
One of the outcomes of the Centre's 1995-1996 consultations
on the future of the Lomé Convention was the recognition
that information on ACP-EU cooperation is difficult to find.
For most people, the Lomé Convention was a 'mystery.' 

Part of the problem was perceived to be inadequate access to
existing information. The production of relevant information
was also rather small and scattered.

In the past years therefore, ECDPM has invested in several
information exchange and dissemination mechanisms to try
and fill the information gap - the Lomé 2000 Newsletter,
discussion papers, policy management briefs, Lomé
negotiating briefs, and Euforic. In 1997, a pilot Lomé 'infokit'
was published with fiches on the trade dimensions of the
ACP-EU relationship.

Since then, despite a marked growth in the production of
information on these issues, from all kinds of organisations,
concise and readable information on the mechanics of ACP-
EU cooperation is hard to find. The need for information on
the recently-signed Cotonou Partner-ship Agreement and its
provisions is especially pressing.

This Cotonou Infokit, named for the new Partnership
Agreement signed in June 2000 by 77 ACP (African,
Caribbean, and Pacific) countries and 15 EU member states
aims to address this need.

Focusing on key aspects of the new Agreement, it presents
basic information and explains the main provisions and
changes.

Each fiche in the kit is written in a plain and jargon-free
manner, as far as is possible, and the reader is introduced to
the key elements and guided to further sources of
information and advice.

The Infokit is a work in progress and we welcome your
comments or suggestions on the existing fiches or regarding
any new topics you think should be addressed.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

Designed for policy makers, practitioners and interested stakeholders in ACP and EU countries, the Cotonou Infokit brings
together, in a readable form, basic information on the new Cotonou Partnership Agreement. This Infokit is conceived as work in
progress. Additional fiches will be produced to complement the information base on future ACP-EU cooperation 
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A Partnership for Twenty Years

The ACP-EU Partnership Agreement is a comprehensive aid
and trade agreement concluded between 77 ACP (African,
Caribbean and Pacific) countries and the European Union
(the Community and the 15 Member States of the EU). It was
signed in June 2000 in Cotonou (Benin) and is therefore
commonly called ‘the Cotonou Agreement’.

The Agreement lasts for twenty years and contains a clause
allowing it to be revised every five years. Alongside the
Agreement is a financial protocol. Covering each five-year
period, this indicates the total resources that are available to
the ACP through the European Development Fund (EDF). For
the period now to start, the EDF (called the 9th EDF) contains
euro 15.2 billion for the ACP. In addition, outstanding funds
from previous EDFs can be used (approximately euro 10
billion).

The Cotonou Agreement builds on twenty-five years of ACP-
EU cooperation under 4 successive Lomé Conventions. This
provided a model of development cooperation based on the
principles of partnership, dialogue, contractually agreed
rights and obligations and predictability of (financial)
support.

Main Objectives and Principles

The central objective of the Partnership Agreement is to
reduce and eventually eradicate poverty while contributing
to sustainable development and to the gradual integration of
ACP countries into the world economy.

ACP-EU cooperation is based on a set of fundamental
principles:

Equality of partners and ownership of development
strategies. In principle, it is up to ACP states, in all
sovereignty, to determine how their societies and
economies should develop.

Participation. Apart from central government as the main
partner, partnership is open to other actors (e.g. civil society,
private sector, and local government).

Dialogue and mutual obligations. The Cotonou Agreement
is not simply a pot of money. The parties have assumed
mutual obligations (e.g. respect for human rights). These
will be monitored through dialogue.

Differentiation and regionalisation. Cooperation
agreements will vary according to the partner's level of
development, its needs, its performance and its long-term
development strategy. Special treatment will be given to
countries that are ‘least-developed’ or ‘vulnerable’
(landlocked or island states).

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement

The new ACP-EU Partnership Agreement, signed in Cotonou in June 2000, is a fairly unique form of North-South cooperation. Its
main elements and features are summarised here in a few pointers.
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2 Introducing the Cotonou Agreement - 2

The Central Importance of Politics

The partnership has a strong political foundation. Through
political dialogue, the parties can discuss all possible issues
of mutual concern. The partnership is underpinned by a set of
core values or ‘essential elements’ (respect for human rights,
democratic principles and the rule of law), whose violation
can lead to the suspension of aid. Good governance is
considered to be a ‘fundamental element’ of the Cotonou
Agreement. Serious cases of corruption, including acts of
bribery leading to such corruption, are grounds to suspend
cooperation.

Two Main Pillars : Trade and Aid

Economic and trade cooperation is the first pillar of ACP-EU
cooperation. However, compared to previous Lomé
Conventions, the trade regime will undergo a profound
transformation. The current all-ACP non-reciprocal tariff
preferences will be maintained until 31 December 2007. From
2008, a set of reciprocal Economic Partnership Agreements
(EPAs) or alternative trade arrangements will normally
replace them, following negotiations that will begin in
September 2002. These agreements should be compatible
with the rules of the World Trade Organisation (WTO). ACP
countries are invited to sign as groups or individually,
building on their own regional integration schemes. The least
developed countries (LDCs) are entitled to maintain non-
reciprocal preferences.

Aid (or financial and technical cooperation) is the second
pillar of ACP-EU cooperation. The largest share of the EDF
resources is grants to finance development programmes in
individual ACP countries (through their ‘National Indicative
Programme’) or in the 7 ACP regions (through their ‘Regional
Indicative Programme’). Aid allocations will be based on an
assessment of each country's needs and performance.

Priority Areas for Support

Three main areas of support are identified: Economic
development (including, for instance, support for structural
adjustment), social and human development (including, for
instance, promotion of social dialogue) and regional
integration and cooperation (an area where the EC has
developed an expertise and comparative advantage).

Gender, environment and institutional development are
‘thematic or crosscutting issues’, to be promoted in all
development initiatives.

There is a comprehensive programme of action to support
the private sector. A new Investment Facility aims to
stimulate investment and to strengthen the capacity of local
financial institutions. In addition, resources are provided in
the form of European Investment Bank loans. Innovative also
is the commitment expressed to support an ACP-EU Private
Sector Business Forum to foster regular dialogue among ACP
and EU private sector actors and with governments.

Two Main Instruments

The Cotonou Agreement has rationalised the wide range of
instruments that existed under the Lomé Conventions.
Available resources will be channelled through two
instruments :

grants to support long-term development (through the
national and regional indicative programmes);
the Investment Facility.

Joint Management

ACP-EU cooperation will continue to be overseen by a set of
‘joint institutions’, including the ACP/EU Council of Ministers,
the Committee of Ambassadors and the Joint Parliamentary
Assembly.



ACP-EEC Cooperation dates back to the Treaty of Rome that
established the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1957.
In it, the signatories expressed solidarity with the colonies
and overseas countries and territories and commited
themselves to contribute to their prosperity.

The first association of ACP and the EEC countries took shape
through the so-called Yaoundé I (1963-69) and Yaoundé II
(1969-75) agreements, named after the city where they were
signed. The lion's share of the resources then went to French-
speaking Africa to build infrastructure in the wake of
decolonisation. Economic cooperation was the leitmotiv.

EEC membership by the United Kingdom in 1973 led to the
signing of the wider Lomé I agreement between 46 ACP
countries and then 9 EEC member states (1975-80) and the
effective creation of the ACP group. The formation of the ACP
(Georgetown Agreement) came about as a result of a
number of common interests (sugar), but principally because
the Caribbean and Pacific contingent wanted to take
advantage of the bargaining power of Africa, which was then
quite considerable.

The first Lomé Convention was very much a child of its time.
It reflected the relative geopolitical power of ACP countries in
the context of the Cold War, the oil crisis and the prevailing

ideological debate on a 'new international economic order.'
Reviewed and updated every five years, successive Lomé
Conventions represented the world's largest financial and
political framework for North-South cooperation.

The Culture of Lomé

The Lomé Convention has long been considered as a highly
innovative model of international cooperation. In many ways,
it acted as a pilot scheme for other forms of cooperation.
Some of the original features included:

Equal partnership. Partnership was the cornerstone of the
first Lomé Convention. It gave ACP countries the
responsibility for their own development by entrusting
them with a lead role in managing Lomé resources, with the
EU playing a supportive role only. This concept of
partnership, together with the principles of dialogue,
contractuality and predictability, add up to the so-called
‘Lomé culture’.

Aid and trade. Lomé cooperation provided predictable aid
flows over a five year period as well as non-reciprocal trade
benefits (including unlimited entry to the EEC market for
almost 99 per cent of industrial goods and many other
products).

Commodities. Lomé I introduced the so-called Stabex
scheme to help stabilise export receipts on a wide number
of agricultural products such as cocoa, coffee, groundnuts,
and tea. Lomé II created a similar mechanism (Sysmin) for
countries that were heavily dependent on mineral
resources and suffered export losses.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

The Cotonou Agreement builds on different generations of cooperation between an expanding ACP group and an evolving
European Community. Here, we show how ACP-EU cooperation has changed over time.
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2 Introducing the Cotonou Agreement - 3

Protocols. The EU also agreed separate trading protocols on
sugar, beef and veal, bananas, and rum. The banana
protocol, for instance, gave duty-free entry to the EU market
for specific quota of bananas and has been a lifeline for
many small Caribbean states. Under the sugar protocol, the
Community buys a fixed quantity of sugar each year from
ACP producers at guaranteed prices, higher than world
prices. This preference helped in the economic development
of certain ACP states - Mauritius, Fiji, Guyana and Barbados.

Mutual obligations. The negotiated nature of the Lomé
partnership made it possible to break new ground on
sensitive matters. Lomé IV became the first development
agreement to incorporate a human rights clause (article 5).
It also contained a contractual agreement on structural
adjustment, making it the first international text
negotiated on this subject.

Joint administration. A unique feature of Lomé cooperation
is dialogue and joint administration of its content. A set of
joint institutions ensures a permanent dialogue.

Pressures on Lomé

While continuity was a key feature of successive Lomé
Conventions, the nature of ACP-EU cooperation changed
quite profoundly, particularly after 1990. The special
relationship with the ACP came under growing pressure as a
result of :

Dwindling common interests. When the first Lomé
Convention was signed, there were strong historical ties
and perceived mutual interdependencies between Europe
and the ACP. This no longer holds true. The ACP countries
are currently low on the EU's priority list in terms of
geopolitical, economic and security concerns.

Politics. The first three Conventions were primarily
concerned with economic cooperation. Europe adopted a
neutral stance in political affairs. The democratisation wave
that swept across the developing world at the end of the
Cold War led to a growing 'politicisation' of ACP-EU
cooperation. Respect for human rights, democratic
principles and the rule of law became 'essential elements',
whose violation could lead to partial or total suspension of
development aid. While these changes reflected legitimate
EU concerns to ensure a proper use of taxpayer's money,
many ACP countries feel that in the process, the principle of
'equal partnership' has been eroded and replaced by
conditionalities.

Trade liberalisation. Also the Lomé trade régime was
increasingly challenged for reasons of both effectiveness
and political acceptability. Despite preferential access to EU
markets, ACP export performance has deteriorated over the
last two decades (its share of the EU market declined from
6,7% in 1976 to 3% in 1998). Diversification away from
traditional products also remained very limited (60% of
total exports are concentrated in only 10 products). In
addition to this, the Lomé trade provisions were seen to be
'incompatible' with the new international rules agreed
through the World Trade Organisation (WTO). The battles
around the banana regime are a case in point.

Complexity and questionable impact. On paper, the Lomé
Convention may have been the finest and most complete
framework for North-South cooperation. In practice,
however, it evolved into a very complex tool, with too many
objectives, instruments and procedures. The result was
often reflected in long delays, bureaucratisation, reduced
efficiency and questionable development impact.

Towards Cotonou

With such a range of pressures on the Lomé partnership, the
EC took the initiative in 1996 to launch a broad-based
consultation process on the future of ACP-EU cooperation.
This process led to the so-called 'Green paper' (1996) and set
the scene for the negotiations of a successor agreement
(1998-2000).

From the outset of the negotiating process, it became clear
that the new round would not be business as usual. From an
EU perspective, the imperatives were to apply greater aid
selectivity and differentiation in the treatment of ACP
countries; to link  aid and performance; to make the trade
régime  'compatible' with the requirements of the WTO; to
ensure a closer involvement of civil society, the private sector
and the economic and social actors, as well as to rationalise
Lomé cooperation instruments.

Evidently, this agenda caused major worries among the ACP
countries. They feared a further marginalisation in the EU's
geopolitical and aid priorities, increased interference and
conditionalities, and most importantly, the loss of
preferential access to EU markets.

Negotiations formally started in September 1998 and were
concluded in February 2000. A new Partnership Agreement
was signed in Cotonou in June 2000.



From Lomé to Cotonou is more than a change of names. The
new Partnership Agreement builds on the ‘acquis’ of 25 years
of ACP-EU cooperation. However, in many ways, it is also
quite different from the Lomé Conventions. Major changes
can be noted in the strengthening of the political dimensions
of the partnership, the extension of the partnership to new
actors, the preparation of a new WTO compatible trade
policy, and more rationalised and performance based aid
management.

Stronger Political Foundation

The first major innovation in the new agreement is the
stronger political foundation given to the ACP-EU
partnership. Political dialogue is at the core of the new
agreement. The dialogue will be deeper and wider than at
present. It will cover a broad range of political issues that fall
outside traditional development cooperation (e.g. peace and
security, the arms trade, migration). It is the intention of both
parties that the joint ACP-EU institutions will play a more
effective role in addressing these issues.

The EU had wanted good governance to be included as an
‘essential element’, whose violation could lead to a

suspension of  EU aid. After lengthy discussions, good
governance was accepted as a ‘fundamental element’,
meaning that in itself it would not constitute a ground for
suspension. However, both sides did agree that serious cases
of corruption, including acts of bribery, could trigger a
consultation process, possibly leading to a suspension of aid
(as a measure of last resort )

Extending the Partnership to New Actors

A second major new feature relates to the participation of
non-state  actors and local authorities. A new chapter on the
actors of partnership recognises their complementary role to
central governments.

ACP governments will continue to be responsible for
determining the development strategy for ACP countries. Yet
non-state actors (civil society, private sector, trade unions,
etc.) and local authorities will be involved in consultations
and planning of national development strategies, provided
with access to financial resources, and involved in the
implementation of programmes. They will also receive
capacity building support.

Among the new actors, most attention is given to the private
sector. Its role as engine for development is explicitly
recognised. A comprehensive programme of action to
support the private sector at different levels is outlined. For
the first time the private sector will have access to funding
via the European Investment Bank (EIB) without requiring a
State guarantee. A new Investment Facility aims to stimulate
regional and international investment, while strengthening
the capacity of local financial institutions

European Centre for Development Policy Management
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Does the new Cotonou Agreement mark a break with past Lomé cooperation? In what way has ACP-EU cooperation been
updated and modified to better cope with the challenges of globalisation, poverty reduction and sustainable development? What
will change in the partnership relation?

Cotonou Infokit
Innovations in the Cotonou Agreement

4
— intro —

January 2001



2 Introducing the Cotonou Agreement - 4

Trade Cooperation

The third and probably the most radical change is the area of
trade cooperation. For the last 25 years, under the Lomé
Convention, the EU has granted non-reciprocal trade
preferences to ACP States. This preferential regime will most
likely be split into several trade and economic cooperation
agreements, where different ACP countries and regions
receive different treatment from the EU.

Under the Cotonou Agreement, the current all-ACP non
reciprocal tariff preferences will be maintained until 31
December 2007. Starting from 2008, a set of reciprocal
Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) will normally
replace them, following negotiations that will begin in
September 2002. These free trade agreements would be
WTO-compatible - i.e. covering ‘essentially all trade’ and
implemented within 10 to 12 years - and will include
provisions for cooperation and support in areas other than
trade (structural adjustment, etc.). ACP countries are invited
to sign as groups or individually, building on their own
regional integration schemes.

Not all ACP countries will have to open their markets to EU
products after 2008. The least developed countries (LDCs) are
entitled to ‘keep Lomé’, or even a slightly improved version of
it, without having to reciprocate. By contrast, non-LDCs who
would decide they are not in a position to enter into EPAs
could be transferred into the EU’s Generalised System of
Preferences (GSP), a non-reciprocal set of preferences less
generous than Lomé, or they could benefit from alternative
WTO-compatible arrangements.

Programming

A fourth innovative element is related to performance based
aid management, the simplification of instruments and
rolling programming.

The Cotonou Agreement marks the end of the ‘aid
entitlements’ (i.e. fixed allocations regardless of
performance). From now on, EU can use the resources for the
ACP in a more selective and flexible way. Aid allocations will
be based on an assessment of each country’s needs and
performance with the possibility to regularly adjust financial
resources in the light of this assessment, through a system of
rolling programming. In practice, it means that more money
can be channelled to ‘good performers’ and that the share of
‘bad performers’ can be reduced.

All this means that programming of aid resources becomes a
strategic management tool, aimed at ensuring that the EU
support to a given country or region is deployed in a much
more effective and coherent manner.

The Challenge of Implementation

On paper, the Cotonou Agreement provides a comprehensive
framework for new forms of international cooperation
between the EU and the ACP. However, it is also an ambitious
arrangement, both in terms of its objectives and
management innovations.

Hence, effective implementation will be the real test. The
factors that have hampered past Lomé cooperation will not
disappear with the signing of a new text. There is no
shortage of implementation challenges that need urgently
to be tackled (see Box)

TThhee CChhaalllleennggeess ooff IImmpplleemmeennttiinngg tthhee CCoottoonnoouu AAggrreeeemmeenntt

Putting into practice the grand objectives of ACP-EU cooperation
will not be an easy thing to achieve. Consider the following
implementation challenges :

Appropriate knowledge and capacity may not be readily
available in relatively new policy areas (such as conflict
prevention) and instruments (e.g. budgetary support, rolling
programming);

The Cotonou Agreement remains fairly vague on how to involve
non-state actors and local authorities in future ACP-EU
cooperation.

In the trade area, both parties will need a dramatic rise in their
capacity if they are to negotiate and implement such complex
arrangements while also handling trade negotations in
regional and multilateral fora. Technical and political issues
related to each country's decision to sign EPA's (or not)  may put
a strain on the relations among ACP states.

The EC has to implement the Cotonou Agreement while it is
engaged in a major reform of its overall management system. It
may prove difficult to combine such a difficult internal reform
process with an efficient and innovative policy in ACP countries.



The ACP : a Group of 78 Countries

Africa (34)

Angola
Benin
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cape Verde*
Centr. Afr. Rep.
Chad
Comoros*
DR of Congo
Djibouti
Equat. Guinea*
Eritrea*
Ethiopia**
Gambia
Guinea
Guinea Bissau
Lesotho

Liberia*
Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Niger
Rwanda
Sao Tomé & 
Principe*
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Somalia*
Sudan**
Tanzania
Togo
Uganda
Zambia

Caribbean (1)

Haiti

Pacific (5)

Kiribati*
Samoa*
Solomon Islands
Tuvalu*
Vanuatu**

Africa (14)

Botswana
Cameroon
Congo-
Brazzaville
Côte d'Ivoire
Gabon
Ghana
Kenya
Mauritius
Namibia
Nigeria
Seychelles**
South Africa****
Swaziland
Zimbabwe

Caribbean (15)

Antigua/ 
Barbuda
Bahamas*
Barbados
Belize
Cuba***
Dominica
Dominican
Republic
Grenada
Guyana
Jamaica
St. Kitts/Nevis
St. Lucia
St. Vincent & 
the Grenadines
Surinam
Trinidad and 
Tobago

Pacific (9)

Fiji
Papua New 
Guinea
Tonga**

European Centre for Development Policy Management
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Who are the parties to the Cotonou Agreement? What objectives underpin EU development cooperation? What kind of support
has been given to the ACP? How much EU aid do the ACP receive? Where does the aid come from? In this sheet, we provide some
basic facts, statistics and sources of reference with regard to ACP-EU cooperation
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Least Developed Countries (LDCs) Non-LDCs

Marshall
Islands*
Cook Islands*
FS of 
Micronesia*
Nauru*
Niue*
Palau*

* not a WTO member;
** observer status at WTO. Observers must start accession negotiations within

five years of becoming observers.
***Cuba is Member of the ACP group but not part of the Cotonou Agreement
****South Africa formally joined the ACP group in April 1998. It does not benefit

from Lomé trade preferences. It has concluded a separate FTA with the EU.
Under the WTO it is considered as a developed country.

