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	New tendencies in EU-ACP relations after the Lisbon Treaty:

Drifting away from development? 


How the EU is institutionally set up will impact on its external actions and activities. The Lisbon Treaty has brought about substantial changes. But as with most European advances in this regard, the proof will be in the pudding. More than a year in, we are starting to see the trends for the future. 
In parallel with the implementation of institutional changes, the EU has decided to launch a “modernisation” of its development policy. As the EU remains the biggest donor of development aid, this will have significant implications for number of countries. If these evolutions hold the potential for positive impacts, they also raise a number of questions and reflect some threats regarding EU development cooperation, the ACP-EU partnership, and ACP ownership. It is vital that ACP and European parliamentarians and civil society act to ensure that eradication of poverty and inequality remains at the core of EU- ACP cooperation and that this is reflected in the governing framework. 
I. New trends in EU development policy and institutional reforms within the EU: drifting away from development? 

Institutional reforms following the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty 

One of the objectives of the Lisbon Treaty is to increase the coordination, effectiveness, consistency and coherence of EU external actions, including towards the developing world, in order to strengthen its political role on the international stage. To help conduct EU foreign affairs and security policy, the Lisbon Treaty introduced a European External Action Service (EEAS), led by the High Representative (HR) of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Catherine Ashton. All geographic desks relating to third countries have been united under the EEAS. Moreover, this service has been vested with responsibilities regarding development policy. The EEAS has thus a responsibility to implement policies towards developing countries and has a role in aid programming, jointly with the European Commission. As for the European Commission, one single service for development under the responsibility of the Development Commissioner was created from the merger between the Directorate General for Development and EuropeAid (DevCo). Lastly, the EC delegations in partner countries will become EU delegations under the responsibility of the EEAS and will have increased responsibilities and political roles.  
At the same time as the Treaty enhances capacities in foreign affairs, it also confirms that development policy is an EU policy area in its own right and centralises policy making for all developing countries within DG DEVCO. It clearly places eradication of poverty as the primary objective and states that when EU policies are expected to impact on developing countries, development objectives must be taken into regard (Article 21 and 208 TFEU). As these two simultaneous developments reflect, the hierarchy of values is less than clear and despite an inter-service agreement
 signed last year the lines of cooperation and division of labour between the EEAS and DEVCO are not clear. Since the EEAS is focused on foreign and security policy overall, how do we ensure that its role in aid programming does not lead to an increased instrumentalisation of development funds?  
Furthermore, as the services have reorganised themselves (Merger of two DGs into DG DEVCO) or been established (EEAS) the realities of their day to day functioning become increasingly apparent and raise some questions. First, the reference to the ACP group, in place since the 1992 Treaty of Maastricht, has not only been removed from the Lisbon Treaty but there is no unit or desk in charge of the follow-up of the ACP-EU partnership within the EEAS. The new organigramme for DG DEVCO seems to reflect political trends that have not yet been agreed among the institutions, let alone been properly debated with partner countries or civil society. 
EU Green Paper on development policy: the return of the growth paradigm at the centre of development cooperation
After his nomination, in late 2009, the Commissioner for Development, Andris Piebalgs, clearly expressed his will to “modernise” development policy, which led to the release of a Green Paper, in November 2010: “EU development policy in support of inclusive growth and sustainable development- Increasing the impact of EU development policy”. European NGOs gathered within CONCORD have expressed their concerns about the EU proposals which mark the return of growth at the core of development. Three main concerns shared by European NGOs can be highlighted regarding this Green Paper. First, there is a clear focus on economic growth instead of eradication of poverty and inequalities. Even the title of the Green Paper alludes to growth as an end in itself, rather than poverty eradication, which does not feature. The concept of “Inclusive growth” is not well defined and it is not entirely clear whether it really refers to a more redistributing approach, which is called for. Secondly, in a context of economic and financial pressure in Europe, EU aid and development policy are seen as leverage for growth. To achieve that, blending of grants and loans are increasingly encouraged despite strong criticism of their transparency credentials. The Green Paper also has a strong focus on results and impacts. “Every euro spent” should provide “value for money”. But “value for money” for whom? For the EU or the poorest people? 
Finally, the EU advocates for a differentiation of countries, which means that the EU should give different types of aid or support to countries in different categories (fragile states, least advanced countries, emerging countries, etc). Again, the criteria for differentiation are not clear and there is no assurance that it will be based upon analysis of level of development or inequalities. This risks seeing EU development policy get less effective rather than more. It risks failing the poorest countries and the poorest segments of societies and developing countries that do not have high capacity for absorption of funds, for example. Not only are there concerns raised about focus and content, but the communication lacks a people-oriented focus. It also lacks clear definitions of some of the concepts that will be key in ensuring that the policy is not abused or diverted from its core objective: to assist the eradication of poverty. 
II. Potential impacts on the ACP-EU partnership
On political dialogue and its framework 

