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__________ 

Present: 
Harrison, L 
Hilton of Eggardon, B 
Inge, L 
Jopling, L (Chairman) 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
Morris of Aberavon, L 
Park of Monmouth, B 
Powell of Bayswater, L 
Williams of Elvel, L 

__________ 

DR JAMES MACKIE PhD, Programme Co-ordinator, European Centre for Development Policy 

Management and MR CARLOS MONTES, Director, Development Strategies, examined. 

Chairman 

35. Good morning, Dr Mackie and Mr Montes. Thank you for coming; we very much 

appreciate it. The Committee is conducting an inquiry on European Union foreign policy, 

defence and development but with particular interest in international development assistance. 

We are in the early stages of our inquiry and perhaps I can begin. Dr Mackie, in the briefing 

note which we have received, you have raised four major changes to the EU next year which 

you have highlighted as meriting attention. For the record, I repeat them: changes to the 

European Union’s institutional structure; key financial decisions; global trade negotiations; a 

more proactive stance by African leaders. May I ask you to put those in order of urgency? 

What would you like to come out of those four points you have raised. What would you like 

to come out of them, but what in practical terms do you think is the likely outcome? 

(Dr Mackie) Good morning everybody. Thank you for the question and thank you for 

inviting me. Yes, that is quite an all-encompassing question. The major change, the one 

which would have the most impact, would be the institutional changes. That can have a long-

running effect which we will not necessarily see immediately. The point at the moment is to 

look at the IGC and how that is developing. The major challenge there is increasing the level 
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of coherence between different areas of policy. So we have this whole debate about the 

“double-hatted” foreign minister that you are probably well aware of and it is quite difficult 

to see where that is going. The challenge there is to try to achieve greater levels of coherence. 

The difficulties are split between the Council and the Commission in the foreign policy area 

and if they can be overcome, that will be quite important. For development, that then means: 

what is the relationship between development and foreign policy? If you strengthen the 

foreign policy side, in the European Union structure development has always been the 

stronger traditionally as the older policy area and the foreign policy area is much newer, that 

will therefore mean a certain shift in relationships. Many people in the development sector 

are worried about whether development will then become a tool of foreign policy. That is an 

area really worth watching. I personally do not believe you can hide your head in the sand 

and avoid this relationship. It is becoming more and more of an issue and it is a question of 

finding the right balance between foreign policy and development policy, ensuring that 

neither becomes instrumentalised by the other, allowing enough space for the development 

policy to develop and the programmes to develop in a professional manner and an effective 

manner, but at the same time recognising that impactful development can have an important 

impact on things like stability in countries and therefore security issues and so on. The 

financial questions are also important. They relate partly back to this first point: will the 

changes taking place make it easier to use development funds for foreign policy objectives? 

There are several worries in that area. One can imagine ways of protecting the development 

funds. The big change here, particularly for the African Caribbean Pacific (ACP) group of 

countries is whether or not the EDF will be budgetised, whether it will be brought into the 

European Union budget and what that will do to the security of the fund. It has always been 

one of the big principles of Cotonou and Lomé that the funds are reasonably secure for the 

countries and that is now being very seriously challenged; the French Government in 

particular has shifted its position on this quite markedly. The debate would run rather 
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differently this time than it has in previous years. This is coinciding with the debate on the 

financial perspectives, the next six- seven-year framework for the EU budget, and it is 

therefore an opportunity to marry the two and it is a good opportunity to bring the EDF into 

the budget. I personally am not reassured yet that a solution has been found to protect the 

EDF funds sufficiently for the ACP countries, but it is still quite early days on that. I would 

probably put the two institutional changes first and then the financial issues second, as the 

two most important. After that I would say that the changes taking place are very 

encouraging, particularly in Africa with the African Union (AU). That gives much more of a 

solid framework to deal with from the European Union’s point of view and I would see that 

as strengthening the position of many poor African countries if the whole construction of the 

AU, particularly since the Maputo summit with the new commissioners etcetera, goes 

forward in the way it has been progressing over the last year or so. Personally I think it is 

much too early to say how successful that can be, but it has a lot of potential in my view. 