Joined the ACP group in june 2000.
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The European Union : a Community and 15 Member States

The European Community has considerably expanded over the last 20 years. The Lomé I Convention was signed in 1975 by 9
Members of the European Economic Community, while the Cotonou Agreement was signed in June 2000 by 15 European
Member States and the European Community, forming together the European Union (EU). These are: Austria, Belgium,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg , Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the UK. The
EU is currently involved in a process of Enlargement which may bring the number of Member States to more than twenty.

The legal basis 

Only since the Maastricht Treaty has Community aid been put on a firm legal
footing. The treaty provides a general framework for overall Community aid
policy and sets out common objectives for EC external assistance (see Box).

The Treaty emphasises the coordination and complementarity of the aid
programmes of the Community and the Member States. The European
Commission received a mandate to improve the coherence of policies and to
take account of the above objectives when implementing other policies
likely to affect developing countries (Article 130v). These policy prescriptions
remained unchanged by the Amsterdam Treaty (signed on 2 October 1997)

The resource flow

The ACP-EU partnership involves a substantial transfer of aid. Below, we look at how this money has been used,

What type of aid did the ACP receive?

OObbjjeeccttiivveess ooff EEUU ddeevveellooppmmeenntt ccooooppeerraattiioonn

sustainable economic and social development of
the developing countries, especially the poorest;
smooth and gradual integration of developing
countries into the world economy;
the fight against poverty in developing countries;
and
the observance of human rights and fundamental
freedoms and the development and consolidation
of democracy and the rule of law.
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Rural Development
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Structural Adjustment

% of total allocable aid
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Source: European Commission/ODI database 1999
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How much aid did the ACP receive in comparison to the other regions?

The ACP partnership is not the only cooperation programme of the EU. Over time, the EU has agreed cooperation agreements
with the different regions of  the developing world (Asia, Latin America, Mediterranean, Middle East) as well as with the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEEC) and the New Independent States (NIS) 

The table below compares the aid flows among these regions.

Source: European Commission/ODI database 1999

What do member states contribute to the European Development Fund?

The contribution of the Member States is calculated on the basis of an agreed formula. At this stage, only France provides a far
more important contribution to the EDF than the share it contributes to the Community budget.

1986

1669
1057
3
191
311
3
103

1987

1964
1235
13
197
164
0
356

1988

2644
1542
23
226
249
0
604

1989

2801
1779
19
417
331
18
238

1990

2886
1703
34
426
285
360
77

1991

4326
2012
48
457
1012
755
240

1992

4720
2592
66
531
468
790
273

1993

4529
1898
62
537
594
1037
403

1994

5507
2445
58
493
581
1440
488

1995

5510
2287
46
644
578
1583
373

1996

5334
1899
29
826
601
1570
399

1997

5821
1924
60
847
794
1675
520

1998

6710
1952
72
826
943
2506
410

Total

54420
24326
533
6618
6911
11549
4484

Disbursements

Total (euro)
ACP
South Africa
Asia &Latin Am
Med & M East
CEECs & NIS
Unallocable

Germany
23%

France
24%

UK
13%

Italy
13%

Spain
6%

Others
16%

Netherlands

5%

EEUU MMeemmbbeerr SSttaatteess’’ SShhaarreess ooff tthhee 88tthh EEDDFF
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What are the sources of EC aid to the ACP? 

The ACP countries received euro 22.8 billion over the 1986-98
period from the European Development Fund, which
represents 77% of all EC aid to ACP countries. Sixteen percent
of aid to the region, euro 4.9 billion, was allocated from the
EC Budget, mainly from the lines for food aid and
humanitarian aid (particularly in 1994 and 1995). The
remaining 7% was provided from the 'own resources' of the
European Investment Bank in the form of concessional loans.
7.6% of EDF flows are provided in the form of risk capital, and
are managed by the European Investment Bank.

Budget lines to assist ACP countries were established as a
response to recipient needs (or EU concerns) not covered by
the framework of the EDF. Compared with the EDF, the
contribution from the EC Budget is substantially lower,
though rising, at least until 1995. Between 1986 and 1998,
54% of this was committed as food aid (euro 2.6 billion) and
another 21% as humanitarian aid (euro 1 billion). The
remaining euro 1.2 billion which accounted for only 4% of all
aid to the ACP countries, was disbursed through other
budget lines.

More Information

Interesting webistes

Basic information on past Lomé Conventions:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/development/cotonou/lome_history_en
.htm

The evolution of EC cooperation with the ACP countries:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/development/cotonou/maps_en.htm

ACP-EU cooperation - Euforic Dossier
http://www.euforic.org/resource/en/doss/lome/index.html

ACP-EU Courrier Nr 181June-July 2000 -
Dossier: the ACP-EU Partnership Agreement
http://europa.eu.int/comm/development/publicat/courier/index_18
1_en.htm
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ACP-EU cooperation has spawned a rather complex labyrinth
of institutions, each of them having a distinctive role to play
in decision-making and management processes. In order to
clarify the picture, four categories of institutions can be
distinguished :

The Official Bodies

ACP-EU cooperation is formally steered by three 'official'
bodies :

The ACP-EU Council of Ministers

The Council of Ministers is made up of members of the
Council of the EU, representatives of the European
Commission, and a member of the government of each ACP
country. The President of the Council alternates between the
European Union and the ACP. The Council meets as a rule
once a year. Its functions are:

to conduct political dialogue (while involving non-state
actors in the process);
to adopt policy guidelines and take decisions necessary to
implement the provisions of the Agreement, in particular as

regards development strategies and as regards procedures;
to examine and resolve any issue liable to impede the
effective and efficient implementation of the Agreement or
present an obstacle to achieving its objectives;
to ensure the smooth functioning of the consultation
mechanisms.

The Council takes decisions that are binding on the Parties
and that frame resolutions, recommendations and opinions.
It also takes into consideration resolutions and
recommendations adopted by the Joint Parliamentary
Assembly. The Council of Ministers may delegate powers to
the Committee of Ambassadors.

The ACP-EU Committee of Ambassadors

The Committee of Ambassadors comprises, on the one hand,
the permanent representative of each Member State to the
EU and a representative of the Commission and, on the other,
the head of mission of each ACP state to the EU, with an
alternating chairmanship.

The Committee assists the Council of Ministers in the
fulfilment of its tasks and carries out any task entrusted to it
by the Council. The Committee monitors the implementation
of the Cotonou Agreement.

The Joint Parliamentary Assembly 

The Joint Parliamentary Assembly is composed of an equal
numbers of EU and ACP parliamentary representatives. Its
role is to:

promote democratic processes through dialogue and
consultation;

European Centre for Development Policy Management
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The Cotonou Agreement foresees three official joint institutions to oversee the ACP-EU cooperation. In addition several other
organisations are linked directly or indirectly to the implementation of the Agreement.
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facilitate greater understanding between the peoples of
the European Union and those of the ACP states and raise
public awareness of development issues;

discuss issues pertaining to development and the ACP-EU
partnership;

adopt resolutions and make recommendations to the
Council of Ministers with a view to achieving the objectives
of the Agreement.

The Joint Parliamentary Assembly meets twice a year in
plenary session, alternately in the European Union and in an
ACP country. In order to strengthen regional integration and
foster cooperation between national parliaments, meetings
between EU and ACP members of parliament may be
arranged at regional or sub-regional levels. The Joint
Parliamentary Assembly will be in regular contact with ACP-
EU civil society to exchange views on how and whether the
objectives of the Agreement are being attained.

The Brussels-based Institutions

Two major actors of ACP-EU cooperation deploy their
activities from Brussels-based headquarters:

The ACP Secretariat

The mission of the ACP Secretariat is to facilitate the
implementation of the Cotonou Agreement.

The Secretariat of the Group is charged with servicing the
Council of Ministers, the Committee of  Ambassadors, the
Joint Parliamentary Assembly, the Economic and Social
Committee as well as CDE and CTA.

The European Commission Directorate General (‘DG-
DEV’)

The Directorate General for Development (DG Development)
contributes to the formulation of the Community's
development cooperation policy for all developing countries
and Overseas Countries and Territories (OCTs). In addition, DG
Development directly manages and coordinates Community
relations with the 77 African, Caribbean and Pacific states and
the 20 OCTs.

DG Development closely cooperates with other Commission
services, in particular the Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO),
the External Relations DG and the Common Service for
External Relations (SCR) to fulfil its mission. Community
development cooperation is also to be coordinated with
Member States' policies and, as far as possible, with major
international donors.

Field-based Institutions

For actors and stakeholders in the ACP countries that want to
participate in ACP-EU cooperation, two institutions are of
paramount importance:

The National Authorising Officer

Each ACP country appoints a senior government official as
the 'National Authorising Officer' (NAO) to represent it in all
the operations financed by European Development Fund. The
NAO works in close collaboration with the head of the EC
delegation on preparing and appraising projects and
programmes. The NAO is also responsible for tendering of
contracts, autorising expenses and making the necessary
adaptations to ensure proper execution of the projects or
programmes.

The EC Delegation

The delegation of the EC functions as the first port of call for
ACP actors in the field. The Head of Delegation works in close
cooperation with the National Authorising Officer on the
preparation, appraisal and evaluation of projects and
programmes. The EC delegation will also inform on a regular
basis  the national authorities on issues directly related to
ACP-EU cooperation.

Specialised Agencies

Building on past Lomé Conventions, two specialised ACP-EU
institutions will remain active under the Cotonou
Agreement:

Centre for Development of Enterprise (CDE)

The CDE supports the implementation of private-sector
development strategies in the ACP countries. It provides non-
financial services to ACP companies and businesses and
supports joint initiatives set up by economic operators of the
Community and of the ACP States. The CDE also informs the
ACP private sector about the provisions of the Agreement,
diffuses information among local ACP private sector about
the product quality and standards required in external
markets, and provides information to European companies
and private sector organisations on business opportunities
and modalities in ACP countries.
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Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural
Cooperation (CTA)

The mission of the CTA is to strengthen policy and
institutional capacity development and information and
communication management capacities of ACP agricultural
and rural development organisations.

It assists such organisations in formulating and
implementing policies and programmes to reduce poverty,
promote sustainable food security, preserve the natural
resource base, and thus contribute to building self-reliance in
ACP rural and agricultural development.

More Information

ACP-EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly
Development Committee 
European Parliament
Rue Wiertz 
B- 1047 BRUSSELS 
Tel. : (32)-2.284.60.60
Fax : (32)-2.284.90.67
http://www.europarl.eu.int/dg2/acp/en/default.htm

ACP Secretariat
451, Avenue George Henri 
1200 BRUSSELS 
BELGIUM 
Tel: (32)- 2 743 06 00
Fax: (32)- 2 735 55 73
email: info@acpsec.org
http://www.acpsec.org/

DG Development
European Commission
Rue de la loi 200
B - 1040 Brussels
Tel: 00 32 2 299 1111
Fax: 00 32 2 299 3002
e-mail: development@cec.eu.int
http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/development

List of EC delegations
http://europa.eu.int/idea/bin/dispent.pl?lang=en&entity_id=3337

CTA 
Postbus 380 
6700 AJ WAGENINGEN
NETHERLANDS 
Tel: (31)-317.46.71.00
Fax: (31) 317-46.00.67
E-mail: cta@cta.nl
http://www.agricta.org/

CDI - Centre for the Development of Enterprise
52, Avenue Hermann Debroux 
BRUSSELS , BELGIUM
Fax: (32)-2.675.26.03
E-mail: info@cdi.be 
http://www.cdi.be/
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Lomé Instruments

Under Lomé IV, funds were made available through no less
than 10 cooperation instruments that could be grouped in
three main categories:

Programmable aid: Resources allocated on a geographical
basis to an ACP country or region (through national or
regional indicative programmes - NIPs and RIPs);

Non-programmable aid: Resources allocated not on a
geographical basis, but for specific purposes such as
emergency aid, STABEX and SYSMIN or for structural
adjustment support;

Loan finance: Resources administered by the European
Investment Bank (EIB) in support of enterprise
development.

Each of these instruments had its own logic, programming
methods and procedures. This fragmentation resulted in a
situation where EU aid to a given ACP country was often
more guided by instruments than by a coherent strategy that
properly integrated the different cooperation aspects
(politics, trade, aid).

During the negotiation process, the EU was keen to
drastically reduce the number of instruments and to put in
place a new programming system that would make it
possible to use available resources in a much more flexible
and coherent manner. The Cotonou Agreement has endorsed
these changes. From now on, there will be only two
cooperation instruments.

Grant Facility

This facility is a single envelope for the provision of grants to
ACP countries and regions. The resources from the grant
facility will be allocated on the basis of needs and
performance. It will be possible to use these resources to
finance a wide range of operations such as macro-economic
support, sector policies, additional assistance in case of
shortfall in export earnings, decentralised cooperation, debt
relief, as well as traditional projects and programmes.

This means that the distinction between 'programmable aid’
and ‘non-programmable aid’ is abandoned. It also means that
STABEX and SYSMIN no longer exist as separate instruments,
with specific budgets It will still be possible to help
vulnerable ACP countries address fluctuations in export
earnings, but this will be done through the overall
programming process.

The basic objectives behind the rationalisation of
cooperation instruments are to simplify management and to
ensure a much more strategic and coherent use of available
resources. This reform reflects a change in the nature of EC
aid from fragmented project assistance towards the
provision of budgetary assistance and the concentration of
aid on a limited number of sector programmes.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
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Past Lomé Conventions were characterised by a panoply of cooperation instruments. This made it difficult to ensure an effective
and coherent use of available resources. The Cotonou Agreement simplifies things by channelling all aid through two
instruments.
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In this new logic, the programming process - the consultation
between the EU and each ACP government where the use of
aid is planned - takes on far more importance.

The Cotonou Agreement introduces a new system of
programming, based on the following principles:

There will a single Country Support Strategy (CSS) for each
ACP State that covers the implementation of all operations
financed from the grant envelope. Based on an indicative
resource allocation covering a period of five years, the CSS
will be translated into Indicative Programmes that are
gradually rolled forward.

Programming will be based on the partner country’s own
development strategies, plans and priorities (so as to
promote ownership and sustainability);

Greater efficiency and impact will be sought by increasing
the scale and concentration of operations;

The programming will take into account what other donors
are doing (especially EU Member states). New forms of

‘complementarity’ will be developed (e.g. co-financing of
operations in sectors where another donor has the overall
responsibility for policy dialogue and implementation);

A flexible and regular review mechanism will make it
possible to continuously update the CSS and the volume of
resources allocated in response to evolving needs and
performances (the so-called system of ‘rolling
programming’). This review process will be decentralised,
thus ensuring that it becomes an integral part of
programming and dialogue between the EC and the
recipient country;

EC Delegations will be the focal point of the programming
process (rather than Brussels);

Non-state actors and local governments will be invited to
participate in the programming process.

The Investment Facility

The Investment Facility will replace the Lomé IV risk capital
and interest-rate subsidy facilities. One major departure vis-
à-vis past operations is that it will function as a revolving
fund, offering ACP countries a degree of security regarding
the size of the envelope available for private sector
development in the short, medium and long terms.

The Facility will focus on fields of intervention and operations
that cannot be financed sufficiently from private capital or by
local financial institutions.

It aims to:

Stimulate regional and international investment,
particularly to strengthen the capacity of local financial
institutions;

Help the development of the ACP private sector by
financing projects and/or commercially viable enterprises
and companies;

Provide risk capital and loans on concessional terms.

CCoottoonnoouu AAggrreeeemmeenntt
Financial resources for 2000-2007 (in billion euro)

Overall amount = 25

9th EDF = 13.5

Long-term envelope (1) = 10
Regional envelope = 1.3
Investment facility = 2.2

Remaining balance from previous EDF = 9.9

EIB individual resources = 1.7

(1) including
CDE = 90 million euro
CTA = 70 million euro
Joint Parliamentary Assembly = 4 million euro

In addition to the 25 billion euro allocated to ACP countries, the sum
of 175 million euro has been earmarked for the OCTs.



Post-independence development strategies gave a lead role
to central governments in promoting growth and
development. Successive Lomé Conventions largely followed
this line, providing limited opportunities for other
development players (e.g. civil society, private sector or local
governments) to participate in policy formulation and
implementation or to access resources. While special
provisions were made for micro-projects under Lomé I (1975-
80) and for decentralised cooperation under Lomé IV (1990-
95), participation was usually confined to project
implementation at the local level, and involved relatively few
financial resources. There were virtually no opportunities for
structured dialogue on policy issues or on cooperation
priorities.

When the European Commission started the ‘Green Paper’
consultation process on future ACP-EU relations (1996), non-
state actors generally considered Lomé as belonging to
central governments. However, this monopoly position was
seen as contradicting major changes taking place in ACP
societies (economic liberalisation, democratisation,
decentralisation, etc.). Broadening participation in the

partnership emerged as a priority issue in the negotiations
on a successor agreement to Lomé IV. It proved to be a
difficult issue to handle, both for political reasons (some ACP
States resisted the idea) and for practical reasons (there was
little tradition or expertise on how best to broaden
participation in ACP-EU cooperation).

Innovations in the Cotonou Agreement

As far as participation is concerned, the new Agreement is a
radical break with the past. The Agreement contains many
new provisions that offer opportunities for new development
players to participate in ACP-EU cooperation. It is notable
that ‘participation’ is defined as a fundamental principle of
cooperation (article 2).

While it recognises the right of ACP states to determine their
development strategies ‘in all sovereignty,’ it sees other
development actors as having a ‘complementary role.’ There
is a separate chapter on the ‘Actors of Partnership’ (articles 4-
7), defining basic principles, roles and responsibilities and
eligible actors. The most important innovation is that
participation will no longer be limited to implementing
projects designed by governments. For the first time, the ACP
and EU have legally committed themselves to involve new
actors in both the formulation of ACP-EU cooperation and in
the evaluation of outcomes. They are promised greater access
to funds available under the National Indicative Progammes
(NIP) and Regional Indicative Programmes (RIP). On paper,
this is a major political breakthrough when compared to
previous Lomé Conventions.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
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Successive Lomé Conventions have often been considered a ‘closed shop’, reserved for central governments. The Cotonou
Partnership Agreement breaks with this tradition. For the first time, a wide range of actors are invited to participate as genuine
development partners in ACP-EU cooperation. The idea is not simply to involve the ‘new’ actors in project implementation, but to
also associate them in political dialogue and policy formulation. Involvement of non-state actors does pose challenges to both the
ACP and EU governments who signed the Agreement and to the many non-state actors who seek to be actively involved in the
process. This fiche identifies the new opportunities and some possible ‘bottlenecks’ to greater involvement.
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Forms of Participation

The Cotonou Agreement seeks to reconcile the legitimate
lead role of central governments in development processes
with the need for improved participation by other
development players. This is not always easy, as is shown by
Article 4 of the Cotonou Agreement which details how the
participation of new actors could be organised. This article
foresees that, where appropriate, non-state actors shall be:

informed and involved in consultation on cooperation
policies and strategies, on priorities for cooperation and on
the political dialogue;

provided with financial resources;

involved in the implementation of cooperation projects and
programmes in areas that concern them or where they have
a comparative advantage;

provided with capacity-building support to reinforce their
capabilities, to establish effective consultation
mechanisms, and to promote strategic alliances.

