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing
Follow up to Honolulu commitment on
marine litter

Resource Efficiency roadmap and EU
waste
legislation,
REACH
implementation

Diffusion of international
policies (WEEE, RoHs)

Preparation of Communication
Sustainable Food

on

Contribution to the Agricultural Market
Information System (AMIS)

Implement Markets in Financial
Instruments (MIFID) and Market
Abuse Directive (MAD)

Implementation of the Monitoring
Agricultural Resources (MARS) and
GEO-GLAM (Earth Observation)

Proposals on the reform of the
Common Agriculture Policy, including
promoting sustainable agricultural
production, addressing production
capacity and climate change.

Implementation
of
Voluntary
Guidelines on the Responsible
Governance of Land, Fisheries and
Forests

The European Innovation Partnership
"Agricultural
Productivity
and
Sustainability"
Organic food labelling

waste

Implement Basel, Stockholm and
Rotterdam Conventions, and SAICM
(Strategic Approach to International
Chemicals Management)

EU
Food
Security
Thematic
Programme Instrument (FSTP);
Implement
forthcoming
EU
Implementation plan Boosting food
and nutrition security through EU
action: implementing our commitments
Preparation
Nutrition

of

Preparation
Resilience

of

Communication
Action

Plan

on
on

Scaling-up
Nutrition
(SUN)
Movement; New Alliance for Food
Security and Nutrition
Implementation of the Food Assistance
Convention
Taxes, subsidies

Implement relevant actions
Resource Efficiency Roadmap

from

Follow up on subsidy reform through
G20

Clean industry and life
cycle accounting

Implement EU 2020 Industrial policy:
clean technology, bio economy

International Life-Cycle Data (ILCD)
Network

Preparation of Communication
Single Market for Green Products

on

European Life Cycle Database
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Sustainable
consumption and
production and Green
public procurement

Revised
Procurement
including GPP

Directive,

Adopt the European Accessibility Act

Contribution to UNEP Sustainable
Public Procurement Initiative
Contribution to the implementation of
the 10 Year Framework Programme on
Sustainable
Consumption
and
Production
Implement the Communication the EU
approach to resilience: Learning from
Food Crises on Resilience, and
forthcoming Action Plan.

Resilience

Implement the SHARE and AGIR
initiatives.
Promotion of resilience in international
fora and as theme in partnerships with
organisations such as FAO, IFAD and
WFP, UNISDR, the World Bank, and
civil society organisations

Disaster risk
management

Implement EU disaster prevention
framework
Integration of disaster risk management
(prevention preparedness, response)
and disaster risk assessment in EU and
MS planning
European Flood Awareness System,
European Drought Observatory

Promote disaster proofing in EU
funding instruments

Cities, tourism,
transport

Enhance sustainability of EU cities as
part of the 7th EAP

Implementation
of
the
Hyogo
Framework for Action and elaboration
of a follow-up framework for disaster
risk reduction after 2015
Focus on main priorities outlined in the
EUs
disaster
risk
reduction
implementation plan
Support international initiatives such as
the World Bank-managed global
facility for disaster risk reduction
(GFDRR)

Promote sustainable,
accessible cities

resilient

and

Implement
actions
to
promote
sustainable and accessible tourism
EU Road Safety, Clean Fuels
Directive, promotion of affordable,
sustainable transport
Full and productive
employment and decent
work

Europe 2020: Employment Guidelines,
Joint Employment Reports, National
Reform
Programmes,
Youth
Employment package, Employment
and Social Developments in Europe
Review

Promote international labour standards,
through international organisations (in
particular the ILO) in the EU's bilateral
relations, as well as through
development and trade policies
Follow-up to the 2012 International
Labour Conference Resolution and
G20 youth employment strategy
Implementation of the thematic
programme Investing in People
Synergies with relevant EU thematic
programmes, such as Non State Actors
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in Development, Migration
Asylum and Democratisation
Human Rights
Social protection, social
inclusion and
eradicating poverty

Promote the reduction of poverty,
social exclusion and more effective
social policies through Europe 2020
Assist Member States in structural
reforms through the Social Investment
Package

and
and

Promote social protection including
Social Protection Floors (SPFs) and
implement recommendations adopted
by the ILO in line with the plans and
policies of partner countries;

The European Platform against Poverty
and Social Exclusion: A European
framework for social and territorial
cohesion

Continue to support social protection,
including SPFs where relevant in
bilateral
relations
with
partner
countries, at international fora (ILO,
OECD, G20 and ASEM) and in
development cooperation.

The European
2010-2020

Implement
actions
of
the
Communication on Social Protection in
European
Union
Development
Cooperation

Disability

Strategy

Mainstreaming of the rights of the
child and indigenous peoples’ rights,
social inclusion and the rights of
persons with disabilities in EU
development policies
Implement the UN Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities
Corporate Social
Responsibility

Health

Implement Actions
Social Responsibility

on

Corporate

EU Health Strategy

Contribute to international CSR
guidance documents for business and
SMEs (incl. ILO, OECD) and to UN
guidelines
Implement Communication on the EU
Role in Global Health

European Health Indicators
Communication
on
Combating
HIV/AIDS in the European Union and
neighbouring countries

Strengthening of health systems,
improved health security and policy
coherence
through
geographic
instruments and thematic programmes
for better health outcomes and reduced
health inequalities.
Support to the Global Fund to Fight
Aids, Tuberculosis and Malaria, the
GAVI Alliance and the Global
Programme to Enhance Reproductive
Health Commodity Security
European
Systems

Observatory

on

Health

Develop wellbeing indicators as part of
the Health2020 strategy
Education

Strategic framework for European
cooperation in education and training
Education and training in the
implementation of the Europe 2020
strategy.
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Promote quality education for all
through the Commission's geographic
and thematic programmes
Implementation of the Commission's
international co-operation programmes

EN

Gender equality and
women’s empowerment

European cooperation on schools for
the 21st century

in higher education and training

Mainstreaming of gender equality and
women’s rights through the EU Gender
Action Plan 2010-2015

Mainstream gender equality and the
empowerment of women in EU
development policies; implement the
2010-2015 EU Gender Action Plan in
development cooperation; contribution
to the UN programme increasing
accountability on financing for gender
equality

Follow up to Beijing Platform for
Action

Support global initiatives, such as
Global Partnership for Education and
policy dialogues such as Association
for the Development of Education in
Africa

Implement actions for women’s
economic empowerment through the
Investment in People programme
Implement
Actions
in
the
Communication Social Protection in
European
Union
Development
Cooperation
Justice, Human Rights,
fundamental freedoms,
democracy,
good
governance and the rule
of law

EU Charter on Fundamental Rights
Implement the Aarhus Convention

Implement actions set out in the
Communications on: EU Support for
Sustainable Change in Transition
Societies; Increase the impact of EU
Development Policy and the EU
Strategic Framework and Action Plan
on Human Rights and Democracy
Implement the EU DCI programme
Non-state Actors and Local Authorities
in Development
Promote application of Aarhus in
financial institutions, development
cooperation, trade agreements

Science, technology,
research and
innovation

Implementation of Horizon 2020
providing research support in areas
such as water, energy, agriculture,
transport, environment, social sciences.
Sustainable development will be an
overarching objective of Horizon
2020 with at least 60% of total
budget relating to this theme.