36. You put a good deal of emphasis on foreign policy objectives. Do you think that DFID 

are mistaken in asking the European Union to switch aid effort over to the poorest countries? 

(Dr Mackie) No, not at all; no. This is something which was recommended in the EU 

Treaty and has been a major feature of the development policy statement from November 

2000. It is not just DFID pushing for that. There are other Member States pushing for that. In 

terms of focusing work and focusing resources, this focus on poverty eradication is very 

important to me. I would not disagree with DFID on that. 

37. Mr Montes, as Dr Mackie has said, it was a rather broad opener. Is there anything at 

this stage you would like to add? Let me say to both our witnesses that if either of you wants 

to chip in at any time, please feel free. Is there anything you would like to add at this stage? 

(Mr Montes) Just very briefly. Thank you for inviting us. My background is a bit 

different because most of the work I have done is official work for the Commission on 

evaluations generally and more recently high level reviews on Tacis and enlargement. Taking 
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that into account, and the work is in the public domain, I would say that I agree that the most 

important thing is institutional change. This offers risks, but also many opportunities, 

particularly having more coherent and effective policy action by the European Union and 

good governance both in foreign policy and development. This is something new for the 

development community and the foreign policy community and in that sense this meeting is 

particularly interesting because in my view this is where the European Union assistance and 

foreign policy is going to be five years from now, in the integration of these two areas. On the 

areas of financial perspectives, trade issues and the stand of African leaders, in my view there 

is little room for manoeuvre. In the details of how these institutional changes take place, 

because it is not just an issue of the merging of foreign policy and aid policy but whether 

there are separate aid agencies for implementation or whether that is going to be part of the 

EU foreign service, in those details, the issue of whether development suffers or not is going 

to be determined. 

Chairman: We will move on, because we will come later to a good many of the issues 

you raised, like enlargement, like the future of the ACP, like budgetising EDF. 

Lord Morris of Aberavon 

38. In November 2000, the joint declaration on European Development Policy, was agreed 

and it set out the main objectives for development assistance. What impact has it had? May I 

follow that on, that in the post-Iraq situation, if Europe agrees to provide aid, it seems the 

British allocation, our own aid, is going to be less to other countries, given that we are now 

pledged to give aid to Iraq. Is that likely to occur so far as the European aid is concerned? 

(Mr Montes) The European Development Policy statement was something which was 

appreciated by most donors and particularly by the UK because of its poverty focus. As 

always, the policy part is easier to carry out than the implementation part. You have the first 

constraint which is the financial perspective. This seven-year budget is the one which 

determines the regional allocations to each area and that obviously was not affected by that 
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development policy. The EDF allcoation (2000-2005) was also not affected by the 

development policy statement. Then you have the country strategy review mid term, so you 

are supposed to try to re-allocate a bit of the budgets to countries depending upon 

performance. That process is difficult because in a way it presupposes the reform of the entire 

organisation and that obviously takes time and probably we will discuss that later. There is 

much more progress in the planning and strategy and policy area. In terms of allocations 

themselves, progress has not happened yet, but there is greater poverty focus at that strategy 

level. On the issue of the UK programme, I better leave that to an expert on UK aid. I have an 

opinion, but it would not necessarily be the most informed one. 

39. It is not the UK that I am concerned about, but whether there is going to be an effect 

on the policy of allocating aid to countries from the European Union in the same way as I 

suspect and understand it is going to happen as regards the UK. 

(Mr Montes) The European Union already focuses quite a lot on foreign policy and broad 

issues and this is a result of a consensus within Member States. I understand the allocation to 

Iraq is very limited – about €100 million – and therefore will not have a direct impact on the 

allocations to poor countries. 

40. Only small. 

(Mr Montes) Yes; only small. 