These provisions offer promising opportunities for ‘upstream’
participation in policy formulation and programming (i.e. the
process by which ACP countries plan to use the resources
allocated to them). In practice, however, central governments
remain in the driving seat. They determine, to a large extent,
what use will be made of these provisions. In principle, they
need to approve each proposal for funding that is introduced
by non-state actors. Where the political environment is not
conducive to participation, using the provisions may be an
uphill struggle.

The Actors

Article 6 of the Cotonou Agreement identifies two categories
of  ‘actors of cooperation’:

state actors, including actors at local, national and regional
level

non-state actors -  the private sector, economic and social
partners including trade union organisations, and civil
society in all its forms.

Three important observations should be made. First, the
Cotonou Agreement does not restrict ‘civil society’ to NGOs.
Instead, a broad and more inclusive concept is used,
encompassing many different categories such as human
rights groups, grassroots organisations, women’s
associations, environmental movements, farmers
organisations, research institutes, media, etc.

Second, while local governments are not formally considered
to be ‘non-state actors,’ the text and the spirit of the
Agreement recognise that they are a ‘new’ actor in the
partnership, with a specific role and added value. This
certainly applies in ACP countries where a policy of
decentralisation is being followed and where local
governments represent a distinct and representative sphere
of government. Considering their potential contribution to
the development agenda (poverty reduction, local
democracy, local economic development), they are also to be
informed, consulted, provided with funding, and supported
in capacity building.

Third, while European actors are not included in the
definition of ‘actors’, the Agreement stresses the need for
partnership and links between ACP and EU actors.

Implementation Challenges 

Extending the ACP-EU partnership to non-state actors and
local governments is a major challenge. It requires political
support (from both the ACP and the EU), commitment by the
actors themselves, country-specific approaches, as well as
time and experimentation. The following implementation
challenges can be noted:

Identifying and selecting the actors

Defining who the actors are was heavily debated during the
negotiating process. Practical questions that need answers
include: Who should participate in dialogue or get access to
funding?  What selection criteria should be used? Who
should do the selection? What guarantees are needed for a
transparent selection process? How can participation be kept
manageable  (as the ACP and the EU can only enter into
dialogue with a limited number of actors)?  How can the
legitimacy and capacity of non-state actors be assessed?

The Cotonou Agreement provides a rather short answer to
these questions. First, ‘recognition’ of non-state actors will be
done ‘by the parties’ - ACP governments and the EU.

Second, the selection criteria will be the extent to which non-
state actors:

address the needs of the population;
have specific competencies;
are organised and managed democratically and
transparently.

Non-state actors are concerned that these provisions leave
scope for arbitrary selection processes, particularly in
countries confronted with governance problems or hostile to
the idea of participatory development. While these fears may
appear legitimate, an open-ended system also has
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advantages. It allows country-specific processes to select
actors, based on local realities, rather than use of a rigid set of
formal criteria (which may exclude relevant non-state
actors).

Lack of information

The actors need to be informed if they are to participate
effectively. Presently, most ACP non-state actors and local
governments are unaware of the existence of a Cotonou
Agreement let alone of the opportunities it provides. Both
sides have committed themselves to inform non-state actors
on the overall partnership agreement, on the programming,
dialogue and cooperation strategies, and on ways to obtain
financial resources. It is still unclear how this commitment
will be operationalised. In this context, European non-state
actors can play a major role in supporting information flows
and awareness raising events.

Political resistance

The opposition of local power groups and top-down
attitudes (entrenched in public service after decades of
centralised government) may reduce the scope for
participation in many ACP countries. The Cotonou Agreement
has two mechanisms to protect participation. First, the
provisions on participation are legal commitments whose
effective implementation can be monitored by ACP-EU
institutions (such as the Joint Parliamentary Assembly), by
other bodies (such as the Economic and Social Committee), or
by non-state actors themselves. Second, the Cotonou
Agreement has provisions to review the performance of
partner countries on a regular basis. Depending on the
performance, additional resources may or may not be
provided. It is agreed that the quality of participation by non-
state actors will be one of the performance indicators to be
used in the review process.

Organising structured dialogues

Dialogue is a key feature of future ACP-EU cooperation.
However, it is not clear how such a public-private dialogue
will be organised at national, regional and global levels. The
Agreement provides no detailed guidance in this area, but
rather opts for pragmatism and country specific approaches.
The involvement of non-state actors in the programming
exercise is discussed in Infokit 9

Obtaining funds

This is likely to be another major battlefield. The Agreement
clearly opens up access to the resources of the National and
Regional Indicative Programmes to non-state actors. It
remains vague on what this means in practice. This issue is
discussed in Infokit 10

Capacity building

Effective implementation will be hampered by capacity
problems in each of the actors (central governments, non-
state actors, EU delegations and EC headquarters). In most
ACP countries, governments are not used to involving non-
state actors in major decision-making processes. Non-state
actors are also mostly not ready to actively participate in
ACP-EU cooperation. They need information, they need time
for dialogue among themselves, and they need skills and
capacity support. In many countries, non-state actors may
face serious problems of legitimacy or lack the capacity to
search for new partnerships with government. The
understaffed EU delegations are hardly equipped, at this
stage, to play a meaningful role in promoting participation.
To make progress, extensive use of Article 4 of the Agreement
- which foresees funding for capacity building - will be
essential. This issue is further discussed in Infokit 11.
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The European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) is an independent foundation that aims to improve  international
cooperation between Europe and countries in  Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific (ACP). It does this through capacity building for policy
management, the  promotion of policy dialogue between ACP countries and  Europe, and through the provision of information and facilities
for knowledge exchange.

Designed for policy makers and practitioners in ACP and EU countries, the Cotonou Infokit brings together, in a readable form, information on
the implementation of the new Cotonou Partnership Agreement. For further information on the infokit, please contact Kathleen Van Hove
(kvh@ecdpm.org).

European Centre for Development Policy Management, Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21, NL-6211 HE  Maastricht, The Netherlands,
E-mail: info@ecdpm.org, Fax: (

All our publications are available on the Internet: http://www.oneworld.org/ecdpm/en/pubs



The programming exercise is the national (or regional)
process of consultation between the EU and ACP
governments (or regional bodies) in which the initial
allocation of resources to a country (or region) is planned. It
determines the priority sectors for support, the type of
assistance to be provided and the most appropriate agencies
for implementation. In keeping with the desire of the
Commission to decentralise, the primary responsibility for
the programming process falls on delegations, working
closely with the partner government (the National
Authorising Officer) and in consultation with non-state
actors.

The first step in the national programming exercise is the
drawing up of a Country Support Strategy (CSS). This
document has three main components:

an outline and assessment of the country’s own
development strategies;
an analysis of the country situation;
the EU response, which should concentrate on a limited
number of sectors and take into account the role and
activities of other donors.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

The Cotonou Agreement gives non-state actors a voice in determining how the funds made available to each ACP country and
region should be used. This means that non-state actors will be associated to the ‘programming’ dialogue. In this fiche, we explain
what roles non-state actors can play in the programming exercise, how this process will be organised and what implementation
challenges are likely to arise.
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The second step is to produce, on the basis of this Country
Support Strategy, an ‘indicative programme’. This is a basic
work plan that identifies the focal areas where the resources
will be spent over the next five years and concrete proposals
that are sufficiently prepared to warrant funding in the first
two years. The idea is to make this indicative programme a
much more comprehensive, transparent and coherent piece
of work than in the past, including a realistic timetable for
implementation. This indicative programme will be annually
reviewed and subjected to a ‘performance test’ after 2.5 years
(the so-called ‘mid-term review’) and at the end of the five-
year period (the so-called ‘end review’).

The timing for this programming exercise is tight. A draft
version of the Country Support Strategy including its related
indicative programme, should be ready by March-April 2001,
to be approved by  June-July 2001.

The Importance of Programming 

There are three main reasons for non-state actors to take a
major interest in the programming exercise:

Influencing policies and cooperation strategies. During the
past decades, the limitations of top-down, centralised
approaches to development have become evident. Bringing
non-state actors into programming may help to define
policies and cooperation strategies that are better
embedded in the social and economic reality of the
countries. It may also help to remove artificial barriers
between state and non-state actors, and to promote new
forms of public-private dialogue and partnership. Non-state
actors may furthermore be in a strong position to defend
the inclusion of their own proposals in the National and
Regional Indicative Programmes (NIPs and RIPs). All this is
expected to increase the ownership, accountability and
sustainability of policies and programmes supported by EU
aid.

Strategic approach. Both the Cotonou Agreement and the
ongoing reform of the EC’s external aid (see Infokit 22)
propose to radically overhaul the way in which
programming is done. In the past, programming was little
more than drafting a general strategy document,
organising a limited dialogue with government, and
identifying a loosely connected set of priority areas and
projects to be included in the NIP. The idea now is to use
programming as a strategic tool to make a clear analysis of
the country’s situation and priorities, as well as to identify a
truly coherent package of EU support measures. This will be
done through extensive dialogue with different actors. The
starting point is the country’s own development agenda
and policies. Programming will try to combine aid, trade
and political cooperation. It will seek coherence between
different instruments (EDF funds and projects funded
through EU budget lines) and with the efforts of other

donors ( World Bank, IMF, EU Member States). Programming
thus becomes a key moment in the life of ACP-EU
cooperation, not to be missed by non-state actors.

Rolling programming. The Cotonou Agreement introduces a
system of ‘rolling’ programming in which progress in the
implementation of the NIP is systematically reviewed. In
cases of poor performance, programmes can be adjusted or
dropped altogether, with the risk for the government of
losing the resources involved. These savings may then be
redirected to better performing ACP countries. It is foreseen
that non-state actors can participate in these performance
reviews. This gives them a major opportunity to monitor
the use of Cotonou funds.

Roles for Non-State Actors

To help EU delegations organise the new programming
exercise with the NAO, the Commission has prepared a set of
programming guidelines. One chapter deals with the
involvement of non-state actors in programming. According
to these guidelines, non-state actors will be involved in five
moments of the programming exercise:

Consultation on national development strategies. This is the
first task for the EU Delegations - getting an updated and
comprehensive overview on the partner country’s own
development agenda and strategies, as well as making an
‘objective analysis’ of the political, economic and social
situation of the country. To do this job, the delegations can
rely on work by other agencies (such as the ‘Poverty
Reduction Strategy Papers’ supported by the IMF or the
‘Comprehensive Development Framework’ initiatives
supported by the World Bank). In this phase, non-state
actors should be informed and consulted. They could also
be invited to provide information on the state of affairs in
the country (with regard to human rights, social issues,
etc.).

Consultation on an EC response. Based on the assessment, a
European Community response has to be elaborated. What
should be the priority areas of cooperation? What should be
done to ensure that aid and trade support are combined?
How can a greater poverty focus be ensured? Where can the
Community have a comparative advantage in relation to
what other donors are doing? An important issue at this
stage is to identify ‘eligible’ non-state actors as well the
resources to be allocated to them. Also here, it is foreseen
that non-state actors will be informed and consulted.

Consultation on sectoral strategies. Future ACP-EU
cooperation is meant to become much more concentrated
on a limited set of sectors (e.g. health, education).
Concerned non-state actors will be consulted on sectoral
strategies once the priority focal areas have been agreed
upon by the EU and the partner country.
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Accessing financial resources. Programming is also about
access to resources and non-state actors will have to be
informed and consulted in this allocation process. They can
access funds either because they are invited to participate
in the implementation of government programmes to be
financed under the NIP or because they introduce their own
proposals (e.g. a decentralised cooperation programme).

Participating in performance reviews. The new
programming system is no longer a ‘one-shot’ exercise at
the beginning of the five-year life period of the Agreement.
It is meant to become a dynamic and rolling process, with a
regular monitoring of the progress in implementation as
well as the overall performance of the partner country. Non-
state actors will be associated with these reviews.

The Programming Process

It is clear that the new programming system, including the
participation of non-state actors, will be a learning process
for all parties involved.

First, programming will be much more demanding than
before. All the innovations of the Cotonou Agreement are
likely to complicate the process. The focus now is on defining

a coherent set of strategies and priorities, ensuring concrete
linkages (or ‘complementarity’) with what other donors are
doing, making this process participatory by involving non-
state actors, and organising a proper monitoring of
implementation and performance (on a rolling basis). Hence,
the challenge for non-state actors is to organise themselves,
to improve their capacities, and to build strategic alliances
among themselves and their northern partners.
Second, only basic guidelines are available as to how non-
state actors should be involved in the programming
dialogue. This is done on purpose, as flexibility is required in
organising the programming process so that specific country
conditions can be taken into account. However, it also means
that non-state actors are well-advised to come up with their
own proposals on how best to set up dialogue processes and
to ensure participation.

Third, it will take some time before the role division between
the different actors is clarified. Evidently, the main players in
the programming exercise are the EU delegation and the
NAO. But who should be responsible for ensuring the
effective participation of non-state actors? According to the
Commission, this should be a ‘collective responsibility’ of all
parties concerned. The delegations want to avoid being the
lead agency to organise participation. They see their role
rather as ‘critical observers’ (checking whether the spirit of
the Cotonou Agreement with regard to non-state actors is



Actors in the Partnerships - 9 4

respected) and ‘facilitators’ (promoting the participation of
non-state actors). This also means that non-state actors
themselves will have to take initiatives to use the
opportunities offered by the Cotonou Agreement.

Fourth, the timing of the programming exercise (September
2000-April 2001) is probably too tight to ensure a smooth
participation by non-state actors. In most countries, the
‘new’ actors (private sector, civil society, local government)
are unaware of the Agreement and its opportunities. They
have had no time to dialogue among themselves, let alone
to prepare policy inputs or programme proposals. Capacity
to act as a dialogue partner may be found wanting at
different levels. This may mean that non-state actors will
miss the current programming exercise, or have only a
minimal input. However, the ongoing (rolling) nature of the
process, subjected to systematic reviews and adjustments,
may partly remedy this flaw. Non-state actors will be able to
catch up as the process of programming unfolds. This,
however, requires that they elaborate a concrete strategy
and action plan to ‘get into the system’ and gradually
become associated to the process.

Fifth, most EU delegations are chronically understaffed.
They may miss the necessary attitudes and capacities to
play the roles foreseen for them (critical observer and
facilitator). This cannot be changed overnight. To overcome
this, the Commission proposes to designate an official in
each delegation to be responsible for relations with non-
state actors. It can also make use of (local) facilitators to
help organise dialogue processes with non-state actors.
Here again, a proactive approach by non-state actors may
prove to be the best solution. They can propose their own
intermediary bodies or experts to facilitate dialogue and
participation processes.



The ACP and EU have both committed themselves to the
principle of participatory development. This implies
improved access to NIP and RIP funds for non-state actors.
Compared to previous Lomé Conventions, the new
Agreement provides, at least on paper, new opportunities to
share resources with non-state actors. Article 4 clearly
stipulates that non-state actors will be provided with
financial resources. Article 81 promises that management
procedures shall be ‘transparent, easy to apply and shall
enable the decentralisation of tasks and responsibilities to
the field’. It states that the 'implementation of ACP-EU
development cooperation shall be open to non-state actors
in areas that are of concern to them'. The annexes to the
Agreement also contain provisions that open up NIP and RIP
funds to non-state actors.

Yet there is still much scepticism about the practical value of
these provisions. Non-state actors that are familiar with ACP-
EU cooperation see several dangers. First, they wonder how
ACP countries ruled by authoritarian or undemocratic
regimes will be induced to share 'their' funds with, often
critical, non-state actors. Second, they regret that the new
agreement has not removed the obligation to get the

approval of the National Authorising Officer (NAO) for each
proposal introduced by non-state actors. In their view, this
may put non-state actors in many ACP countries at the mercy
of the goodwill of their authorities. It may promote co-
optation by friendly non-state actors rather than genuine
participation. Third, the bureaucratic procedures of ACP-EU
cooperation are known to be slow, cumbersome and not
always transparent. This may act as a disincentive for non-
state actors to invest in accessing NIP/RIP funds.

While some of these fears are legitimate, there are many
positive elements to take into account. For instance, in the
guidelines for the programming process (i.e. the process to
plan the resources that are allocated to each ACP country), it
is clearly stated that non-state actors will be able to access
NIP/RIP funds for different purposes and through different
channels. The guidelines also state that the 'resources set
aside for non-state actors will be one of the points for
assessment during the annual operational reviews and the
midterm and end of term reviews.' This could mean financial
sanctions for ACP states that fail to allocate a fair share of the
resources to non-state actors.

The Basic Rules

Some basic principles regulating the access of NIP and RIP
funds by non-state actors are:

A single envelope. The Cotonou Agreement has seriously cut
the number of aid instruments available under the Lomé
Convention. There is now a single long-term development
envelope that has to be programmed in an integrated and
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coherent manner. The resources available to non-state
actors form part of the allocation granted to each ACP state
or region.

No ceiling. There is, in principle, no ceiling to the NIP or RIP
resources that can be accessed, directly or indirectly, by non-
state actors. The final amount depends on the outcome of
the programming process. If in a given country, the decision
is taken to concentrate EU aid on sectors where non-state
actors have a major role to play or to give priority to
decentralised cooperation activities, the share could be
relatively high. In some countries, the programming
exercise may end up giving priority to sectors of limited
concern to non-state actors, thus reducing the share
received. In some countries, non-state actors may lack the
capacities to absorb large amounts of funds.

Negotiating the share of non-state actors. Under the Lomé
Convention, ACP governments were free to decide whether
or not resources were put aside in a 'special envelope' for
micro-projects or for decentralised cooperation. Where this
happened, non-state actors had access to a small amount
of NIP resources (usually under strict government control)
but were unable to gain access to the other NIP funds -
which were much larger. The Cotonou Agreement breaks
with this tradition. The share allocated to non-state actors
will emerge during the programming dialogue, in which
non-state actors will participate. The intention is not to end
up with a special envelope for non-state actors but to foster
new forms of public-private partnership in which all actors
divide tasks and resources according to their comparative
advantages.

NAO agreement. The new Cotonou Agreement has been
concluded between ACP states and the European
Community and its members. This means that ACP
governments can, as sovereign entities, decide on
development models and strategies, as well as on the use of
EU aid. For non-state actors, participating in Cotonou and
accessing its resources, means accepting a partnership with
their governments. Thus, in principle, the National
Authorising Officer (NAO) continues to approve all projects
proposed for funding under a NIP or RIP, including those
introduced by non-state actors.

Funding Options

There are three possible options for non-state actors to
access financial resources:

Direct Access to EDF resources

As we have seen, the Cotonou Agreement recognises the
need for non-state actors to be properly informed about ACP-
EU cooperation and about the new opportunities to

participate in policy formulation and implementation. The
Agreement also accepts that non-state actors cannot
become credible interlocutors and partners overnight. They
need support to dialogue and network among themselves, to
prepare their own strategies and programme proposals and
to strengthen their overall capacity to link up with
governments and the EU.

For this comprehensive capacity building agenda, non-state
actors will have direct access to funds via the EC delegations.
This is explicitly foreseen in the programming guidelines,
which also mention that the National Authorising Officer
only has to agree the global amount of resources allocated to
this type of capacity support (not each single proposal) and
on the eligibility criteria of the non-state actors.

This is an important opportunity for non-state actors. It
means, for instance, that they can introduce proposals to
organise themselves to take part in the programming
dialogue or in the definition of sectoral strategies. It means
they can request funds for sensitisation and awareness
seminars, for networking, for organisational development, or
to improve their demand-making capacity.