Enhance EU international cooperation
in research and innovation.
Contribute to the Global Earth
Observation System of System of
Systems (GEOSS)
Research under the Food Security
Thematic Programme (2011-2013) and
the Africa-EU Partnership

Implement EU 2020 Innovation Union
and Eco-innovation Action Plan
Statistics

EN

Further development of indicators on
GDP and beyond, advice on statistics
for overarching framework.
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Cooperate
with
international
organisations and third countries, under
the lead of the UNSC, to improve
measurement of progress and ensure
comparability

EN

Negotiate and implement provisions on
trade and sustainable development in
trade agreements; promote elimination
of tariffs and non-tariff barriers on
environmental goods and services at all
levels

Trade

Continue to support “Everything But
Arms” initiative
Provide continued support to Aid for
Trade

EN
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ANNEX II
Public Consultation
The Commission held a public consultation6 in the summer of 2012. Around 120
organisations and individuals from public authorities and civil society, including the private
sector and academia, contributed. The consultation revealed a consensus that the MDGs have
rallied many and different actors behind the same development objectives and that the MDGs
have been valuable in raising public awareness, increasing political will and mobilising
resources to eradicate poverty, as well as being powerful monitoring tools.
Looking forward, some common views on future priorities emerged:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Focus on poverty within a wider and more comprehensive and sustainable vision of
development;
Integrate the three dimensions of sustainable development (economic, social and
environmental);
Ensure that the process of developing the post-2015 framework is inclusive, with strong
involvement from poor countries and civil society;
Design a universal framework, relevant for all countries and with responsibilities for all;
Foster the drivers for economic growth and job creation including by engaging with the
private sector;
Improve development financing and policy coherence for development.

Furthermore, the Commission launched a public consultation7 in October 2012 on Rio+20
follow up. The EESC supported feedback through a series of structured dialogues. Over 125
responses to the public consultation were received from individuals, public authorities,
businesses and business associations, NGOs, trade unions and consumer protection groups.
Based on this, a number of suggestions have been taken into account. A large number of
replies highlighted issues related to the inclusive green economy, in particular pointing to the
need for indicators beyond GDP, while others pointed out the need for a favourable trade
environment, eliminating environmentally harmful subsidies and environmental taxes.
The areas for possible SDGs mentioned by respondents included resource and energy
efficiency, waste and chemicals, biodiversity, sustainable consumption and production, water
and sanitation, protection of oceans and fisheries, sustainable transport, sustainable
agriculture, gender equality, poverty eradication, climate change and adaptation, health and
food security. Respondents also underlined the importance of clear and long-term targets on
making use of exiting targets and agreements. On the relationship between SDGs and MDGs,
there was consensus that one post-2015 development framework should be created that would
cover both.
An outreach exercise was also carried out through EU Delegations in third countries. More
than 50 responses were received from countries. Most countries indicated the need for a
coherent and coordinated way of bringing together the MDGs and SDGs.
Related consultations include those which took place on the Resource Efficiency roadmap and
the consultation on the 7th Environmental Action Programme. The Commission has widely
engaged with civil society, including by undertaking a public consultation prior to Rio+20,
and civil society also made important inputs during the conference itself.
6

7

EN

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/public-consultations/towards_post-2015-developmentframework_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/rio20_en.htm
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I
(Information)

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT
COUNCIL
COMMISSION

Joint statement by the Council and the representatives of the governments of the Member States
meeting within the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission on European Union
Development Policy: ‘The European Consensus’
(2006/C 46/01)
THE EUROPEAN CONSENSUS ON DEVELOPMENT

The development challenge

1.
Never before have poverty eradication and sustainable development been more important. The
context within which poverty eradication is pursued is an increasingly globalised and interdependent
world; this situation has created new opportunities but also new challenges.
Combating global poverty is not only a moral obligation; it will also help to build a more stable, peaceful,
prosperous and equitable world, reflecting the interdependency of its richer and poorer countries. In such a
world, we would not allow 1,200 children to die of poverty every hour, or stand by while 1 billion people
are struggling to survive on less than one dollar a day and HIV/AIDS, TB and malaria claim the lives of
more than 6 million people every year. Development policy is at the heart of the EU's (1) relations with all
developing countries (2).
2.
Development cooperation is a shared competence between the European Community (3) and the
Member States. Community policy in the sphere of development cooperation shall be complementary to
the policies pursued by the Member States. Developing countries have the prime responsibility for their
own development. But developed countries have a responsibility too. The EU, both at its Member States
and Community levels, is committed to meeting its responsibilities. Working together, the EU is an important force for positive change. The EU provides over half of the world's aid and has committed to increase
this assistance, together with its quality and effectiveness. The EU is also the most important economic and
trade partner for developing countries, offering specific trading benefits to developing countries, mainly to
the LDCs among them.
3.
The Member States and the Community are equally committed to basic principles, fundamental
values and the development objectives agreed at the multilateral level. Our efforts at coordination and
harmonisation must contribute to increasing aid effectiveness. To this end, and building on the progress
made in recent years, the 'European Consensus on Development' provides, for the first time, a common
(1) The EU includes both Member States and the European Community.
(2) Developing countries are all those in the list of Official Development Assistance (ODA) recipients, due to be decided
by OECD/DAC in April 2006.
(3) Community development cooperation is based on Articles 177 to 181 of the Treaty of the European Community.
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vision that guides the action of the EU, both at its Member States and Community levels, in development
co-operation. This common vision is the subject of the first part of the Statement; the second part sets out
the European Community Development Policy to guide implementation of this vision at the Community
level and further specifies priorities for concrete action at the Community level.

4.
The European Consensus on Development is jointly agreed by the Council and the representatives of
the governments of the Member States meeting within the Council, the European Commission and the
European Parliament.

PART I: THE EU VISION OF DEVELOPMENT

The first Part of the European consensus on development sets out common objectives and principles for development
cooperation. It reaffirms EU commitment to poverty eradication, ownership, partnership, delivering more and better
aid and promoting policy coherence for development. It will guide Community and Member State development cooperation activities in all developing countries (1), in a spirit of complementarity.

1. Common objectives

5.
The primary and overarching objective of EU development cooperation is the eradication of poverty
in the context of sustainable development, including pursuit of the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs).

6.
The eight MDGs are to: eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; achieve universal primary education;
promote gender equality and empower women; reduce the mortality rate of children; improve maternal
health; combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases; ensure environmental sustainability and develop a
global partnership for development.

7.
We reaffirm that development is a central goal by itself; and that sustainable development includes
good governance, human rights and political, economic, social and environmental aspects.

8.
The EU is determined to work to assist the achievement of these goals and the development objectives agreed at the major UN conferences and summits (2).

9.
We reaffirm our commitment to promoting policy coherence for development, based upon ensuring
that the EU shall take account of the objectives of development cooperation in all policies that it implements which are likely to affect developing countries, and that these policies support development objectives.