There is no ACP desk within the EEAS but regional ones (Africa, Asia and Pacific, Americas, etc). This may signify that the EU favours a regionalisation of political dialogue and that regional strategies will become the main framework for dialogue. The joint Africa-EU strategy will then probably be the new framework for EU-African relations; despite the limits its implementation has already shown (no clear financial support, almost no role for civil society, etc). This could lead to a marginalisation of the Cotonou Agreement and the weakening of ACP-EU institutions and political dialogue. Moreover, political dialogue with African countries tends to increasingly focus on security and terrorism issues since the HRVP shows strong interest in these issues. The EU recently adopted two strategies on the Sahel and Horn of Africa, drafted from a perceived need to focus on security and terrorism issues. 
On aid programming
The priorities of the Green paper will probably be reflected in aid programming for the ACP. The EDF, for example, may be increasingly used to support growth objectives, to finance investments and big infrastructures projects whereas the financial support for social sectors may decrease. The recourse to blending of loans and grants will develop which could be detrimental to many ACP countries. Besides, the approach of differentiation could impact on the cohesion and solidarity between ACP countries. Moreover, since the EEAS is responsible for European security and will also be closely involved in EDF programming, EU foreign and security interests may tend to be even more reflected in country strategy papers. There is already a tendency to use development resources (EDF) to finance “military” purposes (e.g. through Peace Facility) that could be encouraged with this new set up. The budgetisation of EDF, if not accompanied with conditions and safeguards, could also foster this tendency and serve EEAS’ priorities. It will bring more flexibility to reallocate and transfer budgeted commitments and payments designated for the ACP region to countries that are more strategic in EU’s eyes, but not where the greatest needs are. 
On policy coherence for development 

Policy Coherence for Development as inscribed in the Treaty of Lisbon constitutes a huge step forward in theory. However, again we are waiting to see it reflected in reality. Already the language used by institutional officials in describing PCD is often quite different from the Lisbon Treaty text e.g. leaving out the all-important “for development” clause and speaking of policy coherence alone which does not mean a lot. Similarly, we have seen the concept turned upside down in the EU Raw Materials Strategy, which proposes the use of development funds to pursue raw materials diplomacy. Clearly, close scrutiny of this principle and its practical implementation is needed and to this end, the European Parliament’s nomination of a standing rapporteur is applauded by civil society. The JPA could support this further by equally nominating a rapporteur for PCD and closely monitoring this issue area on a regular basis. 
Uncertainty regarding the future of the Cotonou Agreement and the ACP-EU partnership  
These institutional reforms and political trends question the future of the Cotonou Agreement and accelerate the need to reflect from now on the future shape of the EU-ACP relations. The Green Paper, which is supposed to foster reflection on the future of development policy, does not mention ACP-EU relations nor propose substantial thinking on the issue of “partnership” whereas it is one of the new bases of a development cooperation policy. What will be the space for EU-ACP dialogue in the new institutional set up? 
III. Recommendations: 
ACP and European parliamentarians and civil society can play a role to monitor and influence these changes:
· The JPA constitutes an important space for democratic dialogue and consultation with ACP partners that will not only be impacted by the consequences of the institutional changes, but could also provide unique insight in order to avoid excessively Eurocentric reflections. The JPA could be a space to reflect on these changes and to formulate proactive proposals; 
· Given that the EEAS is still in the process of being set up, ACP parliamentarians should seize the opportunity to assert a space for ACP countries in the dialogue and ask for the organisational structures of the EEAS as well as DEVCO to reflect this and the joint priorities (human rights, gender equality, poverty eradication, etc). There should also be proactive activities to ensure that EU delegations have the necessary expertise and training in the field of development, human rights and gender equality, etc. Key positions meant to deal specifically with civil society should be created within EU delegations to ensure a constant and institutionalised dialogue;
· ACP parliamentarians should strengthen their alliance with European parliamentarians who can play an increased political role following the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty and could be potential ally for ACP countries; 
· The JPA should conduct deeper reflections on policy coherence for development and strengthen its role in this field, for example, name two co-rapporteurs or a vice-President with a clear mandate for implementing the PCD agenda within the JPA; organize a debate with the EC Commissioners with policy portfolios relevant to the enforcement of PCD, in particular the Commissioners for Trade and for Agriculture; propose mechanisms to make PCD work for people in ACP countries (including better consideration of the PCD principle and its implications in Country Strategy Papers, debate on PCD at country level with all stakeholders, establish adequately trained focal points for PCD within the EU delegations contributing to assessing the impact of EU external policies vis à vis development objectives in a given country, etc.)
· As stated in the Lisbon Treaty, the eradication of poverty is the main binding objective of EU development cooperation and policies. ACP and European parliamentarians, in cooperation with of civil society, should continuously scrutinize European policies and keep decision makers to account on this commitment remaining at the centre of EU- ACP relations; 
· The fundamental principles and the spirit of the Cotonou agreement should be preserved (principles of partnership, participation, ownership, strong commitment to human rights, objectives of poverty eradication and sustainable development as a pillar of ACP-EU relations, principle of joint institutions, provisions on policy coherence for development in article 12). It constitutes a unique agreement governing important EU-third country relations and is matched nowhere in terms of fundamental principles and spirit of cooperation and this should be preserved and promoted elsewhere. 
· For further information, http://www.concordeurope.org/ Tel +32 2 743 87 81

� An inter-institutionnal agreement which set a compromise on the structure of the EEAS was signed in Madrid (21 June 2010) by the European institutions, after tough negotiations. 