The programming guidelines indicate that up to 15% of the
initial indicative resource allocation to an ACP country could
be directly allocated to non-state actors in this way.

Implementing the NIP

The second window of opportunity for non-state actors also
relates to EDF resources and can be found in the programmes
included in the National Indicative Programme. Clearly, the
level of resources that non-state actors may access will
depend on the nature of these programmes as well as the
division of roles agreed upon between the state and the non-
state actors concerned. In practice, this option opens three
channels to access resources:

Public-private partnerships. This is the case when
government and non-state actors decide to join forces in
designing and implementing a programme under the NIP.
Through dialogue, they set priorities, agree goals, define an
implementation strategy, and agree the most appropriate
actor(s) to execute the activities. In such cases, funds for
implementation could be entrusted to non-state actors.
They will be able to  manage NIP funds in a decentralised
manner  (under the supervision of the government and the
EU).

Decentralised cooperation. Article 71 of the Agreement
makes it possible to support decentralised cooperation
programmes that emanate from non-state actors. Here,
proposals come directly from non-state actors. It is
important to note that the proposals do not need to fit into
the sectoral priorities of the NIP, they can also venture into
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areas that are a priority for decentralised agents. Note that
the European Commission has recently reviewed its policy
on decentralised cooperation (see box).

Micro-projects. These build on a tradition that goes back to
the first Lomé Convention (1975-80). These can still be
included in the NIP if this is the desire of the different
parties involved in the programming dialogue.

The EC budget

In addition to EDF funds from the Cotonou Agreement
(through the NIP), the EU also provides resources through a
number of special budget lines managed by the Commission
in Brussels (without interference from ACP governments)
and financed by the overall EU budget (approved and
monitored by the European Parliament).

The best known example to non-state actors is the NGO co-
financing budget line, through which European NGOs can
support the activities of their southern partners. Over time
however, the number of budget lines has grown dramatically
and now covers a wide range of issues (such as human rights,
democracy, decentralised cooperation, environment, fight
against AIDS, etc.).

Three main points need to be noted. First, these budget lines
offer, in principle, a fairly flexible form of funding for
activities proposed by non-state actors. Some are reserved for
European non-state actors (e.g. the NGO co-financing line),

others are open to southern non-state actors as well (e.g.
decentralised cooperation). In ACP countries where the
relationship between state and non-state actors is difficult,
access to NIP funding may be very difficult. The EU budget
lines provide an alternative source of funding, beyond
government control.

Second, an important budget line for ACP non-state actors
and local governments is decentralised cooperation. This
facility aims to provide 'strategic funding' to non-state actors
in order to help them becoming credible and capable actors.
Its main purpose is to build capacity of non-state actors by
supporting information exchange, dialogue processes,
networking, organisational strengthening, etc. This type of
'software' support in capacity building is precisely what ACP
non-state actors need to become active partners in the
Cotonou Agreement. Unfortunately, it appears that the funds
available for 2001 will remain rather limited.

Third, the EU is currently reviewing and harmonising the
system of budget lines. A major trend is to search for greater
coherence between these budget lines and other EU aid
(such as the NIPs). This is not merely a technical issue. As the
EC concentrates its aid to a given country on a very limited
number of sectors, it will increasingly invite non-state actors
to participate in these sectoral programmes rather than to
support a wide range of isolated project activities. In short,
there will be fewer EC budget lines and they will become
more closely linked to the NIPs. Non-state actors are well
advised to prepare themselves for this evolution, so as to
ensure that their concerns are taken into account.

A Role for Local Government

As mentioned before, local governments are also considered
as a distinct partner in the Cotonou Agreement. Therefore,
they can also access NIP resources:

where support to the decentralisation process is a focal
sector, included in the Country Support Strategy;

as an implementing agency for a sectoral programme (e.g.
health);

in the framework of decentralised cooperation
programmes.

TThhrreeee FFoorrmmss ooff DDeecceennttrraalliisseedd CCooooppeerraattiioonn

The EC has recently refined its policy framework on decentralised
cooperation. This approach can be used under the Cotonou
Agreement to fund programmes that aim to support:

the decentralisation process in a country  (to foster the
emergence of legitimate and efficient systems of local
govenance);
local development initiatives and processes  (to ensure greater
consistency and complementary of  development actions in a
location);
political and social dialogue  (to facilitate the participation of
non-state actors in political dialogue and policy formulation).
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In the new Agreement, both parties have committed
themselves to provide capacity support to non-state actors
and local governments (articles 4, 5, 7, 33), facilitating their
participation in ACP-EU cooperation. Different forms of
capacity support are envisaged:

Information. Necessary for effective participation, this has
been weak in past ACP-EU cooperation. Article 5 says that
Cotonou resources can be used ‘to provide more
information and awareness of the basic features of ACP-EU
partnership’. This could, for instance, be done by producing
a local newsletter for non-state actors, providing
information on the overall Agreement, on the programming
dialogue with the government and related Country Support
Strategy, and on ways to access resources. Another option is
to improve information flows through cooperation with
northern partners.

Organisation and representation. In the process of
identifying eligible actors, ACP governments and the EU will
confront questions of the legitimacy and representation of
non-state actors. The Cotonou Agreement recognises the
need to support efforts of non-state actors at different
levels (national, regional, global), helping them to better

organise themselves as representative structures and
capable dialogue partners.

Networking. Resources can be mobilised to promote
channels of communication, networking, exchange of
experiences as well as strategic alliances among non-state
actors at different levels. Cooperation should also
‘encourage partnership and links between ACP and EU
actors.’

Structured dialogue. The Agreement seeks to promote new
public-private partnerships in which different actors join
forces to achieve common goals through task division. To
move in this direction, dialogue processes between non-
state actors and governments could be supported at
different levels.

Who Should Do What?

These provisions create openings for capacity building
initiatives towards non-state actors, to be funded with
Cotonou resources. However, it is not clear how this will work
in practice. This is a fairly new business for all parties involved
and the role division (who should do what) is not yet neatly
defined. Capacity building is a rather intangible process and
it is not necessarily something that ACP-EU cooperation is
good at. In several ACP countries, governments may not be
keen to strengthen the capacity of non-state actors, as
requested by the Cotonou Agreement. There is also a danger
of creating aid-dependent organisations or networks of non-
state actors.
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What does this mean for non-state actors in ACP countries?
How can they obtain support for their information and
capacity building needs in relation to ACP-EU cooperation? A
few pointers may help:

According to the programming guidelines, the EC
Delegations will facilitate the provision of information and
capacity building to non-state actors (in close collaboration
with the ACP government). EC delegations will also have
the necessary resources for activities related to
information, consultation/dialogue and capacity building.
These resources can, in principle, be directly accessed by
non-state actors without the approval of the country’s
National Authorising Officer for each single activity. This
means that specific requests from non-state actors could
be directed to the EC Delegation.

Capacity building measures can be integrated in concrete
programmes supported by the NIPs or RIPs. For instance,
the promotion of structured dialogue between
governments and non-state actors is increasingly included
in the design of new projects (a decentralised cooperation

programme or a regional tourism programme). This can
take the form of a workshop, bringing together the
different stakeholders to identify appropriate
implementation strategies as well as the capacity needs of
the actors involved and the ways to address them.

The EC Delegations are not well placed to do the capacity
job themselves. This is recognised in the programming
guidelines, which stress the need to make use of local
expertise (e.g. process facilitators), and existing or
emerging structures of non-state actors. Examples of
emerging local structures are the ACP Civil Society Forum,
the ACP Business Forum and the ACP Local Government
Platform. These are recent structures that aim to improve
information flows and promote capacity building for their
members.

Collaboration with European non-state actors is another
way to obtain capacity building support. The EC budget
lines for NGO co-financing and decentralised cooperation
can cater for this need.



The Green Paper consultation process on the future of ACP-
EU cooperation (1996)  involved a wide range of civil society
actors, private sector organisations, trade unions, and to a
lesser extent also representatives from the world of local
governments.

Through this process, new actors became aware of  the
‘hidden treasures’ of ACP-EU cooperation. They also started to
organise themselves at different levels (global, regional,
national)  in order to increase their participation in Lomé
cooperation or to defend their interests in the negotiating
process for a successor agreement to Lomé IV.

These processes of organisational development of  non-state
actors turned out to be a major strategic and operational
challenge. Few linkages, for instance, exist between private
sector actors across the ACP  -- and the same holds true for
civil society and local government actors. Funding is not
easily available to bring these actors together, to build
networks, to develop capacity, let alone to develop solid
representative structures.

In this fiche, we focus primarily on new networks of actors at
a global ACP level. However, it should be clear that
interesting initiatives are also taking place at regional and

national levels. The new opportunities for participation,
created by the Cotonou Agreement, will most probably give a
boost to these processes of organisational development of
non-state actors.

The ACP Civil Society Forum

In October 1997, over 30 Civil Society organisations from the
African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) regions met in Entebbe
(Uganda) and agreed to establish a common platform to
address issues relating to ACP-EU cooperation. Seven  ACP
NGOs, representing the four major African sub-regions
(Southern Africa, Eastern Africa, Central Africa and West
Africa), the Caribbean and the Pacific were mandated to drive
the process leading to the establishment of said platform to
be known as the ACP Civil Society Forum.

The Forum is meant to be a democratic, transparent and
inclusive structure. It is a coalition of not-for-profit
organisations working on issues relating to ACP-EU
development co-operation. It seeks to cater for the diverse
range civil society development issues within the wide
geographic coverage of the ACP group. It will benefit from,
and be informed by, the diverse expertise and competencies
of the ACP Civil Society Forum membership.

The objectives of the ACP Civil Society Forum are :

to provide a platform for Civil Society actors from the  ACP
to formulate common positions on issues of concern
relevant to ACP-EU cooperation;

to promote the articulation of the views and concerns of
marginalised social groups in ACP countries;
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to facilitate dialogue between ACP Civil Society
organisations and official institutions of the ACP Group and
the EU (e.g. the ACP Secretariat, the Joint Parliamentary
Assembly or the European Commission);

to support and strengthen the participation of ACP Civil
Society organisations in the ACP-EU development co-
operation framework; and

to regularly access, update and share information on
developments at all levels of the ACP-EU cooperation.

ACP Local Government Platform

Local governments and their national or regional
representative structures, were probably the least involved
actors in Lomé cooperation. In recent years, however, a major
change is taking place, mainly as a result of decentralization
processes in most ACP countries. The specific identity of local
government (as a separate sphere of government)  and their
role in promoting local (economic) development are
increasingly recognized. Thus, the Cotonou Agreement
considers local governments as a distinct actor, to be
associated to the formulation and implementation of ACP-EU
cooperation.

Emulating the example of the civil society and the private
sector, African local government actors took the initiative to
organise an informal dialogue process in December 1999
among themselves, with their European counterparts, and
with representatives from the European Commission. This
meeting made it possible to define the building blocks of a
stronger partnership between local governments and the EU.
It also led to the creation of an ACP Local Government
Platform.

The Platform will be based on existing local government
networks and structures. It will act as an organ for interest
articulation and dialogue at ACP-EU level. It intends to play a
catalytic role in channeling information, supporting
dialogue, networking and organizational development of
ACP local government actors.

The Platform is currently exploring ways and means to
develop its mandate, membership (beyond Africa), structures
and capacity.

ACP Private Sector

The new political and institutional environment in favour of
private sector development has been welcomed by the ACP
private sector. This has resulted in an increasing number of
initiatives by the ACP private sector to better engage in
dialogue with public bodies and to better tap the new
opportunities provided by the Cotonou Agreement. Various

sectoral, national and regional organisations have been
enhancing their constituencies and building their capacities.
Examples can be found at the sectoral level (eg Caribbean
Hotel Association, ACP Sugar Industries,etc.) at the national
level (Joint Economic Council in Mauritius) and at regional
levels (SADC Association of Chambers of Commerce,
Caribbean Association of Industry and Commerce, West, East
and Southern African Enterprise Networks, etc.).

Two major initiatives currently exist at the overall ACP level:

The Association of ACP National Chambers of
Commerce, Industry and Other Economic Operators

The Association was legally constituted in 1996 at a meeting
in the Canary Islands attended by representatives of ACP
Chambers from some 50 countries. The constituencies of the
Association are largely made up of Chambers and smaller
ACP business sectors. The main objectives of the Association
are:

To upgrade ACP national chambers of commerce to
facilitate and foster their dialogue between its members
and others;

To contribute to the integration of the informal sector of
the ACP economies into the formal sector of these
economies;

To develop and promote intra-ACP and ACP-EU trade and
investment;

To facilitate and promote the regular flow of information
and communication between ACP national chambers;

To disseminate information and establish an information
network;

To assist in harmonising the commercial policies of ACP
countries to promote economic activities among the ACP
states as well as with other countries.

ACP Business Forum

The Libreville Declaration of the first ACP Heads of State
Meeting (November 1997) expressed a strong commitment
‘to promote the development of a socially responsible private
sector and encourage its participation in the development
process’. ACP Heads of State also called for ‘the establishment
of an ACP-EU business forum of ACP and EU business
institutions and enterprises’.

Building on this, a group of ACP private sector actors started
in 1998 an informal, bottom-up process, aimed to gradually
construct an ACP Business Forum. The idea was to set up an
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open and loose-knit private sector network with a clear
added-value compared to existing ACP private sector
organisations. The niche of the ACP Business Forum lies in
promoting dialogue and interest articulation among
different existing ACP private sector intermediate bodies and
networks and with ACP and EU authorities at global, regional
and national levels.

As a young entity, the ACP Business Forum is establishing its
own structures, both in Brussels and in the various
(sub)regions of the ACP. Constituencies of the ACP Business
Forum include intermediate bodies of the ACP
manufacturing, services, export industries, as well as
chambers of commerce associations at national and regional
ACP levels. The objectives of the Forum are:

To promote linkages and collaboration among ACP
intermediate private sector and business associations and
with their EU counterparts;

To strengthen the capacity of the ACP private sector
intermediate bodies to effectively participate in the
formulation, programming and implementation of ACP-EU
cooperation at national, sub-regional, and global ACP-EU
levels;

To build new public-private partnerships with ACP
governments and with the EU, based on dialogue, a quest
for complementarity action and mutual accountability.

In the course of the negotiating process for the Cotonou
Agreement, the ACP Business Forum provided constructive
inputs on private sector development issues. The Forum has
also engaged in structured dialogue with the Brussels-based
ACP-EU official bodies (EC, ACP secretariat, ACP Committee of
Ambassadors) and the various instruments in support of the
private sector.

The future work of the Forum is largely concentrating on the
promotion of structured public-private dialogue in the
context of the new Cotonou Partnership Agreement.

Contacts

ACP Civil Society Forum (7 regional focal points)

The Caribbean
Caribbean NGO Policy Development Center
Halsworth, St Micheal, Barbados;
P. O. Box 284, Bridgetown, Barbados
Fax: 246-437-3381
e-mail: doccentre@sunbeach.net

West Africa (Senegal)
Enda TM
7 Rue Kleber
BP 3370
Dakar, Senegal
Fax:221 - 8222695
e-mail: syspro2@enda.sn

Third World Network - Africa Secretariat
P O Box AN19452
Accra, Ghana
fax: 233 21511188
email: twnafrica@ghana.com

Southern Africa
MWENGO,
20 McChlery Avenue, Eastlea,
Harare, Zimbabwe
Fax: 263-4-738310
Email: mwengo@internet.co.zw

Central Africa
CONGAC
Cameroon
Fax: 237 - 402602
e-mail: congac@camnet.cm

Eastern Africa
Econews Africa,
P.O Box 76406
Nairobi, Kenya
Fax: 254-2-725171
e-mail: econews@econewsafrica.com

The Pacific
Pacific Concerns Resource Center
83 Amy Street, Toorak
Fax: 679 - 304755
e-mail: pcrc.is.com.fj
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ACP Local Government Platform

African Union of Local Authorities 
P.O. Box 6852 
Harare, Zimbabwe
Tel. : (263)-4.72.62.89
Fax : (263)-4.72.62.89
E-mail : iula@harare.iafrica.com

ACP Private Sector Organisations

ACP Business Forum
C/o Santo Domingo Chamber of Commerce 
Arzobispo Nouel # 206, Zona Colonial 
Santo Domingo, dominican Republic 
E-mail: info@acpbusiness.org
Web: http://www.acpbusiness.org

ACP Chambers of Commerce
Centre for the Development of Enterprise
2, Av. Hermann Debroux
1160 Brussels, Belgium
Fax: (32) 2 675 26 03 



In 1975, the EU granted a preferential trade regime to ACP
nations within the framework of cooperation agreements.
Trade preferences, commodity protocols and instruments of
trade cooperation were part of the four successive Lomé
Conventions (1975-2000).

Under the Cotonou Agreement signed in June 2000,
preferences were extended for eight further years (until the
beginning of 2008). The regime will continue to benefit all
countries of sub-Saharan Africa (except South Africa), as well
as most independent developing countries in the Pacific and
the Caribbean. South Africa, a signatory since 1998 of the EU-
ACP cooperation agreements, has never benefited from the
trade provisions. It signed a reciprocal free trade agreement
with the EU in 1999.

For a long time, these preferences were the most generous
European trade arrangement with third countries. The
original aim was to promote and diversify ACP countries'
exports, so as to favour their growth and development.
However, as the EU lowered or abolished its trade barriers
within a multilateral framework (GATT then WTO) or granted
preferences to an increasing number of new privileged trade

partners in Eastern Europe, the Maghreb, Mexico etc., ACP
preferences have lost their relative value.

Tariff and Non-Tariff Preferences

These preferences grant an advantage to ACP products
imported into Europe in relation to competing products from
other countries. The 'preferential margin' is the difference
between the tariffs paid on the latter and those tariffs (often
at zero) paid by importers of ACP products on their entry into
the single European market (tariff preferences). The
preferences also take the form of exemptions from non-tariff
restrictions such as import quotas (non-tariff preferences).
Under a safeguard clause - seldom used so far - the EU can re-
impose restrictions when imports from ACP countries
threaten their domestic producers.

These preferences are not reciprocal. This means that ACP
countries are not obliged to offer special access to EU
products in their own markets, and are able to restrict their
entry by taxing them.

Manufactured and processed products from ACP countries are
exempted from customs duties, as well as from certain
restrictions (non-tariff barriers) on their entry into the single
European market. To benefit from these preferences, ACP
countries must conform to rules of origin, which set out the
degree of processing required within ACP countries: "Non
originating" raw materials cannot represent more than 15%
of the ex-works price of the finished product. Moreover,
simple assembly in an ACP country of components from non-
ACP countries is not sufficient to constitute a product of ACP
origin. The objective of these rules is to ensure that imported

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

Trade preferences granted by the European Union to ACP countries are an essential pillar of their cooperation, first under the
Lomé Conventions, and now under the Cotonou Agreement. They also represent the most ambitious North-South trade
agreement to date. However, after 25 years without significant changes, the EU used the renegotiations of their cooperation
agreement with the ACP, which took place between 1998-2000, as a unique opportunity to profoundly transform the EU-ACP
trade regime. The existing trade preferences have only been temporarily extended under the Cotonou Agreement (until 2008) .

Cotonou Infokit
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products from ACP beneficiary countries really originate from
them, and not from a non-beneficiary country which would
thus illegally benefit from ACP preferences. The rules of
origin authorise ACP countries to 'cumulate' the value added
in other ACP countries, in the EU and in certain non-ACP
neighbouring countries in the calculation of the originating
component (which must be equivalent to at least 85% of the
total value of the product). The Cotonou Agreement also
allows a limited degree of cumulation with South Africa.