10. Development aid will continue to support poor people in all developing countries, including both
low-income and middle-income countries (MICs). The EU will continue to prioritise support to the leastdeveloped and other low-income countries (LICs) to achieve more balanced global development, while
recognising the value of concentrating the aid activities of each Member State in areas and regions where
they have comparative advantages and can add most value to the fight against poverty.
(1) Development cooperation activities of Member States are defined as ODA, as agreed by the OECD/DAC.
(2) Action programmes adopted at the UN conferences of the 1990s in the social, economic, environmental, human
rights, population, reproductive health and gender equality fields, and reaffirmed 2002-2005 by: Millennium Declaration and Millennium Development Goals (2000), Monterrey (2002), Johannesburg Sustainable Development (2002),
Millennium Review Summit (2005).
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2. Multi-dimensional aspects of Poverty Eradication

11. Poverty includes all the areas in which people of either gender are deprived and perceived as incapacitated in different societies and local contexts. The core dimensions of poverty include economic, human,
political, socio-cultural and protective capabilities. Poverty relates to human capabilities such as consumption and food security, health, education, rights, the ability to be heard, human security especially for the
poor, dignity and decent work. Therefore combating poverty will only be successful if equal importance is
given to investing in people (first and foremost in health and education and HIV/AIDS, the protection of
natural resources (like forests, water, marine resources and soil) to secure rural livelihoods, and investing in
wealth creation (with emphasis on issues such as entrepreneurship, job creation, access to credits, property
rights and infrastructure). The empowerment of women is the key to all development and gender equality
should be a core part of all policy strategies.

12. The MDG agenda and the economic, social and environmental dimensions of poverty eradication in
the context of sustainable development include many development activities from democratic governance
to political, economic and social reforms, conflict prevention, social justice, promoting human rights and
equitable access to public services, education, culture, health, including sexual and reproductive health and
rights, as set out in the ICPD Cairo Agenda, the environment and sustainable management of natural
resources, pro-poor economic growth, trade and development, migration and development, food security,
children's rights, gender equality and promoting social cohesion and decent work.

3. Common values

13. EU partnership and dialogue with third countries will promote common values of: respect for
human rights, fundamental freedoms, peace, democracy, good governance, gender equality, the rule of law,
solidarity and justice. The EU is strongly committed to effective multilateralism whereby all the world's
nations share responsibility for development.

4. Common principles

4.1 Ownership, Partnership

14. The EU is committed to the principle of ownership of development strategies and programmes by
partner countries. Developing countries have the primary responsibility for creating an enabling domestic
environment for mobilising their own resources, including conducting coherent and effective policies.
These principles will allow an adapted assistance, responding to the specific needs of the beneficiary
country.

15. The EU and developing countries share responsibility and accountability for their joint efforts in
partnership. The EU will support partner countries' poverty reduction, development and reform strategies,
which focus on the MDGs, and will align with partner countries' systems and procedures. Progress indicators and regular evaluation of assistance are of key importance to better focus EU assistance.

16. The EU acknowledges the essential oversight role of democratically elected citizens' representatives.
Therefore it encourages an increased involvement of national assemblies, parliaments and local authorities.
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4.2 An in-depth political dialogue

17. Political dialogue is an important way in which to further development objectives. In the framework
of the political dialogue conducted by the Member States and by the European Union institutions —
Council, Commission and Parliament, within their respective competencies, the respect for good governance, human rights, democratic principles and the rule of law will be regularly assessed with a view to
forming a shared understanding and identifying supporting measures. This dialogue has an important
preventive dimension and aims to ensure these principles are upheld. It will also address the fight against
corruption, the fight against illegal migration and the trafficking of human beings.

4.3 Participation of civil society

18. The EU supports the broad participation of all stakeholders in countries' development and
encourages all parts of society to take part. Civil society, including economic and social partners such as
trade unions, employers' organisations and the private sector, NGOs and other non-state actors of partner
countries in particular play a vital role as promoters of democracy, social justice and human rights. The EU
will enhance its support for building capacity of non-state actors in order to strengthen their voice in the
development process and to advance political, social and economic dialogue. The important role of European civil society will be recognised as well; to that end, the EU will pay particular attention to development education and raising awareness among EU citizens.

4.4 Gender equality

19. The promotion of gender equality and women's rights is not only crucial in itself but is a fundamental human right and a question of social justice, as well as being instrumental in achieving all the
MDGs and in implementing the Beijing platform for Action, the Cairo Programme of Action and Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women. Therefore the EU will include a
strong gender component in all its policies and practices in its relations with developing countries.

4.5 Addressing state fragility

20. The EU will improve its response to difficult partnerships and fragile states, where a third of the
world's poor live. The EU will strengthen its efforts in conflict prevention work (1) and will support the
prevention of state fragility through governance reforms, rule of law, anti-corruption measures and the
building of viable state institutions in order to help them fulfil a range of basic functions and meet the
needs of their citizens. The EU will work through state systems and strategies, where possible, to increase
capacity in fragile states. The EU advocates remaining engaged, even in the most difficult situations, to
prevent the emergence of failed states.

21. In transition situations, the EU will promote linkages between emergency aid, rehabilitation and
long-term development. In a post-crisis situation development will be guided by integrated transition strategies, aiming at rebuilding institutional capacities, essential infrastructure and social services, increasing food
security and providing sustainable solutions for refugees, displaced persons and the general security of citizens. EU action will take place in the framework of multilateral efforts including the UN Peace Building
Commission, and will aim to re-establish the principles of ownership and partnership.
(1) Set out in the EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts, Gothenburg European Council, June 2001.
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22. Some developing countries are particularly vulnerable to natural disasters, climatic change, environmental degradation and external economic shocks. The Member States and the Community will support
disaster prevention and preparedness in these countries, with a view to increasing their resilience in the
face of these challenges.

5. Delivering more and better aid
5.1 Increasing financial resources
23. Development remains a long-term commitment. The EU has adopted a timetable for Member States
to achieve 0,7 % of GNI by 2015, with an intermediate collective target of 0,56 % by 2010 (1), and calls on
partners to follow this lead. These commitments should see annual EU aid double to over EUR 66 billion
in 2010. Further debt relief will be considered, as well as innovative sources of finance in order to increase
the resources available in a sustainable and predictable way. At least half of this increase in aid will be allocated to Africa, while fully respecting individual Member States priorities' in development assistance.
Resources will be allocated in an objective and transparent way, based on the needs and performance of
the beneficiary countries, taking into account specific situations.
24. In order to meet the MDGs, priority will continue to be given to least developed and other LICs, as
reflected in the high proportion of EU aid flowing to these countries (2). The EU also remains committed to
supporting the pro-poor development of middle-income countries (MICs), especially the lower MICs, and
our development assistance to all developing countries will be focused on poverty reduction, in its multidimensional aspects, in the context of sustainable development. Particular attention will be given to fragile
states and donor orphans.

5.2 More effective aid
25. As well as more aid, the EU will provide better aid. Transaction costs of aid will be reduced and its
global impact will improve. The EU is dedicated to working with all development partners to improve the
quality and impact of its aid as well as to improve donor practices, and to help our partner countries use
increased aid flows more effectively. The EU will implement and monitor its commitments on Aid Effectiveness (3) in all developing countries, including setting concrete targets for 2010. National ownership,
donor coordination and harmonisation, starting at field level, alignment to recipient country systems and
results orientation are core principles in this respect.
26. Development assistance can be provided through different modalities that can be complementary
(project aid, sector programme support, sector and general budget support, humanitarian aid and assistance
in crisis prevention, support to and via the civil society, approximation of norms, standards and legislation,
etc.), according to what will work best in each country. Where circumstances permit, the use of general or
sectoral budget support should increase as a means to strengthen ownership, support partner's national
accountability and procedures, to finance national poverty reduction strategies (PRS) (including operating
costs of health and education budgets) and to promote sound and transparent management of public
finances.
27. Partner countries need stable aid for effective planning. The EU is therefore committed to more
predictable and less volatile aid mechanisms.
(1) May 2005 Council conclusions set out that: Member States which have not yet reached a level of 0,51 % ODA/GNI,
undertake to reach, within their respective budget allocation processes, that level by 2010, while those that are
already above that level undertake to sustain their efforts. Member States, which have joined the EU after 2002, and
that have not reached a level of 0,17 % ODA/GNI, will strive to increase their ODA to reach, within their respective
budget allocation processes, that level by 2010, while those that are already above that level undertake to sustain
their efforts. Member States undertake to achieve the 0,7 % ODA/GNI target by 2015 whilst those which have
achieved that target commit themselves to remain above that target; Member States which joined the EU after 2002
will strive to increase by 2015 their ODA/GNI to 0,33 %.
(2) In 2003 the EU allocated average 67 % of aid to LICs, excluding Member States joining in 2004 (OECD DAC
figures).
(3) Rome Declaration of February 2003 and Paris Declaration of March 2005.
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28. Debt reduction also provides predictable financing. The EU is committed to finding solutions to
unsustainable debt burdens, in particular the remaining multilateral debts of HIPCs, and where necessary
and appropriate, for countries affected by exogenous shocks and for post-conflict countries.