Preferences for agricultural products are less generous, since
they are sometimes limited (by quotas, 'ceilings', seasonal
restrictions for fruit and vegetables, and simple exclusion of a
limited number of products). There are two types:

Tropical products which do not compete with European
products (coffee, cocoa etc.) enter duty free. Several ACP
countries have successfully developed exports of non-
traditional products (cut flowers, tropical plants etc.) which
benefit from a sizeable preferential margin. In most cases
however, this margin is narrow due to the very low or non-
existent customs duties under the Most Favoured Nation
regime (MFN, the non-preferential rates applied to imports
from WTO members).

Temperate products are exempted from certain restrictions
applied as part of the EU's Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP), consisting of high import duties, levies, quotas and
subsidies. These exemptions affect about one-quarter of
agricultural imports and take the form of exemption or
reduction of customs duties. ACP exporters thus have an
advantage over other exporters to the EU, but remain at a
disadvantage in relation to EU domestic producers.

The Commodity Protocols

Four agricultural products were the subject of protocols
annexed to the Lomé Convention. For certain 'selected and
traditional suppliers' from the ACP countries, they gave free
access to specific quantities of bananas and rum, and limited
the distorting effect of the CAP on ACP exports of sugar and
beef and veal. They even extended certain CAP benefits to
ACP producers (such as high prices based on prices paid to
European producers). However, the benefits of these
protocols have diminished due to phenomena external to
EU-ACP negotiations:

The 1996 US-EU agreement on spirits involved the de facto
disappearance of the  Rum  protocol. The  ACP producers,
however, have received the assurance that aid would be
provided to support their efforts to strengthen their
competitiveness;

Non-ACP WTO members, who considered the provisions on
bananas to be  discriminatory, attacked the EU banana
regime. Since a ruling of the WTO arbitration panel

supported their views, the banana protocol is being revised.
The complex system of granting import licences could be
transformed into a simple tariff preference, which probably
would no longer suffice to protect ACP exports from the
competition of Latin American products on the EU market;

The CAP reform has started to reduce intervention prices
paid to beneficiaries of the beef and veal protocol. In
addition, the agricultural negotiations in the WTO could
erode the advantages the protocols offer in terms of tariff
reductions;

The sugar protocol has been maintained, but the
progressive lowering of the level of support to export prices
is irreversible and the regime itself could be under threat.

The Other Trade-Related Provisions 

Part of the financial and technical aid of the Lomé
Convention was devoted to the promotion of ACP-EU trade,
as well as to strengthening production and export capacities
of ACP countries. Under the Cotonou Agreement, certain of
these instruments have disappeared. The STABEX facility (to
stabilise the export earnings of certain raw materials) and
SYSMIN (financing of the mining sector) have been merged
into the European Development Fund (EDF). Others have
been carried over and reformed, such as the Centre for
Development of Industry (now the Centre for the
Development of Enterprise). New financial instruments,
finally, combine support of the private sector with trade
promotion (EBAS, etc.). (see  infokit 16)

A Disappointing Result ...

In the 25 years between the signature of Lomé I and the
expiration of Lomé IV, the share of ACP exports in European
markets has fallen by half, from nearly 8% to about 3%. The
main beneficiaries are other developing countries such as
South East Asia which enjoy a level of preferential access to
the EU (the Generalised System of Preferences) that is less
favourable than under Lomé.

Successful experiences of the use of preferences are in fact
limited to some sectors and some countries. While it was
hoped that they would stimulate exports and boost growth,
the incapacity of ACP economies to produce more, better and
a greater diversity of products has in fact prevented them
from taking advantage of this privileged access. This is the
so-called 'supply constraints' argument in which the
preferential margin (the difference between levels of
customs duties) is only one element of competitiveness.

The argument follows that other elements - such as
production costs, product quality, exporters' capacity to
adapt to changes in world demand, etc - count even more
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than preferential access. These are all areas where ACP
countries confront enormous structural obstacles (low rates
of saving, poor infrastructures, etc.) and where they are
further handicapped by unsuitable economic policies, which
often penalise the transfer of innovative technology,
production and export. These elements have seriously
contributed to delaying ACP's progress in comparison with
Asia. Preferential margins can give a 'helping hand' to exports
- as in the case of Mauritius - but they cannot compensate for
a lack of basic competitiveness in ACP economies.

... An Irreversible Erosion ...

Even supposing that ACP countries were to succeed in
improving considerably the performance of their economies,
it is now very late to hope to reverse the trend of preference
erosion. The value of preferences - the preferential margin - is
irreversibly eroded under the impact of two phenomena:

The EU is progressively lowering its trade barriers within
the GATT framework, in favour of all WTO members or a
specific group (e.g. the EBA project providing free access to
the EU market for LDCs). It is also multiplying its
preferential agreements with certain third countries
(Eastern Europe, Turkey, Maghreb and Middle East, South
Africa, etc.). The protocols are equally affected by factors
over which the ACP have no control.

The type of preferences granted are getting rather 'dated':
Tariff and quantitative restrictions are no longer the only
instruments of European protection. Other obstacles, such
as veterinary and quality standards, anti-dumping
measures or the distortions caused by national legislation,
play an increasing role against which preferences inherited
from Lomé are useless.

However, there are certain sectors - textiles, clothing, and
fisheries - where trade preferences will still be useful to ACP
exporters for some time to come. The same is the case for the
protocols on sugar and beef and veal, which bring
diminishing but still tangible benefits.

... and A Challenged Legitimacy

Not the dissapointing results, but the incompatibility with
WTO rules is the key argument put forward by the EU to
justify the termination of non-reciprocal preferences.
Preferences infringe the principle of non-discrimination
established by Article I of GATT. This is the cornerstone of the
international trading system whereby all preferences
granted to one member must automatically be extended to
all others. Exceptions are certainly foreseen to this principle,
which permit the conclusion of discriminatory agreements
under the following reservations:

Either that they be reciprocal, in the case of free trade
agreements which seal the project for political integration
between WTO members (Article XXIV of GATT),

or they are granted by a developed country to all developing
countries - or to a recognised sub-group, the only one being
the least developed countries - without discrimination
between the latter (the so-called 'enabling clause'
permitting special and differential treatment of developing
countries).

However, preferences inherited from Lomé are not eligible as
exceptions. On the one hand, the regime is non-reciprocal,
thus it is not a free trade agreement. On the other hand it is
discriminatory, since it is more generous towards the ACP
than it is towards other developing countries. For these
reasons, the EU had asked other WTO members for a waiver
of Article I for Lomé IV-bis (1995-2000) which was granted.
However, WTO members require concessions in exchange for
granting a waiver. Safeguarding ACP trade interests thus has
a price for Europe, which it is not prepared to pay for much
longer. Consequently, the EU announced during the post-
Lomé negotiations that it would only ask for one more
supplementary derogation, on a provisional basis, while
waiting to put in place a regime fully compatible with WTO
rules. The ACP and EU agreed at Cotonou in June 2000, on a
new trade regime namely the concept of the Economic
Partnership Agreements. (see infokit 14)
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The European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) is an independent foundation that aims to improve  international
cooperation between Europe and countries in  Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific (ACP). It does this through capacity building for policy
management, the  promotion of policy dialogue between ACP countries and  Europe, and through the provision of information and facilities
for knowledge exchange.

Designed for policy makers and practitioners in ACP and EU countries, the Cotonou Infokit brings together, in a readable form, information on
the implementation of the new Cotonou Partnership Agreement. For further information on the infokit, please contact Kathleen Van Hove
(kvh@ecdpm.org).

European Centre for Development Policy Management, Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21, NL-6211 HE  Maastricht, The Netherlands,
E-mail: info@ecdpm.org, Fax: (31)-(0)43-350 29 02, http://www.oneworld.org/ecdpm/

All our publications are available on the Internet: http://www.oneworld.org/ecdpm/en/pubs



EPA, REPA or FTA?

Initially termed Regional Economic Partnership Agreements
(REPA) in the negotiating mandate of the European
Commission, the agreements which Cotonou signatories
have undertaken to negotiate as from 2002 are now called
‘Economic Partnership Agreements’ (EPA). However, there is
little difference between a REPA and an EPA. The EU still
wants to negotiate these agreements with regional
groupings of ACP countries, and are in essence Free Trade
Agreements (FTAs).

An FTA is a reciprocal preferential trade agreement, under
which each party undertakes to abolish restrictions on
imports from the other party, thus constituting positive
discrimination towards one or several WTO members. The
‘plus’ of EPAs in relation to simple FTAs is the financial
dimension - from the European Development Fund and the
EIB - which accompanies them and which should facilitate
their implementation.

The Three EPA Principles

Reciprocity

The EU now grants almost free access to ACP products (see
infokit 13), but the reverse is not true - ACP countries do not
grant preferential treatment to European products. EPAs
foresee that ACP countries will offer reciprocity, i.e. that they
will progressively open their markets to European products.
This is in line with the Euromed experience: Non-reciprocal
trade preferences granted until recently by Europe to several
countries of the Maghreb and Mashreq have been
transformed into FTAs, with a view to forming Free Trade Area
beween Europe and the Mediterranean countries. However,
agricultural products are excluded. Financial aid should
compensate the costs of trade liberalisation and of the
economic restructuring implied. ACP countries not wishing to
sign a FTA with Europe would lose the benefit of their
present preferences - except for Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) - and instead would presumably benefit from the EU’s
Generalised System of Preferences (GSP) (see box).

Regions

The EU encourages ACP countries to sign free trade
agreements, not individually but collectively as regional
groups. This would limit the number of agreements (there
are now 77 ACP countries) and contribute to sustaining
regional integration efforts. It is up to the ACP countries to
take the initiative to eventually entrust their negotiating
mandate to a regional grouping.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

The EU-ACP Cotonou Agreement broadly reflects the European proposal to replace non-reciprocal preferences by free trade
agreements, called Economic Partnership Agreements. As from 2008, the EU will start to treat ACP countries differently, on the
basis of two criteria: their level of development and their regional integration projects. Many uncertainties however remain as to
the shape of these future agreements.
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Regional Economic Partnership Agreements
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Special treatment for LDCs.

In accordance with EU proposals, the 39 least developed ACP
countries (LDCs), in view of the special fragility of their
economies, are not obliged to sign an EPA in order to retain
their present level of access to the EU. If they do not wish to
open their own markets to the EU, they can choose to keep
existing non-reciprocal trade preferences and are assured
that whatever happens they will continue to have free access
to the EU market for ‘essentially’ all products from 2005 at
the latest. If the project of ‘Everything But Arms’ of the
Commission is adopted, then all LDC products, including
agricultural products, could enjoy free access.

The intention of the designers of the EPA, whose principle
was accepted at Cotonou, is thus to simultaneously attain
several objectives. To strengthen integration between the
ACP and the EU, to promote the economic liberalisation of
ACP economies, to  deepen their regional integration process,
to increase access for European companies to their markets.
These are all compatible with WTO rules and take account of
the least developed economies. Can the EPAs succeed in
hitting such a ‘broad target’? In particular, can they attain the
development goals of ACP countries? And how will the
technical and political obstacles to application be
surmounted?

A Controversial Impact on ACP Countries 

The impact of the proposals on the development of ACP
countries has been the subject of intense dispute during the
negotiations. The defenders of the EPA emphasise their
expected positive impact on:

the flow of direct European investments to the ACP
countries ;

the ‘locking-in’ of the trade liberalisation process in these
countries ;

the restructuring of ACP economies, by combining a
modification of the framework of incentives for economic
agents (propelling them towards a more efficient use of re-
sources) with the financial and technical support of the EU.

However, in both ACP countries and Europe, certain analysts
are sceptical, fearing that the EPAs will have several negative
effects, including:

increasing the profit margins of European exporters, rather
than lowering the prices to consumers and ACP importers;

a sharp reduction in customs duty revenues, which a
diversification of fiscal receipts would not compensate in
the short or even medium term;

pushing ACP countries to liberalise their trade regimes at a
‘sub-optimal’ rate as compared to what they would do
unilaterally ;

hindering the diversification of ACP trade with non-EU
trade partners;
complicate regional integration (by treating countries
differently belonging to the same regional grouping);

strengthen the old Lomé reflexes which focus ACP attention
on obtaining trade preferences (in Brussels) instead of
adopting a more active stance, in particular within the
multilateral trade system (in Geneva).

Technical Feasibility

Several preconditions are needed to enable the negotiation
and the establishment of EPAs. These include:

The effectiveness of ACP participation as regional groups
depends on the progress of regional integration processes
which need to take place in a very short time before the
launch of the negotiations. To sign an FTA with the EU, a
regional grouping must be an effective free trade zone or a
customs union. Apart from SACU, very few ACP regions have
reached this stage.

The trade negotiation capacities of ACP countries are very
weak and those of the regions are almost non-existent and
thus must be considerably strengthened if true
negotiations are to be held. The EU’s capacities are also
insufficient to conduct several negotiations simultaneously
with the ACP, in addition to other bilateral negotiations and
of course those within the WTO.

TThhee EEUU''ss GGeenneerraalliisseedd SSyysstteemm ooff PPrreeffeerreenncceess

As in the case of Lomé and Cotonou, this is a non-reciprocal
‘preferential’ trade regime. But tariff and non-tariff reductions
and exemptions are less generous, and rules of origin are stricter
than for ACP imports. It covers fewer products (54 % of tariff lines
compared to 95 % under Lomé) and notably excludes agricultural
products. Finally, it is not negotiated but unilaterally offered by
the EU, and can thus be unilaterally revoked. All developing
countries benefit and it is relatively well-established within the
WTO framework. Other developed countries, such as the US and
Japan, also have their own GSPs. The EU GSP will be revised in
2004.



Trade and Economic Partnership - 14 3

The Political Feasibility of EPAs

In view of these difficulties, a strong political will is needed,
on both the EU and ACP side, to put EPAs into place. What
support can the ACP count on? They accepted the reciprocity
principle in Cotonou, but with reticence. From a pragmatic
point of view, the ACP seem to have a number of options
including :

to give priority to political links with the EU and its member
states rather than to sovereignty in trade policy matters;

to fear that the refusal of economic partnership proposed
by EU will imply indirect sanctions (less aid) ;

to accept reciprocity in the hope of facilitating the
preservation of other privileges (such as benefits of the
commodity protocols), a particularly profitable calculation
for countries with little trade with Europe (Caribbean,
Pacific).

The consensus of the ACP group at Cotonou about ‘fatalistic
pragmatism’ should be transformed in the coming months
under the influence of a double phenomenon:

First, at the level of the ACP group, the study of options will
probably continue to fragment their common position into
different national and regional positions. The envisaged
dismantling of the all-ACP trade regime requires that the

ACP group reaffirms its raison d’être without this trade
pillar, which was so important until now.

Second, the various ACP actors whose interests are at stake
- in particular the private sector (producers, exporters etc)
and ACP civil society (consumers, trade unions, NGOs) - will
endeavour to influence the position of their governments
at national, regional and global level.

It is very difficult to have a clear idea of what situation will
prevail after 2008. Certain ACP countries will choose not to
negotiate and will ‘keep Lomé.’ Others will negotiate EPAs as
regional groups, others will negotiate individually, others
may try to obtain another type of agreement from the EU.
(see infokit 13) 

The European case is also complex. The Commission and its
Member States are confronted with two indirectly opposing
concepts:

the ‘bilateralists’ consider trade policy as a tool of foreign
policy towards a given country or region. This is the vision
which has inspired the EPA concept, as was the case with
the EU-South Africa FTA (see box) or  the Euro-Med
Agreements, the agreements with Eastern European
countries, etc. In fact, the concept of FTAs between Europe
and its former colonies dates back from 1960. It failed then
due to objections from the USA, resistance from French
companies, and protectionist strategies by newly-
independent african countries.

WWhhyy cchhoooossee EEPPAAss wwhheenn ootthheerr ooppttiioonnss kkeeeepp tthhee EEUU-AACCPP pprreeffeerreennttiiaall rreeggiimmee aanndd aarree ccoommppaattiibbllee wwiitthh tthhee WWTTOO??

The erosion of the relative value of preferences is inevitable and their impact on ACP development has been very weak. Why worry about
keeping them? For two main reasons: The first is that without them, ACP countries, which are not LDCs would 'be moved into the EU's GSP,'
and would thus see an increase in the absolute level of barriers to their exports and  would face an increase in certain customs duties. The
second reason is not economic. The EU, mainly the Commission and some Member States such as France as well as the ACP wish to retain a
specific trade dimension to their cooperation, without which the partnership would appear to be weakened.

To render the preferential regime  compatible with WTO rules, two solutions are on offer to signatories of the Cotonou Agreement:

Either transform non-reciprocal preferences into FTAs, while respecting certain rules contained within Article XXIV of GATT, or;
Abolish the discriminatory character of preferences by extending the benefits to all developing countries (by retooling the GSP granted by
the EU to all these countries).

In the negotiations, the EU opted for the first solution and carried the argument against a group of ACP countries who preferred the status
quo, which the Europeans did not want. At Cotonou, the two parties undertook to negotiate reciprocal agreements, i.e. the EPAs. The second
solution did not attract any party, since it amounted to renouncing a specific trade agreement between the ACP and the EU, which had
symbolic value. Harmonisation with the GSP would actually imply the disappearance of the trade dimension in ACP-EU cooperation since
all developing countries, ACP or not, would benefit from the same non-reciprocal preferences.

Another option which is still possible at least in principle, is for the EU to abolish trade preferences and to radically reduce its MFN tariffs to
the benefit of the ACP and other WTO members, by means of a global offer to be made during the next multilateral trade negotiations.
Such an ambitious liberalisation project would however need the agreement of all European actors within a framework which would go far
beyond the renegotiation of its agreements with the ACP.
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the ‘multilateralists’ think that European trade policy
objectives must be pursued within the WTO framework,
by directly influencing the establishment and application
of world trade rules. They ague that the recent FTAs
between the EU and Morocco, Tunisia, Mexico, and South
Africa etc. fragment and undermine the multilateral trade
system, and inspire a certain degree of scepticism.

It is up to the European Commission’s DG Trade (rather
‘multilateralist’) to put in place a project (the EPAs) that was
developed by a more ‘bilateralist’ DG Development. If DG
Trade were to judge that EPAs were not the best way of
trading with the ACP in the future, the EC could be tempted
to free itself of its Cotonou commitments by, for example,
invoking other undertakings within the WTO framework. So
it is not certain that the enlarged Union, with a reformed
Commission would still be devoted in 2008 to applying
ambitious preferential trade agreements with the ACP.

The European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) is an independent foundation that aims to improve  international
cooperation between Europe and countries in  Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific (ACP). It does this through capacity building for policy
management, the  promotion of policy dialogue between ACP countries and  Europe, and through the provision of information and facilities
for knowledge exchange.

Designed for policy makers and practitioners in ACP and EU countries, the Cotonou Infokit brings together, in a readable form, information on
the implementation of the new Cotonou Partnership Agreement. For further information on the infokit, please contact Kathleen van Hove
(kvh@ecdpm.org).

European Centre for Development Policy Management, Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21, NL-6211 HE  Maastricht, The Netherlands,
E-mail: info@ecdpm.org, Fax: (31)-(0)43-350 29 02, http://www.oneworld.org/ecdpm/

IIss tthhee EEUU-SSoouutthh AAffrriiccaa FFTTAA aa mmooddeell EEPPAA??

In 1999, the EU and South Africa signed a Free Trade Agreement.
In contrast to the Euro-Med agreements, it covers agricultural
products. Apart from the difficulties of the negotiations (four
years and a number of changes on both sides) there are few
lessons for the ACP. South Africa is neither an LDC nor even a
developing country (at the WTO it has chosen to be considered as
a developed country). It represents for the EU a political and
economic challenge quite out of proportion with any other ACP,
and finally its negotiating capacity and independence make it a
case apart. Two elements however deserve attention:

Despite rhetorical efforts, the agreement barely considers  the
impact on South Africa's partners within SADC and above all in
the Southern Africa Customs Union (SACU);
Members of SACU (Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, Swaziland),
having no barriers in their trade with South Africa are de facto
already members of a sort of  'virtual EPA' with the EU, even
though they did not take part in the negotiation of the
agreement.



The Negotiating Calendar: 2000-2020

The Cotonou text is not a trade agreement, but ‘a
commitment to agree’ at a later date (2008 at the latest) on
several new ACP-EU reciprocal trade agreements that are
compatible with WTO rules and will replace the present non-
reciprocal preferential arrangement. For the first time, ACP
countries will negotiate a trade agreement with the EU (so
far, only  preferences have been granted). The calendar for
this process is detailed on the next page. Confronted with
this new situation, ACP countries will have to answer several
questions: How will they negotiate and with whom? What
goals should they pursue? What room for manoeuvre do
WTO rules leave them?

How to Negotiate? Difficult Choices for ACP

Negotiate alone, or with several others? ACP countries can
negotiate Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs)
collectively in regional groups, such as UEMOA, CARICOM, or
SADC. While this is the EU's preferred option, they can also
negotiate individually. To negotiate an EPA as a regional
grouping would involve a prior negotiation between member
states to decide on a common negotiating madate and
probably to delegate the power to negotiate with the

Commision to a supranational entity. Certain non-LDCs could
distrust such a mechanism and may feel that they would be
better able to defend their interests on their own. It remains
to be seen whether the EC will want, or be able to negotiate a
series of 'individual' EPAs.

Negotiate collectively but with whom? Many ACP countries
(most of them in Africa) simultaneously belong to several
regions, but will only be able to negotiate a regional EPA - if
they so wish - within the framework of a single region. For
example all countries belonging to UEMOA are also members
of ECOWAS. Several countries are members of both SADC and
COMESA. A choice will have to be made, and some options
excluded.

Negotiate...or not? For LDCs such as Mali, Haiti or Zambia, the
existing preferences can be extended. They must therefore
decide whether to negotiate the opening of their frontiers to
European products or instead to not negotiate at all,
retaining the advantage of present preferences. From a
purely mercantile point of view, since reciprocity does not
offer any real prospect of gaining further access to the EU
market, they will have little incentive to join the negotiations
of an EPA.

Non-LDCs, such as Zimbabwe could also choose not to
negotiate, if for example the revision of the EU GSP offered to
them is equivalent to the benefits through the
Lomé/Cotonou Agreement. However, the revised GSP will
only be known two years after the start of the ACP-EU
negotiations. It is therefore probable that several non-LDCs
will join negotiations on EPAs, so as not to be 'downgraded'
under the present GSP. Since all ACP regions contain LDCs and
non-LDCs, to obtain a consensus between member countries
on a regional negotiating strategy promises to be  tricky.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

The Cotonou agreement extends trade preferences for eight years and defines the negotiating framework to enable ACP and the
EU to conclude new trade agreements compatible with WTO rules, by 31st of December 2007 at the latest.
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An EPA or Nothing? 

Are non-LDCs that do not wish to sign an EPA condemned to
enter the GSP? The question is crucial. At the insistence of
ACP countries, the Cotonou Agreement foresees the
possibility of ‘alternatives’ permitting them to retain an
equivalent access to the present regime (Article 37.6 - see
box). The Commission is however extremely reluctant to
pursue alternative trade agreements (other than the EPA)
and the article stipulates that it is the ‘Community’ which
will  "study" these alternatives. It therefore does not explicitly
foresee a negotiation and it can be interpreted as leaving full
discretion to the Commission to accept or refuse this
alternative option. Moreover, on a technical level, it is difficult
to imagine an alternative that would be compatible with
WTO rules, apart from a non-reciprocal system extended to
all developing countries, such as an improved GSP.

Towards a Positive Negotiating Agenda

The ACP could hope to go beyond the provisions of the
Cotonou Agreement - which is rather vague and generally
not very innovative on trade issues - and strengthen
cooperation with the EU in new domains where this can be
useful at a ‘sub-multilateral’ level. Examples are cooperation
in the area of services, criteria to protect intellectual property

on plants, codes of conduct on anti-dumping, safeguard
measures etc. This would require that the ACP countries, as
soon as possible, identify their long-term trade interests and
develop suitable negotiating strategies. Certain countries
such as in the Caribbean region seem to be taking this route.

The Multilateral Negotiating Framework

In their negotiations, the ACP and the EU must take account
of the multilateral rules about bilateral agreements, and the
attitude of other WTO members. This creates a double
uncertainty. First, in the short term, it is not certain that the
EU will obtain from WTO members a waiver (see infokit 13) to
maintain the preferential regime until 2008. Certain Latin
American countries are already opposed to this as a way to
exert pressure on Europe to modify its banana regime.

In the longer term, if the EU obtained this derogation, the
agreements themselves could be denounced. The ‘free trade’
agreement and customs unions are distortions of the non-
discrimination principle of Article I of GATT (now superseded
by the 1994 WTO agreements). This stipulates that any
advantage conferred on a third country in terms of market
access must be automatically extended to all members of
the multilateral system, according to the Most Favoured
Nation clause. GATT however recognises that under certain

DDaattee

Until September 2002

Spring 2000

From September 2002 to 31 December 2007 

2004

2006

From 1st January 2008  until 2018-2020

From 2018-2020

NNeeggoottiiaattiioonnss

Preparation of negotiations.

EU requests a derogation from other WTO members
enabling it to maintain Lomé trade preferences until
2008 (decision still awaiting)

EU negotiates ‘Economic Partnership Agreements’
with ACP countries, by regional groups, or country by
country.

EU and ACP countries study ‘all possible alternatives’
for non-LDC countries which  ‘decide […] that they
are not able’ to sign free trade agreements.

EU revises its GSP

EU and ACP countries analyse agreements foreseen
‘to ensure that the calendar foreseen permits the
adequate preparation of negotiations.‘

Application of new Economic Partnership
Agreements (EPA).

TTrraaddee rreeggiimmee

Maintaintance with 76 ACP countries, except South
Africa, of non-reciprocal tariff preferences in force at
present, i.e. the Lomé regime for all ACP countries

(assuming a derogation is obtained from WTO) 

End of the global ‘all ACP’Lomé regime.
ACP signatories of EPAs progressively open their
markets to EU products.
LDCs which have chosen not to conclude EPAs retain
their non-reciprocal tariff preferences.
non-LDCS which have chosen not to conclude EPA's
benefit from a new regime (still to be defined).

Application of free trade agreements between the
EU and ACP countries signatories of EPAs
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conditions, "regional" agreements that aim to lower trade
barriers between a limited number of members can be
complementary to the multilateral liberalisation process.
They are thus authorised, subject to a triple condition that is
set out in Article XXIV of GATT, which regulates regional
agreements:

They must not involve an increase in the level of overall
protection against third countries;

They must cover virtually all trade (do not exclude too many
'sensitive' products);

They must be established within a reasonable period of
time (which the WTO agreements interpret as not
exceeding ‘ten years except in exceptional circumstances’).

Do EPAs fulfil these conditions? It is not possible to say. First
because we will not know until 2008 which products will be
excluded from the agreements and in what period of time
the agreement will be put in place. Furthermore, the
provisions of Article XXIV are far too vague to indicate clearly
what is 'compatible' and what is not. Very few agreements
have been notified to the regional agreements committee o
the WTO so far, and none has so far been challenged.
Everything in fact depends on what WTO members are
prepared to accept from their partners. This decision can be
strongly influenced by trade or political factors that have no
direct relation to the regional agreements concerned, as in
the case of bananas and the derogation requested for the
Cotonou agreement by the EU.

A Negotiation Unlike Others

The ACP countries are thus faced for the first time with a
trade negotiation with the EU. However, it is a special kind of
negotiation:

‘‘AAlltteerrnnaattiivveess’’  ttoo EEPPAAss
CCoottoonnoouu - AArrttiiccllee 3377..66

In 2004, the Community will assess the situation of the non-
LDCs which, after consultations with the Community decide
that they are not in a position to enter into Economic
Partnership Agreements and will examine all alternative
possibilities, in order to provide these countries with a new
framework for trade which is equivalent to their existing
situation and in conformity with WTO rules.

DDooeess AArrttiiccllee XXXXIIVV rreessttrriicctt EEPPAA bbeenneeffiittss ffoorr tthhee AACCPP??

Wishing to soften the shock of eventual free trade agreements on ACP economies (increased competition, decline in customs revenues etc),
certain people have suggested that WTO rules - in particular the provisions of Article XXIV - should be made more flexible. They argue that
this would enable the establishment of 'softened' free trade areas which would exclude 'sensitive' products up to a proportion of 20 % of
trade, or more, and with a 15 or even 20 year transition period. Is this in the interest of ACP? To respond, the spirit of Article XXIV should be
recalled.

Article XXIV is WTO's tool to unmask 'marriages of convenience.' The restrictions it imposes on the application of regional agreements are
supposed to ensure that they are not used as instruments of everyday trade policy but that they reflect a strong political will for
integration on the part of the contracting parties (as in the case of the EU itself). Indeed, an FTA which would exclude a large number of
economic sectors, and which, by means of a very long transitional period, would allow tariff cuts to be postponed to the far future would
have several disadvantages.

First, to exclude many products from liberalisation reduces the economic restructuring impact of the imports, which is the main effect
expected from trade liberalisation. On the export side, benefits are limited in terms of improved market access;

Second, a 'soft' FTA agreement would undermine the multilateral trade system by diverting contracting parties to the regional agreement
from the pursuit of MFN-based liberalisation. It would also contribute to the fragmentation of world trade;

Finally, while the multilateral system is based on rules applicable to all members, an FTA rests on a power relationship, that permits the
dominant partner, especially within a preferential North-South agreement, to influence the process of liberalisation of the other party as
a function of its own interests.

The question posed by Article XXIV relates to the degree of economic and political integration that the EU desires with the ACP. Is it a
question, as is the case in North Africa, of 'anchoring' these countries to Europe? To what extent can the integration project be considered
realistic? Has Europe the means for such a policy, in addition to its commitments towards Eastern Europe, the Balkans and the
Mediterranean?
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The ACP countries which will negotiate will not do so to
obtain concessions, but rather to not lose what they
already have, or not to risk eventual sanctions on the level
of aid.

They will negotiate within the very strict limits imposed
by the WTO (which regulates the nature of eventual EPAs)
and by the EU itself (which limits the ACP's negotiating
options).

Many uncertain factors over which ACP countries do not
always have control will determine the interest of
negotiating with the EU, and in what way. This is all the
more likely when we recall that the ACP will also be
conducting other trade negotiations at the level of their
own regions and in the WTO.

For the ACP, the first step in preparing the future
negotiations is domestic: To identify trade interests at the
national and regional levels, within the framework of
sustainable development strategies, and to then decide on
the negotiating strategies in different fora. The 'post-
Cotonou' trade agenda is one of the elements that push
ACP countries to adopt an active stance to master their
integration into a more liberalised world economy.



Resulting from world-wide processes of political and
economic liberalisation, the perceptions on the role and
contribution of the private sector in economic and social
development and poverty alleviation have dramatically
changed. Inevitably, this evolution affects ACP-EU
cooperation.

The new Cotonou Agreement contains much private sector
language and fully recognises the important role of markets
and of the private sector as engines of economic growth. The
private sector is now seen to be a key actor whose role can
complement governmental action in the development
process.

This changed attitude towards the private sector is a major
break with the 25 years of Lomé Cooperation which were
marked by exclusive government to government relations.

Major changes towards the private sector in the new
Agreement include:

Systematic involvement of the private sector in political
dialogue and in defining cooperation policies, strategies
and priorities;

Larger  responsibilities in the implementation of projects
and programmes;

More diversified packages of  financial  support and private
sector support instruments;

Provisions for capacity building support to strengthen the
organisation and representation of intermediate private
sector bodies.

The Cotonou Partnership Agreement therefore provides a
unique framework to fully integrate the ACP private sector in
ACP-EU cooperation. As such, it deepens the provisions in
Lome IV bis (1995-2000), and  complements the integrated EC
strategy for private sector development (1998).

Major Innovations

In terms of private sector orientation, the Cotonou
Agreement differs from its Lomé predecessors in three major
ways:

It offers an integrated approach to private sector
development, linking actions at the macro-, meso-and
micro-economic levels;

It involves the ACP private sector in dialogue, decision-
making and implementation in most areas of ACP-EU
cooperation. Cotonou puts a strong emphasis on promoting
structured public-private sector dialogue and on building
the capacities of representative private sector organisations
to fully engage in this dialogue.

It seeks to promote domestic and foreign investment
through a support package in four different and intimately

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

The Cotonou Partnership Agreement invites ACP private sector actors to play a key role in achieving major development goals
such as creating growth and employment or alleviating poverty. To this end, the Agreement contains a comprehensive new policy
in support of private sector development. This fiche reveiws the main changes and opportunities.

Cotonou Infokit
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linked forms: Investment promotion at the national and
regional levels, investment finance and support (through
the newly created investment facility), investment
guarantees, and investment protection.

Strategy

In 1998, before concluding the Cotonou Agreement, the EC
developed an integrated strategy for private sector
development in ACP countries. The private sector was seen as
a key actor in the development process, one that could make
an important contribution to poverty reduction and the
integration of ACP economies into the world economy.

The Cotonou Agreement has confirmed and reinforced the
role of the private sector in ACP-EU cooperation, providing
various support measures at three interrelated levels:

Macro level. There is now a shared view that the private
sector cannot develop without appropriate policies for
macro economic stability. Support measures at this level
include a number of initiatives to improve or reform the
macro-economic business and investment environment
and the supportive legal, regulatory and institutional
framework. Measures include inter alia, macro economic
stabilisation, structural reforms that contribute to the
liberalisation of prices, promotion of private investment
from within and outside the ACP, public sector
restructuring, trade facilitation measures to increase
exports, regional cooperation and integration etc.

Meso level. Here the focus is largely on supporting sound
intermediate private sector structures and business
associations. The aim is to help them better articulate and
represent their interests in a continuing dialogue with
governments and to enhance their effectiveness as service
providers to their members.

Micro level. As was already the case under the successive
Lomé Conventions, the Cotonou Agreement will provide
specific measures to foster the productivity and
competitiveness of individual enterprises. These include,
inter alia, access to credit, technical support, improving
quality control, management improvements, better
information on market access etc.

Private sector participation in Cotonou

The new Agreement contains a lot of private sector language
in the different chapters and articles. The provisions with
regard to the involvement of the private sector can be found
in the text of the Partnership Agreement (articles 2, 4-10, 15,
17, 19-24, 33, 37, 57-58, 65, 70-71,74-78, 83) and in annexes 1-5 to
the Agreement. More information on non-state actors
participation can be found in infokit 8-12.

Priority Areas of Support

The Cotonou Partnership Agreement focuses it support to
private sector development on 6 major priority areas:

Enabling environment. ACP-EU cooperation will support
economic and institutional reform, the creation of a
favourable macro-economic environment for private sector
investment and the development of a dynamic viable and
competitive private sector (article 21).

Dialogue. The promotion of public-private dialogue at the
national, regional and ACP-EU levels is one of the major
priorities (article 75 (I)). In this respect the Cotonou
Agreement foresees support for the operations of an ACP-
EU private sector business forum in pursuit of the following
objectives:

- to facilitate dialogue within the ACP/EU private sector
and between the ACP/EU private sector and the bodies
established under the Agreement ;

- to analyse and periodically provide the relevant bodies
with information on the whole range of issues concerning
relations between the ACP and EU private sectors in the
context of the Agreement or more generally of economic
relations between the Community and the ACP countries ;

- to analyse and provide the relevant bodies with
information on specific problems of a sectoral nature
relating to, inter alia, branches of production or types of
products at regional or sub-regional levels.

Services. Another priority is the provision and improvement
of a wide variety of services including financial and non-
financial services to private enterprises. Examples include
privatisation and enterprise reform, development and
modernisation of mediation and arbitration systems,
supporting policies for developing a modern financial
sector, development and strengthening of business
institutions and intermediary organisations and
associations, business management, etc..

Investment promotion and support. Articles 74-78 related to
investment and private sector development support set out
a broad range of steps for investment promotion,
investment finance and support, investment guarantees
and investment protection.

Capacity building. A wide range of opportunities in this area
are provided in the new Agreement (article 21, article 75).
These include the development of entrepreneurial skills and
business culture; strengthening of capacities in productive
areas; strengthening of intermediate bodies of the private
sector, business development through the provision of
finance, guarantee facilities and technical support;
strengthening financial instruments in the form of
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investment capital; enhancement of export activities;
encouragement of inter-firm linkages, networks and
cooperation; micro-enterprise development, etc.

Tourism. In its chapter on private sector development and
investment, special emphasis is given to the sustainable
development of the tourism industry in ACP countries
(article 24). The Convention will, inter alia, provide support
to SME’s and investment promotion so as to improve the
competitive position of the sector.
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Under the Cotonou Agreement there is a broad range of
institutions and instruments  in support of the ACP private
sector. Without being fully comprehensive three broad
categories can be distinguished. First, there are a number of
institutions  with a longstanding tradition of support to the
private sector whose role has been expanded under Cotonou.
Second, there are a number of new instruments or facilities
for private sector and investment support. Third, there are
also structures   for interest articulation  of the ACP private
sector.

What are the relevant private sector support
institutions?

Centre for the Development of Enterprise (CDE)

Founded in 1977, the Centre for the Development of Industry
(CDI) - now known as the Centre for the Development of
Enterprise (CDE) - is a joint ACP-EU agency, based in Brussels.
Under the Cotonou Agreement, its remit has been expanded
to cover services such as tourism, transport and
telecommunications. CDE assists ACP businesses to become
more competitive and to foster partnership between
European and ACP businesses. It provides ACP enterprises
and associations with advice and technical assistance,

including feasibility studies. The Centre provides up to 2/3 of
the cost of assistance  but does not provide investment
finance. It has been given responsibility  to manage the
PROINVEST programme (see further). It has a comprehensive
network of representatives and cooperating institutions in
ACP and European countries. The 5-year budget of the Centre
is EURO 90 million.

European Investment Bank

The European Investment Bank (EIB) is an EU institution that
finances capital investment projects. It works in  EU countries
and in countries that have cooperation agreements with the
EU. It provides loans to public and private borrowers to
support productive projects and programmes or other
investments aimed at promoting the private sector in all
economic sectors. It is the principal source of investment
capital for the private sector in the ACP.

The EIB mainly finances large-scale infrastructure and
industrial projects by means of individual loans (upwards of
25 million Euro) concluded directly with promoters or
through financial intermediaries. Small and medium scale
projects are funded indirectly through global loans - lines of
credit made available to financial institutions, operating
either in the EU or in the ACP, for on-lending in smaller
portions. Loans to private and public sectors are eligible for
interest rate subsidies provided that certain conditions are
met. The EIB will operate the Partnership Agreement's
Investment Facility.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

What instruments and facilities are available for the ACP private sector in the Cotonou Agreement? What institutions are at their
service ?  This fiche provides a practical overview.
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What Instruments are Available to the  ACP
Private Sector?

Investment facility

The newly created Investment Facility (INFAC) will stimulate
regional and international investment, strengthen the
capacity of local financial institutions, strengthen local and
financial and capital markets, encourage foreign investment,
and aid the development of the private sector by financing
projects and commercially viable enterprises and companies.
It will achieve these objectives by providing risk capital in the
form of (a) equity participation in ACP enterprises, (b) quasi-
capital assistance to ACP enterprises or (c) guarantees and
other credit enhancements both for foreign and local
investors or lenders. It will also provide ordinary loans on
concessional   terms if certain conditions are met.
Beneficiaries will be small businesses, local financial
institutions and enterprises in the process of being
privatised. The Investment Facility will run in all economic
sectors, be managed as a revolving fund and aim to be
financially sustainable. It will also seek to mobilise other
long-term local resources and attract foreign investors and
lenders.