29. The EU will promote further untying of aid going beyond existing OECD recommendations, especially for food aid.

5.3 Coordination and complementarity

30. In the spirit of the Treaty, the Community and the Member States will improve coordination and
complementarity. The best way to ensure complementarity is to respond to partner countries' priorities, at
the country and regional level. The EU will advance coordination, harmonisation and alignment (1). The EU
encourages partner countries to lead their own development process and support a broad donor-wide
engagement in national harmonisation agendas. Where appropriate, the EU will establish flexible roadmaps
setting out how its Member States can contribute to countries' harmonisation plans and efforts.

31. The EU is committed to promote better donor coordination and complementarity by working
towards joint multiannual programming, based on partner countries' poverty reduction or equivalent strategies and country's own budget processes, common implementation mechanisms including shared
analysis, joint donor wide missions, and the use of co-financing arrangements.

32. The EU will take a lead role in implementing the Paris Declaration commitments on improving aid
delivery and has in this context made four additional commitments: to provide all capacity building assistance through coordinated programmes with an increasing use of multi-donors arrangements; to channel
50 % of government-to-government assistance through country systems, including by increasing the
percentage of our assistance provided through budget support or sector-wide approaches; to avoid the
establishment of any new project implementation units; to reduce the number of un-coordinated missions
by 50 %.

33. The EU will capitalise on new Member States' experience (such as transition management) and help
strengthen the role of these countries as new donors.

34. The EU will undertake to carry out this agenda in close cooperation with partner countries, other
bilateral development partners and multilateral players such as the United Nations and International Financial Institutions, to prevent duplication of efforts and to maximise the impact and effectiveness of global
aid. The EU will also promote the enhancement of the voice of developing countries in international institutions.

6. Policy coherence for development (PCD)

35. The EU is fully committed to taking action to advance Policy Coherence for Development in a
number of areas (2). It is important that non-development policies assist developing countries' efforts in
achieving the MDGs. The EU shall take account of the objectives of development cooperation in all policies
that it implements which are likely to affect developing countries. To make this commitment a reality, the
EU will strengthen policy coherence for development procedures, instruments and mechanisms at all levels,
and secure adequate resources and share best practice to further these aims. This constitutes a substantial
additional EU contribution to the achievement of the MDGs.
(1) This includes the Council Conclusions of November 2004 on: ‘Advancing Coordination, Harmonisation and Alignment: the contribution of the EU’.
(2) May 2005 Council Conclusions confirm the EU is committed to the implementation of the objectives contained in
the Commission's Communication on PCD dealing with the areas of Trade, Environment, Climate change, Security,
Agriculture, Fisheries, Social dimension of globalisation, employment and decent work, Migration, Research and
innovation, Information society, Transport and Energy.
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36. The EU strongly supports a rapid, ambitious and pro-poor completion of the Doha Development
Round and EU-ACP Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs). Developing countries should decide and
reform trade policy in line with their broader national development plans. We will provide additional assistance to help poor countries build the capacity to trade. Particular attention will be paid to the least
advanced and most vulnerable countries. The EU will maintain its work for properly sequenced market
opening, especially on products of export interest for developing countries, underpinned by an open, fair,
equitable, rules-based multilateral trading system that takes into account the interests and concerns of the
weaker nations. The EU will address the issues of special and differentiated treatment and preference
erosion with a view to promote trade between developed countries and developing countries, as well as
among developing countries. The EU will continue to promote the adoption by all developed countries of
quota free and tariff free access for LDCs before the end of the Doha round, or more generally. Within the
framework of the reformed Common Agriculture Policy (CAP), the EU will substantially reduce the level of
trade distortion related to its support measures to the agricultural sector, and facilitate developing countries' agricultural development. In line with development needs, the EU supports the objectives of asymmetry and flexibility for the implementation of the EPAs. The EU will continue to pay particular attention
to the development objectives of the countries with which the Community has or will agree fisheries agreements.

37. Insecurity and violent conflict are amongst the biggest obstacles to achieving the MDGs. Security
and development are important and complementary aspects of EU relations with third countries. Within
their respective actions, they contribute to creating a secure environment and breaking the vicious cycle of
poverty, war, environmental degradation and failing economic, social and political structures. The EU,
within the respective competences of the Community and the Member States, will strengthen the control
of its arms exports, with the aim of avoiding that EU-manufactured weaponry be used against civilian
populations or aggravate existing tensions or conflicts in developing countries, and take concrete steps to
limit the uncontrolled proliferation of small arms and light weapons, in line with the European strategy
against the illicit traffic of small arms and light weapons and their ammunitions. The EU also strongly
supports the responsibility to protect. We cannot stand by, as genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing or
other gross violations of international humanitarian law and human rights are committed. The EU will
support a strengthened role for the regional and sub-regional organisations in the process of enhancing
international peace and security, including their capacity to coordinate donor support in the area of
conflict prevention.

38. The EU will contribute to strengthening the social dimension of globalisation, promoting employment and decent work for all. We will strive to make migration a positive factor for development, through
the promotion of concrete measures aimed at reinforcing their contribution to poverty reduction, including
facilitating remittances and limiting the 'brain drain' of qualified people. The EU will lead global efforts to
curb unsustainable consumption and production patterns. We will assist developing countries in implementing the Multilateral Environmental Agreements and promote pro-poor environment-related initiatives.
The EU reconfirms its determination to combat climate change.

7. Development, a contribution to addressing global challenges

39. EU action for development, centred on the eradication of poverty in the context of sustainable
development, makes an important contribution to optimising the benefits and sharing the costs of the
globalisation process more equitably for developing countries, which is in the interests of wider peace and
stability, and the reduction of the inequalities that underlie many of the principal challenges facing our
world. A major challenge the international community must face today is to ensure that globalisation is a
positive force for all of mankind.

40. Reducing poverty and promoting sustainable development are objectives in their own right.
Achieving the MDGs is also in the interest of collective and individual long-term peace and security.
Without peace and security development and poverty eradication are not possible, and without development and poverty eradication no sustainable peace will occur. Development is also the most effective longterm response to forced and illegal migration and trafficking of human beings. Development plays a key
role in encouraging sustainable production and consumption patterns that limit the harmful consequences
of growth for the environment.