The Investment Facility will be managed by the EIB and will
be set up through the deployment of EURO 2,200 million
from the 9th EDF. It will function as a revolving fund and any
returns will flow back to the Facility. In the longer term, no
further replenishment from EDF resources is foreseen. Loans
will be granted on market-related terms. Interest subsidies
will be approved for loans to investment projects that fulfil
specific criteria, such as bringing environmental or social
benefits.

The facility plays several important roles:

it can finance investment in new activities, particularly in
the export sector.

it provides resources for equity and quasi-equity financing
in ACP states.

it can be a source of co-financing, either by contributing
equity or providing guarantees. These resources are
supposed to significantly improve the capacity of the ACP
private sector and will complement the investment by the
public sector in capacity building. This is absolutely
essential to enhance the efficiency and international
competitiveness of ACP economies and to enhance the
ACP's ability to take advantage of trade opportunities
provided through the Cotonou Agreement.

DIAGNOS

This facility works with ACP Governments, regional
organisations and the European Commission to identify the
constraints of the business environment/investment climate
and to design country or region-level programmes of support
to private sector development. In this context, it reviews, with
the government and the private sector of the country, the
macro-economic business and investment environment. The
objective is to help ACP governments support the private
sector by setting the correct institutional, legislative and
regulatory framework. Consultants from DIAGNOS organise
dialogue, undertake studies with the involvement of both
governments and private sector, they organise workshops,
discuss and agree on strategies, and propose priorities for
action.

EU-ACP Business Assistance Scheme (EBAS)

The EU-ACP Business Assistance Scheme (EBAS) is a facility
put in place to increase the competitiveness of ACP
enterprises and to strengthen the capacities of the private
financial and non-financial intermediaries. It is a matching
grant scheme that encourages enterprises and
intermediaries to use short term consultancy services to
improve their competitiveness. The emphasis is on meso level
interventions (intermediaries) as the most effective means of
increasing private sector capacity and performance. Grants of
up to 70,000 Euro are available to enterprises. There is no
limit to the size of grants to intermediaries. Beneficiaries
receive 50% of the cost of the consultancy service and are
obliged to pay 1/3 of the cost from their own resources. The
remainder can come from other organisations or donors. All
private companies in ACP countries are eligible, as are
national or regional intermediary associations and local
providers of business services. The total budget for EBAS is 20
million Euro. Regional administrative offices exist in various
regions of  the ACP. EBAS has a complementary working
relationship with the CDE.

PROINVEST

Developed in consultation with the private sector, the
objective of PROINVEST is to facilitate and support
investment promotion in the ACP private sector. When
launched in 2001, it will aim to increase levels of investment
in ACP countries and to facilitate contact between ACP and
European companies. This will be done by supporting
business to business meetings and providing pre and post
meeting project support. It will also strengthen the capacity
of intermediary private sector organisations to promote
investment and conduct policy dialogue with governments.
The priority beneficiaries of this programme will be small
businesses, intermediary organisations and private ACP
consultants. One third of the resources available will go to
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local intermediaries in investment promotion, investment
promotion agencies, local consultants, chambers of
commerce, etc. It will be managed by the Centre for the
Development of Enterprise (CDE) on behalf of the EC using
regional administrative offices.

What Structures Can Defend  the Interests of the
ACP Private Sector?

The increasing importance of private sector development in
ACP-EU cooperation has given a new impetus to the self-
structuring  of private sector organisations in the ACP.
Various initiatives have emerged at national and regional
levels. To date there are two private sector structures that
operate in the context of ACP-EU cooperation.

Association of ACP National Chambers of Commerce,
Industry and Other Economic Operators

Already In 1980, the Council of ACP Ministers called for the
creation of an ACP Chambers of Commerce Association. It
was only in 1996  that The Association of Chambers was
legally constituted at a meeting in the Canary Islands
attended by representatives of ACP Chambers from some 50
ACP countries. The constituencies of the Association are
largely made up of Chambers and smaller ACP business
sectors. The main objectives of the Association are:

To upgrade ACP national chambers of commerce and to
facilitate and foster their dialogue between its members
and others;

To contribute to the integration of the informal sector of
the ACP economies into the formal sector of these
economies;

To develop and promote intra-ACP and ACP-EU trade and
investment;

To facilitate and promote the regular flow of information
and communication between ACP national chambers;

To disseminate information and establish an information
network;

To assist in harmonising the commercial policies of ACP
countries to promote economic activities among the ACP
states as well as with other countries.

ACP Business Forum

The Libreville Declaration of the first ACP Heads of State
Meeting, (November 1997) expressed a strong commitment
"to promote the development of a socially responsible
private sector and encourage its participation in the
development process" (par. 31). ACP Heads of State also called
for "the establishment of an ACP-EU business forum of ACP
and EU business institutions and enterprises".

Building on this, a group of ACP private sector actors started
an informal, bottom-up process, aimed to gradually construct
an ACP Business Forum. The idea was to set up an open and
loose-knit private sector network for the promotion of
dialogue and interest articulation among different existing
ACP private sector intermediate bodies and networks and
with ACP and EU authorities at global, regional and national
levels. The objectives of the Forum are:

To promote linkages and collaboration among ACP
intermediate private sector and business associations and
with their EU counterparts;

To strengthen the capacity of the ACP private sector
intermediate bodies to effectively participate in the
formulation, programming and implementation of ACP-EU
cooperation at national, sub-regional, and global ACP-EU
levels;

To build new public-private partnerships with ACP
governments and with the EU, based on dialogue, a quest
for complementary action and mutual accountability.
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Contacts

Centre for the Development of Enterprise (CDE)
52, Avenue Hermann Debroux 
BRUSSELS , BELGIUM
Fax: (32)-2.675.26.03
E-mail: info@cdi.be 
Web: http://www.cdi.be/

European Investment Bank 
Department for ACP Countries 
100, Boulevard Konrad Adenauer 
2950 LUXEMBOURG 
Fax: (352)-4379.7274
E-mail: info@eib.org
Web: http://www.eib.org/

ACP-EU Investment Facility 
European Investment Bank 
100, Boulevard Konrad Adenauer 
2950 LUXEMBOURG 
Fax: (352)-4379.7274
E-mail: info@eib.org
Web: http://www.eib.org/

DIAGNOS
30, rue Josse Impens 
1030 BRUSSELS , BELGIUM 
Fax: (32)-2.215.64.16 
E-mail: diagnos@diagnos.net
Web: http://www.diagnos.net

EU-ACP Business Assistance Scheme (EBAS)
110 Boulevard Reyers 
1030 BRUSSELS , BELGIUM 
Fax: (32) 2 740 02 49
E-mail: ebas@ebas.org
Web: http://www.ebas.org/

ACP Business Forum
Santo Domingo Chamber of Commerce 
Arzobispo Nouel # 206, Zona Colonial 
SANTO DOMINGO, DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
E-mail: info@acpbusiness.org
Web: http://www.acpbusiness.org

ACP Chambers of Commerce
c/o Centre for the Development of Enterprise
2, Av. Hermann Debroux
1160 BRUSSELS, BELGIUM
Fax: (32) 2 675 26 03 
Web: http://www.oneworld.org/acpsec/ncc/indec.html



From Economic to Political Cooperation

The first Lomé Convention (1975) introduced an agreed
‘partnership between equals’, based on mutual rights and
obligations. Both parties made long-term commitments to
achieve common goals. ACP countries took a lead role in
managing Lomé resources, with the EU playing a supportive
role. Economic cooperation was at the heart of the ACP-EU
relationship, reflected in a progressive trade régime and
innovative instruments such as STABEX. The Community
adopted a fairly neutral position on political issues, stressing
its willingness to respect the sovereignty of ACP States.

Over time, politics became part of ACP-EU cooperation. It
started with the attempt by the European Community to
introduce a human rights clause in the  Lomé III Convention
(1985). The move was strongly resisted by several ACP States,
who considered such a clause to contradict the principles of
sovereignty and equal partnership, proclaimed in the Lomé
Convention.

The end of the Cold War gave a further boost to the political
dimensions of ACP-EU cooperation. Particularly at the EU

level, it was recognised that external resources can do little
more than support domestic efforts. It was also felt that, in
the absence of decent governance structures that allow for
participation and public accountability, aid is not likely to
contribute to development. All this led the EU, to consider
human rights, respect for democratic principles and the rule
of law, as essential elements of the ACP-EU partnership
(Lomé IV bis). It also led the EU to gradually abandon the
principle of 'aid entitlements' in favour of a more
performance-based allocation of dwindling aid resources.

Confronted with a need to show 'value for money' to
European taxpayers, the EU entered the negotiation process
of a successor agreement to Lomé IV determined to give the
new ACP-EU partnership a much stronger political basis.

The Cotonou Agreement

Politics will be at the centre of future ACP-EU cooperation.
The new Cotonou Agreement contains a wide range of
provisions that deal directly or indirectly with the political
dimensions of ACP-EU cooperation. In theory, the partnership
now rests on a much more solid political foundation, taking
into account the following innovations:

Reinforced political dialogue

The Agreement seeks to deepen and widen the present
political dialogue between the ACP and the EU (i.e. to include
new areas such as peace and conflict prevention, arms trade,
etc), to work out more flexible and diversified institutional
arrangements for dialogue (i.e. to avoid excessive formalism)

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

At its inception, the Lomé Convention was primarily an economic cooperation agreement. Over the years, the political aspects of
the ACP-EU partnership became increasingly important, reflecting changing perceptions on the role of the State in development
as well as worldwide trends towards democratisation, institutional pluralism and public accountability. The Cotonou Agreement
puts political cooperation at the centre of the partnership relation. In this fiche, we provide an overview of the central aspects of
this reinforced political partnership.
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and to involve non-state actors in these political dialogue
processes (see infokit 19).

Essential and fundamental elements

Lomé IV bis saw the respect for human rights, democratic
principles and the rule of law, as 'essential elements' of ACP-
EU cooperation, whose violation could lead to a suspension
of aid. During the negotiation process of a successor
agreement to Lomé IV, the topic of 'good governance' was
widely debated. Defined as ‘the transparent and responsible
management of human, natural, economic and financial
resources for the purposes of equitable and sustainable
development’, it was finally considered to be a 'fundamental
element' in the new Agreement (see infokit 20).

Conflict prevention and resolution

Another key innovation is the commitment to pursue an
‘active, comprehensive and integrated policy of peace-
building and conflict prevention and resolution’ (article 11).
Particular focus is placed on capacity building and targeting
the root causes of conflict.

Performance based aid allocation

The Cotonou Agreement includes a system of rolling
programming where the allocation of funds is based not only
on an assessment of each country's needs, but also of its
performance. This allows the Community and the beneficiary
country to regularly review and adjust their cooperation
programme and overall budget (see infokit 21).

Asylum and immigration

The Partnership Agreement notes that the EU will initiate
negotiations with ACP states aimed at concluding bilateral
agreements requiring specific obligations for the
readmission and return of their nationals. Ultimately this will
help to define ways to repatriate immigrants illegally present

on the territories of each party, subject to the constraint of
international convention and law.

Implementation Challenges

It is clear that the new 'rules of the game' with regard to the
political dimensions of ACP-EU cooperation are quite
ambitious. They will require a major adaptation of current
strategies and processes of political cooperation. A few
examples illustrate this:

Appropriate strategies. Recent evaluations have shown that
the EC, much alike other donor agencies, has not yet
developed a comprehensive and effective set of strategies
to promote political reforms in partner countries, to prevent
conflict or build peace or to help developing a strong civil
society.

Processes. For a performance-based partnership to be
effective, thorny 'process questions' need to be clarified.
How will performance criteria be agreed upon? Who should
be involved in their elaboration, negotiation and
monitoring? What role can be played by independent local
institutions (e.g. human rights associations)? How can the
EU's performance assessment be coordinated with that of
other donor agencies?

Policy coherence. Partnership is a two-way process. EU
demands for improved governance, transparency and
accountability would gain in strength if similar standards
were applied on the donor side. The growing focus on the
politics of ACP-EU cooperation calls on the EU to ensure
greater policy coherence towards ACP countries at different
levels (e.g. in the standards applied to different ACP
countries, between aid and trade, and with other policies
affecting developing countries such as agricultural policies).

Capacities. The new Cotonou Agreement invites the EU to
transform itself from a fairly traditional aid donor to a
'political animal' that can support complex domestic
political and institutional changes in ACP countries through
dialogue, positive measures and cooperation with civil
society. This is not an evident thing to achieve in a short
time. Capacities may be found wanting all levels, especially
in the EC Delegations.
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A Dialogue on What? The Content

Political dialogue is not new in ACP-EU cooperation. However,
in the past, political debates between the two parties tended
to focus on a relatively narrow set of issues (primarily linked
to political conditionalities) and to be organised in a rather
rigid and formalised manner (e.g. in high-level ministerial
meetings), leaving little scope for open and frank discussions.

All this is about to change. The Cotonou Agreement wants to
turn political dialogue into a key tool to manage the
partnership relationship. A revitalised dialogue is supposed
to serve different purposes.

First, it can facilitate agreement on cooperation priorities
with a view to attaining the development objectives of ACP-
EU cooperation. Second, it allows the partners to assess
progress on human rights, democratic principles and the rule
of law, the so-called 'essential elements' of the partnership.
This, in turn, may help to avoid recourse to measures of last
resort such as the suspension of aid. Third, dialogue can also
be used to address new areas with a major impact on
development such as peace, conflict prevention, arms trade,
migration, etc. Fourth, dialogue is not limited to the national
level. It is equally important at the regional level (e.g. with a

view to negotiating economic partnership agreements) or at
the global level (e.g. with a view to defending ACP interests
in international fora).

A Dialogue with Whom?  The Actors

The Cotonou Agreement recognises the right of ACP States to
determine their development strategies ‘in all sovereignty’.
Central government agencies will therefore be the primary
actors and interlocutors of the EU in political dialogue
processes. However, one of the main innovations of the new
Agreement is that representatives of civil society shall be
associated with this dialogue (article 8). The involvement of
civil society is considered to be particularly important in
peace-building processes (article 11). This commitment to
ensure the participation of civil society is also reflected in the
provisions that regulate the working methods of the ACP-EU
joint institutions (articles 14-17). As such, it is foreseen that
both the ACP-EU Council of Ministers and the Joint
Parliamentary Assembly shall organise an ongoing dialogue
with representatives of ACP-EU economic and social partners
and with the other actors of civil society in order to obtain
their views on the attainment of the objectives of the
Agreement.

A Dialogue How? The Mechanisms

The Cotonou Agreement does not provide detailed
operational guidance on how to structure dialogue
processes, but rather opts for pragmatism and country
specific approaches.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
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A deeper and wider political dialogue is the core of the Cotonou's Agreement's strengthened political partnership. It is part of a
comprehensive and integrated approach to achieve the common objectives of ACP-EU cooperation (poverty reduction, integration
of ACP countries in the world economy and sustainable development). In this fiche, we outline the central aspects of this ‘deeper’
and ‘wider’ political dialogue.
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The dialogue is intended to be flexible with its precise form
depending on the issue under consideration. It shall be
conducted within or outside the ACP-EU institutional
framework of joint institutions, in the appropriate format
and at the appropriate level (regional, sub-regional, national).

Specific consultation procedures are foreseen when ‘essential
elements’ of the partnership (i.e. respect for human rights,
democratic principles and the rule of law) may have been
violated (article 96) or for  ‘serious cases of corruption’
(article 97). Further information on these procedures can be
found in infokit 20.

A Reciprocal Dialogue?  Dealing with Policy
Coherence

An interesting innovation in the Cotonou Agreement
concerns the introduction of a consultation procedure on the
coherence of Community policies and their impact on the
ACP States (article 12). The Community is invited to inform ‘in
good time’ the ACP States of measures it intends to take
‘which might affect the interests of ACP States’. Such a
request for information may also be made by ACP States
themselves.
These steps should allow for ACP-EU consultations that will
consider ACP concerns and possible questions for policy
changes. If the Community does not agree to amendments
proposed by the ACP States, it needs to provide a
justification.



The Rules of the Game

In the preamble to the Cotonou Agreement, the parties
acknowledge the critical importance of a conducive political
environment for development purposes, as well as the
primary responsibility of ACP States to establish such an
environment.

This explains why ACP-EU cooperation is underpinned by a
basic set of political principles and values to be respected by
each of the parties. In ACP-EU jargon, these rules of the game
include three 'essential elements’ (respect for human rights,
democratic principles and the rule of law) and one
‘fundamental’ element (good governance).

Essential Elements

The essential elements underpinning ACP-EU cooperation
already existed under the Lomé IV bis Convention. They
include respect for:

human rights and fundamental freedoms, as defined by
international law;

universally recognised democratic principles, relating to the
way in which the State organises itself to ensure the
legitimacy of its authority and the legality of its actions; on
the basis of these principles, each country develops its
democratic culture.

the rule of law, in particular the effective and accessible
means of legal redress, an independent legal system
guaranteeing equality before the law, and an executive that
is fully subject to the law.

A violation of any of the essential elements may provide
grounds to suspend EU assistance and trade cooperation
with the ACP country concerned. With such serious
consequences, definitions and decision-making procedures
are critical.

Human rights are well defined in various internationally
recognised conventions making monitoring and evaluation
relatively straightforward. Judging respect for democratic
principles and the rule of law, however, is a more delicate
exercise. ACP countries tend to fear that this may lead to
subjective interpretations or to the use of double standards
by the EU.

In the past, the application of sanctions to ACP States that
were seen to violate essential elements was not always
based on dialogue or on transparent decision-making. Hence,
the Cotonou Agreement has worked out a new procedure
that may provide more guarantees for a fair treatment
(article 96). It puts more emphasis on the responsibility of
the State concerned. It also allows for greater flexibility in the
consultation process in order to make the best use of
dialogue as a tool to solve the crisis. Suspension should be a
measure of last resort.
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The Cotonou Agreement introduces good governance as a 'fundamental' element of the partnership, alongside the 'essential
elements' of respect for human rights, democratic principles and the rule of law. The distinction between fundamental and
essential is significant in that the latter's violation could lead to the suspension of cooperation. In this fiche, we provide an
overview of these basic rules governing ACP-EU cooperation.
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2 Politics in Partnership - 20

However, there is also a provision to deal with ‘cases of
special urgency’, i.e. particularly serious and flagrant
violations of an essential element. The other party is then
allowed to take immediate ‘appropriate measures’. These
measures will be revoked as soon as the reasons for taking
them have disappeared.

Fundamental Element

In the Cotonou negotiations, the EU wanted to expand the
essential elements to include good governance. The ACP felt
that this concept was sufficiently covered by the existing
essential elements. They further argued that the complexity
of arriving at universal criteria to assess the level of
governance meant that the suspension clause allowed too
much scope for arbitrary opinions.

The compromise reached is that good governance has been
added as a ‘fundamental’ element of the Cotonou
Agreement. After lengthy discussions, a definition of the
concept was also agreed upon (see box).

Contrary to the essential elements, a State facing governance
problems will not have to fear a suspension of aid, with the
notable exception of  ‘serious cases of corruption’.

The Specific Case of Corruption

A key innovation in the Cotonou Agreement is the explicit
reference to corruption as a major development problem to
be addressed. The message of article 9 is clear: ‘serious cases
of corruption’, including acts of bribery leading to such
corruption, could constitute grounds for a suspension of
cooperation.

Significantly, these provisions will be applied not only in
cases of corruption involving EDF resources, but also in any
country where the EC is financially involved and where
corruption constitutes an obstacle to development. It is thus
not confined to EC activities.