C 46/7

C 46/8

EN

Official Journal of the European Union
PART II: THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT POLICY

This second part of the European Consensus on Development sets out the renewed European Community Development
Policy, which implements the European vision on development set out in the first part for the resources entrusted to the
Community, in accordance with the Treaty. It clarifies the Community's role and added value and how the objectives,
principles, values, policy coherence for development and commitments defined in this common vision will be made
operational at Community level. It identifies priorities which will be reflected in effective and coherent development
cooperation programmes at the level of countries and regions. It will guide the planning and implementation of the
development assistance component of all Community instruments and cooperation strategies with third countries (1). It
shall be taken into account in other Community policies that affect developing countries, to ensure policy coherence for
development.

41. Community policy in the sphere of development cooperation shall be complementary to the policies
pursued by the Member States (2).

42. The Community development policy will have as its primary objective the eradication of poverty in
the context of sustainable development, including pursuit of the MDGs, as well as the promotion of
democracy, good governance and respect for human rights, as defined in part I. At the Community level,
these objectives will be pursued in all developing countries and applied to the development assistance
component of all Community cooperation strategies with third countries.

43. The Community will apply all the principles defined in Part I, including principles on aid effectiveness: national ownership, partnership, coordination, harmonisation, alignment to the recipient country
systems and results orientation.

44. The Community will also promote policy coherence for development, based upon ensuring that the
Community shall take account of development cooperation objectives in the policies that it implements
which are likely to affect developing countries.

45. In all activities the Community will apply a strengthened approach to mainstreaming the cross
cutting issues as set out in section 3.3 ‘A strengthened approach to mainstreaming’.

1. The particular role and comparative advantages of the Community

46. Within its competences as conferred by the Treaty, the Commission has a wide role in development.
Its global presence, its promotion of policy coherence for development, its specific competence and expertise, its right of initiative at community level, its facilitation of coordination and harmonisation as well as
its supranational character are of special significance. The Community can be distinguished by its comparative advantage and added value, which enable complementarity with bilateral policies of Member States
and other international donors.

47. On behalf of the Community, the Commission will aim to provide added value through the
following roles:

48. First, a global presence. The Commission is present as a development partner in more countries
than even the largest of the Member States, and in some cases is the only EU partner substantially present.
It has a common trade policy, cooperation programmes covering practically every developing country and
region and a political dialogue conducted together with the Member States. It receives backup from an
extensive network of delegations. This enables it to respond to a wide variety of situations, including
fragile states where Member States have withdrawn.
(1) The development assistance component is defined as all official development aid (ODA) as agreed by the OECD
Development Assistance Committee.
(2) Community development cooperation is based on Articles 177 to 181 of the Treaty of the European Community.
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49. Second, with the support of Member States, ensuring policy coherence for development in Community actions (1), in particular where Community policies have significant impacts on developing countries, such as trade, agriculture, fisheries and migration policies, and promoting this principle more widely.
Drawing on its own experiences, and exclusive competence in trade, the Community has a comparative
advantage in providing support to partner countries to integrate trade into national development strategies
and to support regional cooperation whenever possible.

50. Third, promoting development best practice. The Commission, together with the Member States,
will stimulate the European debate on development and promote development best practice, such as direct
budget support and sectoral aid where appropriate, untying of aid, an approach based on results and
deconcentration of the implementation of assistance. By enhancing its analytical capacities, it has the
potential to serve as an intellectual centre in certain development issues.

51. Fourth, in facilitating coordination and harmonisation. The Commission will play an active role in
implementation of the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness and will be one of the driving forces to
promote EU delivery of its commitments made in Paris on ownership, alignment, harmonisation results
and mutual accountability. The Commission will continue to promote the 3Cs — coordination, complementarity and coherence as the EU contribution to the wider international agenda for aid effectiveness. The
Community will also support enhanced coordination of disaster relief and preparedness, in the context of
the existing international systems and mechanisms and the UN's lead role in ensuring international coordination.

52.

Fifth, a delivery agent in areas where size and critical mass are of special importance.

53. Sixth, the Community will promote democracy, human rights, good governance and respect for
international law, with special attention given to transparency and anti-corruption. The Commission's
experience on democracy promotion, human rights and nation-building is positive and will be further
developed.

54. Seventh, in putting into effect the principle of participation of civil society, the Commission will be
supported by the European Economic and Social Committee which has a role in facilitating the dialogue
with local economic and social interest partners.

55. In addition, the Community strives to promote understanding of interdependence and encourage
North-South solidarity. To that end, the Commission will pay particular attention to raising awareness and
educating EU citizens about development.

2. A differentiated approach depending on contexts and needs

2.1 Differentiation in the implementation of development cooperation

56. Development objectives, principles, and application of aid effectiveness commitments (2), must be
applied to all development cooperation components. In all developing countries the Community will use
the instruments and approaches that will be most effective in reducing poverty and ensuring sustainable
development.

57. Implementation of Community development cooperation is necessarily country or region-specific,
'tailor-made' to each partner country or region, based on the country's own needs, strategies, priorities and
assets. Differentiation is a necessity, given the diversity of partners and challenges.
(1) In all 12 areas set out in the May 2005 Council Conclusions and attached Communication on PCD.
(2) Made in the context of the Paris Declaration of March 2005.

C 46/9

C 46/10

EN

Official Journal of the European Union

58. Development objectives are goals in their own right. Development cooperation is one major
element of a wider set of external actions, all of which are important and should be coherent, mutually
supportive and not subordinate to each other. Country, Regional and Thematic Strategy papers are the
Commission programming tools which both define this range of policies and ensure coherence between
them.

59. Development assistance can be provided through different modalities that can be complementary
(project aid, sector programme support, sector and general budget support, humanitarian aid and assistance
in crisis prevention, support to and via the civil society, approximation of norms, standards and legislation,
etc.), according to what will work best in each country.

60. Poverty eradication is important in both middle-income and low-income partner countries. LICs and
LDCs face enormous challenges on their path towards the MDGs. Support to LICs will be based on PRS,
paying due attention to the availability of and access to basic services, economic diversification, food
security and improved democratic governance and institutions.

61. Support to middle-income countries also remains important to attaining the MDGs. Many lower
MICs are facing the same kind of difficulties as LICs. A large number of the world's poor live in these countries and many are confronted with striking inequalities and weak governance, which threaten the sustainability of their own development process. The Community therefore continues to provide development
assistance based on countries' poverty reduction or equivalent strategies. Many MICs have an important
role in political, security and trade issues, producing and protecting global public goods and acting as
regional anchors. But they are also vulnerable to internal and external shocks, or are recovering, or
suffering, from conflicts.

62. The Pre-Accession Policy, insofar as it concerns developing countries, aims to support the membership perspective of candidate and pre-candidate countries, and the European Neighbourhood Policy aims to
build a privileged partnership with neighbouring countries, bringing them closer to the Union and offering
them a stake in the Community's internal market together with support for dialogue, reform and social
and economic development. Whilst these policies have a clear integration focus, they usually include significant development aspects. Poverty reduction and social development objectives will help to build more
prosperous, equitable and thus stable societies in what are predominately developing countries. The instruments that may provide technical and financial assistance to support these policies will include, where
appropriate, development best practice to promote effective management and implementation. Policies
guiding these instruments will be realised within a broader framework, set out in the European Neighbourhood and Pre-Accession Policies, and will form an integral part of wider Community external actions.

63. The proposed new architecture of policy-driven and horizontal instruments (1) for Community assistance may provide the appropriate framework to respond to the different contexts and conditions. In this
framework, the thematic programmes are subsidiary, complementary and defined on the basis of their
distinctive value added vis-à-vis the geographical programmes.

2.2 Objective and transparent criteria for resource allocation

64. Within global geographic and thematic allocations, the use of standard, objective and transparent
resource allocation criteria based on needs and performance will guide the allocation of resources and a
review of their subsequent use. The particular difficulties faced by countries in crisis, in conflict or disasterprone will be borne in mind, alongside the specificity of the different programmes.

65. The needs criteria include population, income per capita and the extent of poverty, income distribution and the level of social development, while the performance criteria include political, economic and
social progress, progress in good governance and the effective use of aid, and in particular the way a
country uses scarce resources for development, beginning with its own resources.
(1) The Commission proposal to the Council and the Parliament is based on three policy-driven regulations: the European Neighbourhood and Partnership, Development Cooperation and Economic Cooperation, and Pre-accession to
the EU and three horizontal instruments: for Humanitarian assistance, Stability and Macro-financial assistance.

24.2.2006

24.2.2006

Official Journal of the European Union

EN

66. Development policy must reflect a distribution of resources which takes account of the effect of
such resources on poverty reduction. Consequently, particular attention must be paid to the situation of
the LDCs and other LICs, as part of an approach which also encompasses the efforts by the government of
the partner countries to reduce poverty as well as their performance and absorption capacity. The LDCs
and LICs will be given priority in terms of overall resource allocations. The Community should find ways
to increase the focus on the poorest countries with a specific focus on Africa. Appropriate attention will be
given to MICs, particularly to lower-middle-income countries many of which face similar problems to LICs.

3. Responding to the needs of partner countries

3.1 The principle of concentration while maintaining flexibility

67. The principle of concentration will guide the Community in its country and regional programming.
This is crucial to ensure aid effectiveness. The Community will apply this principle in all its country and
regional programmes. It means selecting a strictly limited number of areas for action when Community aid
is being programmed, instead of spreading efforts too thinly over too many sectors. This selection process
will be done at country and regional level in order to honour commitments made in regard of partnership,
ownership and alignment.

68. These priorities will be identified through a transparent and in-depth dialogue with partner countries on the basis of a joint analysis and in such a way as to ensure complementarity with other donors, in
particular with Member States. Programming should allow for sufficient flexibility to also enable a rapid
response to unforeseen needs.

69. The harmonisation agenda means that donors must work together to support partner countries'
general and sectoral policies. The Community will support partner countries in being the leading force in
the preparation and coordination of multi-annual programming of all donor support to the country. MDGoriented poverty-reduction strategies or equivalent national strategies will be the starting point for this
kind of work.

3.2 Areas for Community Action

70. The particular role and comparative advantages of the Community point to focusing the Community's contribution in certain areas, where it has comparative advantages. Therefore the Commission will
further develop its expertise and capacity in these areas. Particular attention will be paid to building the
necessary capacity and expertise at the country level, in line with the deconcentration process and ownership of partner countries.

71. Responding to the needs expressed by partner countries, the Community will be active primarily in
the following areas, a number of which will be considered its comparative advantage.

Trade and regional integration

72. The Community will assist developing countries on trade and regional integration through fostering,
equitable and environmentally sustainable growth, smooth and gradual integration into the world
economy, and linking trade and poverty reduction or equivalent strategies. The priorities in this area are
institutional and capacity building to design and effectively implement sound trade and integration policies,
as well as support for the private sector to take advantage of new trading opportunities.
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73. The specific operations will depend heavily on the characteristics of the partner countries. The
poorest countries, especially LDCs and small, landlocked and insular countries require special emphasis on
the supply side and increasing the competitiveness of the private sector.

74. Barriers are often highest between developing countries themselves. Regional integration can lower
these barriers. In the case of the ACP, this also helps to prepare Economic Partnership Agreements. For
many countries, but especially those for which the EU is the largest trading and investment partner,
approximation of the EU single market regulations is beneficial.

The environment and the sustainable management of natural resources

75. The Community will support the efforts undertaken by its partner countries to incorporate environmental considerations into development, and help increase their capacity to implement multilateral environmental agreements. The Community will give particular attention to initiatives ensuring the sustainable
management and preservation of natural resources, including as a source of income, and as a means to
safeguard and develop jobs, rural livelihoods and environmental goods and services. To this end it will
encourage and support national and regional strategies; it will also take part in and contribute to European
or global initiatives and organisations. A stronger support to the implementation of the United Nations
Convention on Biological Diversity will help to halt biodiversity loss and promote biosafety and sustainable
management of biodiversity. As far as desertification control and sustainable land management are
concerned, the Community will focus on the implementation of the United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification through effective mainstreaming of sustainable land management issues in developing countries' strategies. As regards sustainable forest management, the Community will support efforts on
combating illegal logging and will give particular attention to implementation of Forest Law Enforcement,
Governance and Trade (FLEGT).

76. With regard to climate change, the Community will focus its efforts on the implementation of the
EU Action Plan on Climate Change in the context of development cooperation, in close collaboration with
the Member States. Adaptation to the negative effects of climate change will be central in the Community's
support to LDCs and small island development states. It will also seek to promote the sustainable management of chemicals and waste, particularly by taking into account their links with health issues.

Infrastructure, Communications and transport

77. The Community will promote a sustainable transport sectoral approach. This approach will be
based on the principles of partner country ownership and prioritisation through poverty reduction or
equivalent strategies, meeting partner countries' needs, ensuring transport safety, affordability, efficiency
and minimising negative effects on the environment. It applies a strategy for delivering transport that is
economically, financially, environmentally and institutionally sustainable.

78. The Community will respond within the budgets available to the growing demand, particularly
from African countries, for the increase of donor funding to infrastructure, including economic infrastructure in support of efforts to eradicate poverty. The Community will provide support at various levels. The
point of departure will be the national level with the major bulk of the assistance being channelled
through partner countries' strategies, securing an optimal balance between investment and maintenance. At
regional and continental level the Community will launch a Partnership for Infrastructure, which will work
together with regional economic communities, and other major partners, including the private sector. Partnership with the private sector will be supported.

79. The Community will also support an increased use of information and communication technologies
to bridge the digital divide. It will also increase its support to development-related research.
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Water and energy
80. The Community 'integrated water resources management' policy framework aims at ensuring a
supply of sufficient, good quality drinking water, adequate sanitation and hygiene to every human being,
in line with the MDGs and the targets from Johannesburg. Further, it aims at establishing a framework for
long term protection of all water resources, preventing further deterioration and promoting sustainable
water use.
81. The EU Water Initiative contributes to these policy objectives. Its key elements are to: reinforce political commitment to action; raise the profile of water and sanitation issues in the context of poverty reduction efforts and sustainable development; promote better water governance arrangements; encourage
regional and sub-regional cooperation on water management issues; and catalyse additional funding.
82. Large sectors of the population in developing countries have no access to modern energy services
and rely on inefficient and costly household energy systems. Community policy therefore is focused on
supporting a sound institutional and financial environment, awareness raising, capacity building, and fundraising in order to improve access to modern, affordable, sustainable, efficient, clean (including renewable)
energy services through the EU Energy Initiative, and other international and national initiatives. Efforts
will also be made to support technology leapfrogging in areas like energy and transport.