The inclusion of a corruption clause in the Agreement aims
not only to give an unequivocal sign to aid recipients, but
also to contribute to more transparent activities by European
investors and other actors.

The EU and the ACP have agreed on a specific procedure to
deal with such cases of corruption (article 97). Consultations,
requested by either party, can be organised. If these do not
result in solutions, appropriate and proportional measures to
the seriousness of the situation shall be taken. Suspension
would be a measure of last resort.

Positive Measures

The political chapter of the Agreement is not only about
negative measures against States that fail to respect basic
political principles and values. It is also about actively
supporting the promotion of human rights, processes of
democratisation, consolidation of the rule of law and good
governance (see articles 9 and 33 of the Agreement).

In this context, ACP-EU cooperation could inter alia 

provide support for political, institutional and legal reforms;

fight against corruption;

assist the reform, rationalisation and modernisation of the
public sector;

promote political, administrative, economic and financial
decentralisation;

support institutions needed to underpin a market
economy;

build capacity of non-state actors;

strengthen structures for information, dialogue and
consultation between non-state actors and national
authorities, including at regional levels.

DDeeffiinniinngg GGoooodd GGoovveerrnnaannccee

The Cotonou Agreement (article 9) defines good governance as ’the
transparent and accountable management of human, natural,
economic and financial resources for the purposes of equitable and
sustainable development.’

It entails clear decision-making procedures at the level of public
authorities, transparent and accountable institutions, the primacy
of law in the management and distribution of resources and
capacity building for elaborating and implementing measures
aiming in particular at preventing and combating corruption.



From Economic to Political Cooperation

In its negotiating mandate, the EU made it clear that aid is
there to help those that help themselves. In political terms,
this meant greater 'selectivity' in granting aid. Allocations
would be based on both 'needs' (i.e. objective development
indicators) and 'merits' (i.e. qualitative performance
indicators). The idea was to reward countries and regions
(with additional resources) when they performed well in
implementing the objectives of the Agreement. Negative
incentives, in the form of decreased aid allocations or
sanctions would be used against those countries that do not.
In such a performance-based partnership, the EU wanted to
ensure a more flexible use of resources while improving
overall aid effectiveness.

At first sight, the proposal seemed highly controversial to
ACP governments. An erosion of the partnership idea was
feared - reflected in the imposition of new conditionalities,
checklists of quantifiable performance indicators and
unilateral sanctions.

However, during the negotiating process, a compromise was
worked out. Both parties acknowledged that the period of

'aid entitlements' could no longer be upheld. The Lomé
Convention IV bis already contained elements of merits and
sanctions (including suspension of aid). Several EU Member
States and multilateral agencies used country performance
criteria to determine the volume, nature and implementation
strategies of their cooperation. European taxpayers had to be
reassured that value for money was obtained. Furthermore, it
was felt that a performance-based partnership had the
potential to transform the current, largely inefficient system
of donor-imposed conditionalities into a locally owned set of
accepted objectives and performance criteria. Therefore, the
negotiations mainly focused on how to implement a
performance-based partnership in a fair and balanced way.

Defining Performance Criteria

Allocating aid on the basis of 'needs' seems to be a relatively
easy job. Annex IV of the Cotonou Agreement defines a set of
needs criteria such as ‘per capita income, population size,
social indicators and level of indebtedness, export earning
losses’, etc. In addition, special treatment is required for ‘least
developed ACP States’, for the ‘vulnerability of island and
landlocked states’ and for ‘the particular difficulties of post-
conflict countries’ (article 3).

Assessing recipient performance is more difficult and
delicate. What type of performance criteria should be
retained? Should the assessment be based on universal
principles or be country-specific? How important are merits
compared to needs? How can the danger of defining abstract
checklists and slippery benchmarks be avoided? In what time
perspective is performance measured, etc.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
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The Lomé culture of 'aid entitlements' - based on five-year country allocations regardless of performance - was hard to reconcile
with a modern and business-like partnership in which there is room to critically assess the recipient country's performance in
fulfilling mutually agreed obligations. A major innovation in the Cotonou Agreement is that future cooperation will be based on
performance as well as needs.
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The Cotonou Agreement wants performance to be measured
‘in an objective and transparent manner’ (article 3, Annex IV
of the Cotonou Agreement). To this end, it has defined a set
of parameters to be used in performance assessments (see
box).

Assessing Performance

The success of a performance-based partnership will depend,
to a large extent, on the way it is put into practice.
Participation and ownership are essential elements of
effective implementation strategy.

The Cotonou Agreement, to some extent, recognises the
need for a flexible and locally driven process of performance
assessment. To this end, it foresees that:

programming of EU aid will be 'rolling' so as to ensure
flexibility in managing EU aid resources;

the national and regional indicative programmes will be
subjected to an annual operational review, as well as to a
mid-term and end-of-term review in order to adapt the
programmes to evolving circumstances and to ensure that
they are correctly implemented;

the parameters and criteria for the reviews will be defined
by both parties and included in the indicative programme;

political dialogue will be a key tool for assessing
performance;

the annual operational review of the indicative programme
shall consist of a joint assessment of the implementation of
the programme and will be conducted locally through the
EC Delegation and the National Authorising Officer;

following the completion of mid-term and end-of-term
reviews, the Community may revise the resource allocation
in the light of current needs and performance. This could
entail an increase in resources (for ‘good performers’) or a
reduction (for ‘bad performers’);

non-state actors will be associated to the performance
reviews (which may render the process more participatory
and transparent).

Some Open Questions

Promoting and implementing a performance-based
partnership will require time for learning and
experimentation. The Cotonou Agreement provides a basic
framework to assess performance, but a number of open
questions remain, including:

Penalising the poor? The application of performance criteria
may lead to a further marginalisation of the poorest
countries and populations (e.g. in cases where aid is
suspended). How will the EU reconcile ‘selectivity’ with its
stated ambition to fight poverty? How can aid be re-
directed in cases of interruption of aid?

Politically fragile countries. A growing number of ACP
countries confront serious problems of governance, political
instability or conflict. How should performance criteria be
applied to politically fragile countries? How effective are
existing cooperation policies and instruments for these
countries?  

Joint Monitoring. The mechanisms to jointly assess
performance in a balanced, participatory and decentralised
way have not been fully elaborated. Inevitably, final
decision-making will remain the political responsibility of
central agencies, particularly at the EU level (e.g. decisions
with regard to resource allocations). However, all other
aspects of a performance assessment lend themselves to
participatory approaches, involving central and local
governments, civil society, private sector, independent
institutions, etc. This broad-based involvement of local
actors may help to avoid a biased, centralised assessment
that is disconnected from complex local realities.

Donor performance. Even within an ‘unequal partnership’,
donor performance criteria could also be envisaged with a
view to ensuring credibility (e.g. avoiding hidden agendas
and double standards) and effectiveness (e.g. in terms of
providing effective support to reforming governments).
Possible donor performance criteria include simplicity and
transparency of decision-making, the level of consistency
and coordination between the EU and the Member States,
improved policy coherence, and bureaucratic performance
(e.g. the quality and speed of aid delivery).

PPeerrffoorrmmaannccee CCrriitteerriiaa iinn tthhee CCoottoonnoouu AAggrreeeemmeenntt

Progress in implementing institutional reforms;
Country performance in the use of resources;
Effective implementation of current operations;
Poverty alleviation or reduction;
Sustainable development measures;
Macroeconomic and sectoral policy performance.



Why Reform?

Since the Santer Commission resigned, reform has topped
the EU’s agenda. In March 2000, the European Commission
adopted a White Paper, which aims to profoundly change the
‘culture’, organisation and management of the institution.
Within this broad agenda, the highest priority is given to
reforming the EC’s external assistance.

This is not a luxury. A series of recent evaluations and reports
have highlighted major problems in the way the EC handles
its abundant aid resources. The EU (i.e. the Community and
the 15 Member States) is the world’s most generous provider
of development assistance, yet its influence and impact as a
global player are far below its potential. Even after twenty-
five years of Lomé cooperation, the distinctive added-value of
European aid remains unclear. The Community finds it
difficult to make coherent and effective use of all its
instruments  (foreign policy, trade, development, finance).
There is a growing gap between policy ambitions and
implementation on the ground. The Commission’s aid system
is fragmented in terms of instruments, procedures and
institutional mechanisms. Long delays between the
commitment and disbursement of aid appear in different
parts of the system. Bureaucratisation and centralisation (a

‘visa culture’) are rampant. Human resources are too scarce
for the tasks and budgets assigned. Staff de-motivation is a
reality in Brussels and in the field. The net result is a growing
‘malaise’ and a risk that European aid further loses its
credibility and political legitimacy.

To reverse this downward trend, the EC set in motion an
ambitious reform process. This combines a strategic review of
European aid (what are the tasks and functions of the
Commission in the years to come?)  with a wide range of
internal management reforms (what sort of organisation
should the Commission be to fulfil its tasks and functions?).

The reform process aims to restore the political legitimacy
and credibility of EU, both as a donor and as a ‘global player’.
The ambitions of the reform process go beyond the internal
reorganization of the European Commission. Its
implementation will affect the European Parliament,
Member States and European Court of Auditors (in charge of
control mechanisms and budgetary rationalization). In this
context, it should be noted that Member States and the
European Parliament share responsibility for the loss of
credibility of EC aid. New tasks have often been entrusted to
the Commission without a commensurate increase in human
resources. A wide range of budgetlines have been voted by
the Parliament, without giving due consideration to
management implications. Political control from Member
States (the so-called ‘comitology’) and the European
Parliament is tight, causing delays, reducing flexibility on the
ground and draining away scarce human resources.

Inevitably, the reform will also have major implications for EU
partner countries, including the ACP. In the years to come, the
EU is keen to put poverty reduction at the centre of its
cooperation strategies. This may affect the nature and focus
of the EU’s cooperation strategies. If the internal EC
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In May 2000, the European Commission launched a major reform to overhaul the management of its external assistance
programmes. This fiche provides a 'snapshot' of the ongoing reform process, its objectives and intended outcomes. It also identifies
key challenges for improving the performance of EC aid.
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machinery can be made to work more smoothly, this may
reduce bureaucracy and delays in the delivery of aid on the
ground. The EC’s intention to decentralise the management
of its aid programmes may also create new opportunities for
enhanced aid effectiveness. To some extent, one could argue
that a successful internal reform of the EC aid system is a
precondition for the effective implementation of the
Cotonou Agreement. The ACP countries, therefore, have an
obvious interest to follow closely the EC reform process.

Main Priorities of the Reform

The underlying key priorities of the reform process can be
described in five key clusters:

Restoring the political credibility and legitimacy of European
aid. This is the broader political ambition behind the reform
process. The global context of development policies has
changed significantly in the last decade. New forms of
international cooperation  - going far beyond traditional aid
policies are required to  manage globalisation and
environmental interdependencies, to combat rising poverty
levels, and to prevent, manage and resolve conflicts.
Therefore, the Commission will seek to better articulate
development cooperation, trade and political instruments,
amongst others through a much more strategic allocation
and programming of its aid to different partner countries.

Radically improving management performance. In terms of
priorities, this is clearly the most urgent reform. It makes
little sense for the Commission to have major ambitions in
international cooperation if it cannot deliver fast, reliable
and high quality aid. To this end, a wide range of measures
have been taken (see Box).

Reforming financial and administrative control mechanisms.
The Commission has suffered from a lack of credibility both
in terms of financial and administrative management. The
current reform proposes to review control mechanisms
according to modern management methods.

Ensuring impact on the ground. This objective is pursued by
devolving authority and  redeploying staff to EC
Delegations as well by rationalising the use of technical
assistance.

Becoming a learning organisation. The complexity and scope
of the international cooperation agenda puts a premium on
specialisation, pooling of resources and expertise, cross-
fertilisation of best practices, and systematic evaluation
and feedback. The EC will try to build institutional capacity
for permanent learning and innovation.

Main Tensions and Risks 

The overall policy direction of the reform package seems
quite logical and coherent. However, there are several critical
dimensions that will need to be properly handled if the
reform is to achieve its objectives

Political vision?  While speeding up EC aid is essential, the
reform should be underpinned by a clear vision on the
political objectives of EU external assistance. The adoption
of a strategic programming process - that links aid, trade
and political cooperation - demonstrates, in principle, that
the links between political objectives and administrative
change are recognized. However, the focus of the reform is
perhaps too much on the administrative and technical
aspects. Thus, while poverty reduction is said to be the
central goal, this is not consistently translated in budget

IImmpprroovviinngg EECC AAiidd MMaannaaggeemmeenntt

Some of the most salient features of the management reforms include:

The EC wants to better match its political priorities with available human and financial resources -- so as to avoid the current overload;

The responsibilities of the different Commissioners in charge of external relations have been divided by subject (development, trade,
foreign policy, enlargement) rather than by geographical areas. The Directorate General for Development (DG DEV) will be responsible for
framing cooperation strategies for all developing countries, the Directorate General Trade (DG Trade) will deal with all trade issues
(including those related to the ACP) while the DG for External Relations (RELEX) has the overall responsibility for coordinating the EC’s
external relations.

A new system of multi-annual programming is introduced that sets out clear strategies, budgets, expected results and implementation
guidelines for aid interventions (this new system is already included in the Cotonou Agreement);

Creation of ‘EuropeAid’ as the new body in charge of implementing EC aid  -- the role of DG DEV being limited to programming;

Devolution of responsibility for project management to the EC Delegations in partner countries  -- so as to make EC aid more responsive to
local needs.
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allocations to the poorest regions nor in new management
tools to address the goal. This apparent split between
politics and administrative change suggests that the
reforms may once again be administrative (largely
internally driven and linked to bureaucratic objectives) in
nature rather than managerial (aiming to re-engineer
authority and define clear objectives, with which to divide
responsibilities and measure performance).

Development perspective sidelined? Some of the proposed
reforms may weaken the role and impact of DG
Development (DG DEV). The division of responsibilities
between the Commissioners and their services (a mix of
functional and geographical competencies) may undermine
the elaboration of coherent approaches to both the priority
issues on today’s agendas and to all developing countries.
DG Development is losing many essential tasks and people
and it may be reduced to a department of DG RELEX. The
establishment of  ‘EuropeAid’ office may downgrade
development policy to mere ‘technical’ management of aid.
Fears have been expressed that the survival of European
development cooperation policy with a degree of autonomy
vis-à-vis foreign and trade policy is at stake.

Partner countries overlooked? On the whole, little attention
seems to be given to the role and place of partner countries
in the reform process. However, it could be dangerous to
underplay the partner country perspective in the design of
reform proposals. At the end of the day, implementation of
many of the new proposals (programming, budget aid and
sector approaches, decentralised management, quality
control) will have to take place in the field, in close
collaboration with partner countries.

Pushing money or delivering quality aid? A key objective of
the reform is to dramatically improve the ‘efficiency’ of EC
aid (to speed up implementation). This laudable objective
puts terrible pressure on the EC to increase disbursements,
including with regard to the backlog. In the current political
climate and taking into account the scarcity of human
resources, this may lead to a situation where pushing
money (or realising ‘le chiffre d’affaires’) becomes the key
institutional incentive rather than the pursuit of quality aid.

EC and Member States. The relationships between
Community funds and bilateral programmes, as well as the
role of partner countries in the coordination process remain
unclear and need to be further defined.
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The EC reform of external assistance programmes sets up a
new context for the implementation of the Cotonou
Agreement. It may affect fundamentally the whole concept
of ACP-EU cooperation.

The main changes will be felt at the following levels:

EC Development Policy. The reform acknowledges the need
to thoroughly refine the EC policy framework for
development cooperation. In practice, this means clarifying
the overall political objectives of EU external assistance, its
'core business' and specific added value. To this end, an
overall EC Development Policy Statement has been defined
and adopted by the Council in November 2000. It sees
poverty as the central focus and stresses the need to relate
Community assistance more strongly to internationally
agreed strategies (e.g. recent UN Summits, DAC Strategies,
the Comprehensive Development Framework, the Poverty
Reduction Strategy Papers). In principle, this new policy
should give a boost to ACP-EU cooperation, as most of the
poorest developing countries are member of the ACP. In
practice, though, the allocation of EC aid is increasingly
distributed according to geopolitical and security concerns
(eg. to the Balkans, Eastern Europe, the Mediterranean).

The primacy of politics. Following a trend that can be
observed in most EU countries, EC development
cooperation is becoming more strongly integrated in the
overall EU foreign policy and trade relations. This may
facilitate a better articulation of aid, trade and the political
dimension of the ACP-EU partnership (as envisaged in the
Cotonou Agreement). However, this integration of
development cooperation in EU foreign policy also carries
risks. It may lead to an erosion of development cooperation
as an autonomous tool, whose primary purpose is to serve
the interests of developing countries. It furthermore
remains to be seen whether DG Trade (now in charge of
trade relations with the ACP) will be able to defend the
trade interests of the ACP (as DG DEV used to do)  within its
overall mandate to promote European trade interests.

New structures. The ACP will have to learn to deal with a
new set of structures at the level of the EC, including
changes in the division of roles and responsibilities. DG DEV
is a case in point. Under the Lome Conventions, it was the
key interlocutor of the ACP, in charge of aid, trade and
political dimensions. Under the current reform, its mandate
has been reduced to programming of ACP-EU cooperation.
All other roles have been transferred to other structures. DG
External Relations is in charge of coordinating the political
dimension, DG Trade is in charge of trade with the ACP
while implementation responsibilities are handed over to
'Europe Aid'  On paper, these structural reforms are aimed
to improve the management of EC aid (e.g. strengthened
policy coherence, reduced bureaucracy and delays). In
practice, it remains to be seen whether they will work out
to facilitate the effective implementation of the Cotonou
Agreement.

European Centre for Development Policy Management
Centre européen de gestion des politiques de développement 

At first sight, the reform of EC aid is an internal process. However, the reform will change the way in which the EC deals with
partner countries. In this fiche, we analyse the main implications of the reform process for ACP countries.

Cotonou Infokit
The EC Reform and the ACP

23
— management —

January 2001



2 Managing the  Partnership -23

Programming. The reform aims at radically overhauling the
way the EC allocates its aid resources. In EU jargon, this
process is called ‘programming’. The idea is to make clear
political choices, to establish clear strategies, to ensure the
right 'policy mix' for each partner country (aid, trade,
political cooperation), to improve coherence, to set clear
targets for results to be achieved and, last but not least, to
work out a task division with Member States and other
donors active in the country. Also in this area, the Cotonou
Agreement was a precursor of the EC reform process, as it
already contains provisions for such a multi-annual
programming process. This new system will profoundly
affect the nature, scope and modus operandi of future ACP-
EU cooperation.

Devolution of authority and decentralisation. Bringing
development cooperation closer to the field is a central
tenet of the reform. To this end, the EC wants to devolve
authority to EC Delegations, to deconcentrate and redeploy
staff to the field, as well as to explore ways to decentralise
management responsibilities to partner countries. If
properly done, these processes could enhance the quality of
overall ACP-EU aid.

TThhee EEuurrooppeeaann CCoommmmuunniittyy''ss DDeevveellooppmmeenntt PPoolliiccyy
SSttaatteemmeenntt

In April 2000, the Commission proposed new guidelines for the
Community's development policy. The Council of European
development ministers discussed the Commission's proposals in
its meeting in November 2000. Finally, the Council and the
Commission issued a common statement on the European
Community's Development Policy. The main objective of
Community development policy is poverty reduction. The
Community's development policy concerns all developing
countries. The Commission has also prepared an action plan
which defines the implementation of the development policy in
practice. This will be subject to constant monitoring, and the
Commission is requested to submit an annual report.

The European Community's Development Policy - Statement by
the Council and the Commission is available at:
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/development/lex/en/council20
001110_en.htm