Rural development, territorial planning, agriculture and food security
83. Agriculture and rural development are crucial for poverty reduction and growth. To re-launch
investment in these areas, the Community will support country-led, participatory, decentralised and environmentally sustainable territorial development, aimed at involving beneficiaries in the identification of
investments and the management of resources in order to support the emergence of local development
clusters, while respecting the capacity of eco-systems. For results to be sustainable it is essential to promote
a coherent and conducive policy environment on all levels.
84. The Community will continue to work to improve food security at international, regional and
national level. It will support strategic approaches in countries affected by chronic vulnerability. Focus will
be on prevention, safety nets, improving access to resources, the quality of nutrition and capacity development. Particular attention will be paid to transition situations and to the effectiveness of emergency aid.
85. In relation to agriculture, the Community will focus on access to resources (land, water, finance),
the sustainable intensification of production (where appropriate and in particular in LDCs), competitiveness
on regional and international markets and risk management (in countries dependent on commodities). To
ensure that developing countries benefit from technological development, the Community will support
global agricultural research.

Governance, democracy, human rights and support for economic and institutional reforms
86. Progress in the protection of human rights, good governance and democratisation is fundamental
for poverty reduction and sustainable development (1). All people should enjoy all human rights in line
with international agreements. The Community will on this basis promote the respect for human rights of
all people in cooperation with both states and non-state actors in partner countries. The Community will
actively seek to promote human rights as an integral part of participatory in-country dialogue on governance. Fostering good governance requires a pragmatic approach based on the specific context of each
country. The Community will actively promote a participatory in-country dialogue on governance, in areas
such as anti-corruption, public sector reform, access to justice and reform of the judicial system. This is
essential to building country-driven reform programmes in a context of accountability and an institutional
environment that upholds human rights, democratic principles and the rule of law.
(1) 2003 Communication on Governance and Development set out the EC's definition and approach to governance.
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87. With a view to improved legitimacy and accountability of country-driven reforms, the Community
will promote a high level of political commitment to these reforms. It will, as part of this, also support
decentralisation and local authorities, the strengthening of the role of Parliaments, promote human security
of the poor, and the strengthening of national processes to ensure free, fair and transparent elections. The
Community will promote democratic governance principles in relation to financial, tax and judicial
matters.

88. The Community will continue to be a key player, in co-ordination with the Bretton Woods Institutions, in supporting economic and institutional reforms, including PRS, by engaging in dialogue and
providing financial assistance to governments engaged in these programmes. The Community will continue
to pay close attention to the impact of reforms, in terms of growth, improved business climate, macroeconomic stability and the effects on poverty reduction. By putting results at the centre of its dialogue, the
Community will promote real country ownership of reforms. Particular emphasis will also be placed on
improvements in public finance management, as fundamental to combating corruption and promoting efficient public spending.

Conflict prevention and fragile states

89. The Community, within the respective competences of its institutions, will develop a comprehensive
prevention approach to state fragility, conflict, natural disasters and other types of crises. In this, the Community will assist partner countries' and regional organizations' efforts to strengthen early warning systems
and democratic governance and institutional capacity building.. The Community will also, in close cooperation and coordination with existing structures of the Council, improve its own ability to recognize early
signs of state fragility through improved joint analysis, and joint monitoring and assessments of difficult,
fragile and failing states with other donors. It will actively implement the OECD principles for good international engagement in fragile states in all programming.

90. In difficult partnerships, fragile or failing states the Community's immediate priorities will be to
deliver basic services and address needs, through collaboration with civil society and UN organisations. The
long-term vision for Community engagement is to increase ownership and continue to build legitimate,
effective and resilient state institutions and an active and organised civil society, in partnership with the
country concerned.

91. The Community will continue to develop comprehensive plans for countries where there is a significant danger of conflict, which should cover policies that may exacerbate or reduce the risk of conflict.

92. It will maintain its support to conflict prevention and resolution and to peace building by addressing
the root-causes of violent conflict, including poverty, degradation, exploitation and unequal distribution
and access to land and natural resources, weak governance, human rights abuses and gender inequality. It
will also promote dialogue, participation and reconciliation with a view to promoting peace and preventing
outbreaks of violence.

Human development

93. The Community human development policy framework for health, education, culture and gender
equality aims at improving peoples' lives in line with the MDGs through action at global and country level.
It will be driven by the principle of investing in and valuing people, promoting gender equality and equity.
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94. The MDGs cannot be attained without progress in achieving the goal of universal sexual and reproductive health and rights as set out in the ICPD Cairo Agenda. To confront the devastating impact of HIV/
AIDS, TB and malaria in developing countries, a roadmap for joint EU actions on the European Programme
for Action will be developed. The Community will support the full implementation of strategies to
promote sexual and reproductive health and rights and will link the fight against HIV/AIDS with support
for reproductive and sexual health and rights. The Community will also address the exceptional human
resource crisis of health providers, fair financing for health and strengthening health systems in order to
promote better health outcomes, making medicines more affordable for the poor.

95. MDG-related performance indicators will be strengthened to better link sector and budget support
to MDG progress and to ensure adequate funding for health and education.

96. The Community aims to contribute to 'Education for All'. Priorities in education are quality primary
education and vocational training and addressing inequalities. Particular attention will be devoted to
promoting girls' education and safety at school. Support will be provided to the development and implementation of nationally anchored sector plans as well as the participation in regional and global thematic
initiatives on education.

Social cohesion and employment

97. In the context of poverty eradication, the Community aims to prevent social exclusion and to
combat discrimination against all groups. It will promote social dialogue and protection, in particular to
address gender inequality, the rights of indigenous peoples and to protect children from human trafficking,
armed conflict, the worst forms of child labour and discrimination and the condition of disabled people.

98. Social and fiscal policies to promote equity will be supported. Priority actions will include support
for social security and fiscal reforms, corporate social responsibility, pro-poor growth and employment.

99. Employment is a crucial factor to achieve a high level of social cohesion. The Community will
promote investments that generate employment and that support human resources development. In this
respect the Community will promote decent work for all in line with the International Labour Organisation
(ILO) agenda.

3.3 A strengthened approach to mainstreaming

100. Some issues require more than just specific measures and policies; they also require a mainstreaming approach because they touch on general principles applicable to all initiatives and demand a
multisectoral response.

101. In all activities, the Community will apply a strengthened approach to mainstreaming the
following cross-cutting issues: the promotion of human rights, gender equality, democracy, good governance, children's rights and indigenous peoples, environmental sustainability and combating HIV/AIDS.
These cross-cutting issues are at once objectives in themselves and vital factors in strengthening the impact
and sustainability of cooperation.

102. The Commission will relaunch this approach, making systematic and strategic use of all resources
at its disposal (1). Foremost it will ensure that its services develop capacity to implement this policy. It will
intensify the dialogue with its partner countries to promote the mainstreaming of these issues in national
policies and PRS. It will also facilitate setting up networks of expertise and technical support.
(1) Strategic environmental assessments and gender-equality impact assessments will be carried out on a systematic basis,
including in relation to budget (‘greening the budget’) and sectoral aid.
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Democracy, Good Governance, Human rights, the rights of children and indigenous peoples
103. Democracy, Good Governance, Human rights and the rights of children will be promoted in partnership with all countries receiving Community development assistance. These issues should be systematically incorporated into the Community's development instruments through all Country and Regional
Strategy Papers. The key principle for safeguarding indigenous peoples rights in development cooperation
is to ensure their full participation and the free and prior informed consent of the communities concerned.

Gender equality
104. Equality between men and women and the active involvement of both genders in all aspects of
social progress are key prerequisites for poverty reduction. The gender aspect must be addressed in close
conjunction with poverty reduction, social and political development and economic growth, and mainstreamed in all aspects of development cooperation. Gender equality will be promoted through support to
equal rights, access and control over resources and political and economic voice.

Environmental sustainability
105. The Community will support the efforts by partner countries (governments and civil society) to
incorporate environmental considerations into development, including implementation of multilateral
environmental agreements (1). It will also help increase their capacity for doing so. Protection of the environment must be included in the definition and implementation of all Community policies, particularly in
order to promote sustainable development.

HIV/AIDS
106. In all countries, the fight against HIV/AIDS is defined as an effort cutting across sectors and institutions. There remains a need to mainstream HIV/AIDS into many activities that are not directly concerned
with the issue and into the work programmes of specific sector support.

3.4. Support for global initiatives and funds
107. The Commission will continue to contribute to global initiatives that are clearly linked to the
MDGs and to global public goods. Global initiatives and funds are powerful instruments for launching new
political measures or reinforcing existing ones where their scope is insufficient. They are capable of generating public awareness and support more effectively than traditional aid institutions. This kind of aid
should be aligned with national strategies, contribute to the dialogue with countries and aim at the integration of funds into their budget cycles.
108. The added value of global initiatives and funds will have to be assessed on a case-by-case basis
after Commission consultation with Member States and, where appropriate, with the European Parliament
as regards budget provision. The Commission will draw up criteria for Community participation in global
funds and contributions to them. It will give priority to initiatives that will help achieve the MDGs and
increase the availability of global public goods.

3.5 Policy coherence for development (PCD)
109. The Commission and Member States will prepare a rolling Work Programme on the implementation of the May 2005 Council conclusions on PCD. This Work Programme will propose priorities for
action; define roles and responsibilities of Council, Member States and Commission and set out sequencing
and timetables, with the aim of ensuring that non-aid policies can assist developing countries in achieving
the MDGs. The Commission will reinforce its existing instruments, notably its impact assessment tool and
consultations with developing countries during policy formulation and implementation, and considering
new ones where necessary in support of a strengthened PCD.
(1) Climate, biodiversity, desertification, waste and chemicals.
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110. Notwithstanding making progress on other PCD commitments, urgent attention will be given to
commitments and actions on migration. In this respect, the Commission will aim to include migration and
refugee issues in country and regional strategies and partnerships with interested countries and to promote
the synergies between migration and development, to make migration a positive force for development. It
will support developing countries in their policies of management of migratory flows, as well as in their
efforts to combat human trafficking, in order to make sure that the human rights of the migrants are
respected.

4. A range of modalities based on needs and performance

111. The Community has a wide range of modalities for implementing development aid which enable it
to respond to different needs in different contexts. These are available to all geographical and thematic
programmes and reflect a genuine Community added value.

112. Community assistance, whether it is project, sector programme, sector or general budget support,
should support partner countries' poverty reduction or equivalent strategies. Decisions on what modalities
of Community aid are the most appropriate for each country will be made at the programming stage,
which must be increasingly coordinated with the process of formulating sectoral policies and implementing
national budgets.

113. Where conditions allow, the preferred modality for support to economic and fiscal reforms and
implementation of PRS will be budget support, for specific sectors or for the general public spending
programme. It will enable recipient countries to cope with growing operating budgets, promote harmonisation and alignment on national policies, contribute to lower transaction costs and encourage resultsbased approaches. Such programmes will normally require the support of the International Financial Institutions, with which the Community's support will be co-ordinated. The value added of the complementary
Community contribution, and any additional conditionality should be clearly defined. The financial
management capacities of the beneficiary countries will be strengthened and closely monitored.

114. The provision of direct budget support will respect the recommendations made in the OECD/DAC
Good Practice Guidelines on budget support, in particular in terms of alignment, coordination and conditions. Guidelines for the provision of budget support will apply to all the partner countries and will be
reinforced with the setting of clear benchmarks and the monitoring of indicators set up to check the effectiveness of this aid modality.

115. The Community will consistently use an approach based on results and performance indicators.
Increasingly, conditionality is evolving towards the concept of a ‘contract’ based on negotiated mutual
commitments formulated in terms of results.

116. The micro-finance approach has been a major innovation in the last few years. It will continue to
be developed with an emphasis on capacity building and organisations with relevant expertise.

117. Debt reduction, which is comparable to indirect budget support, with low transaction costs and a
tendency to promote coordination and harmonisation between donors, could where necessary and appropriate help countries to reduce their vulnerability to external shocks.

118. The majority of Community aid will continue to be provided in the form of grants, which is particularly suitable for the poorest countries and for those with a limited ability to repay.

119. In order to guarantee a maximum impact for the beneficiary countries, there should be a strengthening of the synergies between the programmes supported by the European Investment Bank (EIB) and
other financial institutions and those financed by the Community. The EIB is playing an increasingly
important role in the implementation of Community aid, through investments in private and public enterprises in developing countries.
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120. In order to enhance the effectiveness of multilateral aid, the Community will also enhance its cooperation with the UN system, International Financing Institutions and other relevant international organisations and agencies where such cooperation provides added value.
121. The Community will make progress in defining a set of guidelines for intervention in countries in
crisis or as they emerge from a crisis, by ensuring that it adjusts both its procedures for allocation of
resources and its modalities of intervention, with the concern to be able to respond rapidly and flexibly,
with a varied range of interventions.
5. Progress in management reforms
122. In 2000, the Commission launched a reform programme which aimed to speed up implementation of Community's external assistance and to improve the quality of aid delivery. It brought about: (i)
improved programming within a coherent project cycle with a focus on poverty eradication; (ii) the creation of one single entity — EuropeAid — responsible for the implementation of assistance; (iii) a
completed devolution process with 80 delegations now responsible for aid management; (iv) the strengthening of human resources to speed up implementation; (v) improved working methods through harmonised and simplified procedures, better information systems and better trained staff; (vi) improved quality
through a process of quality support and monitoring of the different stages of project management; and
finally (vii) speedier implementation of assistance.
123. Improvements are still needed and continue to be made. Externally, the coordination and harmonisation agenda with other donors will have a major positive impact on aid delivery. Internally, the Commission will continue to streamline procedures, push for more devolution to delegations, clarify interaction
between delegations and headquarters and improve information systems. Within this framework, quality of
projects and programmes at entry will receive more attention through a reinforced quality support process.
This will also require a clearer focus on a limited number of areas (and a limited number of activities
within the targeted areas) per partner country. During implementation better use should be made of monitoring tools and at closure of programmes, evaluations should result in a clearer input into the programming and identification process.
6. Monitoring and evaluation
Lessons from evaluation of 2000 DPS
124. The assessment of the 2000 European Community Development Policy and its impact on Community aid highlighted a number of important lessons. These included the need to reflect recent international development commitments, such as those made at UN conferences, and advances made in development best practice, such as budget support and the Paris Declaration. The DPS also needed to have higher
levels of ownership by all parts of the Commission and be widely accepted in the European Parliament. It
should be applied consistently in Community development programmes in all developing countries. These
lessons have been drawn upon in agreeing the new Statement and will be taken fully into account in
future implementation of EC aid in all developing countries.
Monitoring future implementation
125. The Commission should develop a set of measurable objectives and targets for implementing this
Policy and assess progress against this on a regular basis, in the Annual Report for implementation of the
European Community Development Policy.
126. The Commission will ensure that all its services and delegations managing programming and
implementation of Community development assistance use this European Community Development Policy
as the key reference for the Community's objectives and principles for implementation of all development
cooperation.
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Declaration by the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States
meeting within the Council
In the event that any Member State wishes to review the country applicability of this Statement subsequent
to the OECD/DAC decision of April 2006, the Council will consider this.
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