(Dr Mackie) There has not yet been much debate in the European institutions about 

finding large amounts of resources for Iraq and it would depend on the position of different 

Member States. The British Government is obviously in a particular position on that one and 

the others are more reluctant. I would expect that debate to follow in due course. The way the 

EU budget works, the money would probably have to come from the reserves at first within 

the budget. It would not affect the EDF because they could not remove money from there, out 

of the bulk of least developed countries (LDCs), so those funds at least would probably not 

be affected by Iraq. Funds to other countries like India, Asia and Latin American groups, 
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might see a reduction. That is possible. That looks similar to the sort of debate I understand is 

taking place here in London with DFID. As I understood it, the money was primarily going to 

come from middle income country budgets and not from the least developed countries. It is 

rather early to say on that. Coming back to your first question, the development policy 

statement did have this major focus on poverty eradication, but it also laid out six priority 

areas. In terms of finances, the bulk of finances traditionally – and it is still the case – a large 

proportion of the EU budget funds and also the EDF go on infrastructure projects. That was 

one of the areas identified as a priority area for the Commission, particularly transport, as an 

area where the Community had a certain specific value added, a certain expertise. Looking at 

allocations since that date, that continues to dominate, even though, in the country strategy 

process that Mr Montes was referring to, there has been an attempt to shift away from that a 

bit. A very important part is still in that area. I would agree that it is still a bit early to say 

three years on where there has been major impact. 

Lord Williams of Elvel 

41. Could you tell us what the legal status of the European Development Policy is? It is a 

declaration, but is it binding on anybody, or is it just a pious attempt to allocate something or 

other and nobody pays much attention? 

(Dr Mackie) It is a decision of the Council and the Commission, so from that point of 

view it is a declared policy for the European Community funds. It also indicates to the 

Member States the areas where priority is given in the EC and encourages Member States to 

deploy their funds in a complementary fashion. That is reinforced by the Treaty and goes 

back to the Maastricht Treaty where there is a commitment to growing complementarity and 

co-ordination between Member States and the Commission. The policy itself is not binding 

on the Member States, as I understand it, but the Treaty behind the policy does encourage this 

complementarity. Efforts have been made to move in that direction and that goes back to 

Maastricht, which is ten years ago. Efforts have been made to try to move towards greater 
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complementarity. At first it was extremely slow and successive development directors-

general – DGVIII – complained bitterly at one point about the reluctance of Member States to 

fall in and be more willing to discuss co-ordination and complementarity. Over the last few 

years, we are seeing greater emphasis on co-ordination, particularly between Member States 

and the EC, particularly at the field level. In visiting delegations and talking to heads of 

missions and so on you do get a sense of much greater levels of discussion. I would say it is 

still very dependent on personalities, but there is certainly progress in the last three years. 

(Mr Montes) Translating overall policies into implementation of assistance programmes 

always takes quite a while. The general direction is there, but the actual implementation 

requires the reform of the European Commission as would happen in any organisation. 

Lord Inge 

42. In 2000 the European Commission introduced a new organisational structure for aid. 

Do you think that has been effective and what recommendations would either of you make to 

improve the efficiency of that organisation, particularly given what has been said about the 

gap between policy and the effectiveness of implementation. Could you touch on that as 

well? You might have to do it in words of one syllable because I do not really understand it. 

(Mr Montes) I shall be very short. In principle the fact that Europe Aid manages aid for 

all regions contributes to coherence and that is positive. Before you had separate agencies or 

directorates. However, there is still division between External Relations DG, Development 

DG and Europe Aid. There is need for the next wave of reforms and these will happen with 

the new organisational structure. 

43. Are they planned? 

(Mr Montes) This is part of the new Constitution. One possibility is that an EU foreign 

service, which is postulated in that new Constitution, will run this foreign policy and 

development policy together and in a way that would give this coherence. The alternative is 

to have a separate agency just for the implementation of aid, which means again that there 
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will be a separation between the people who actually implement the policies and the foreign 

service. The second point is deconcentration, as they call it, which is the fact that they are 

now running their operations much more through their delegations and taking decisions at a 

local level which in principle is obviously a good idea. It is a complex process and requires 

many resources. These are early days. 

44. When you talk about resources, are you talking about the bureaucracy rather than what 

is being produced? 

(Mr Montes) What I mean is that it requires a lot of effort to make sure that auditing 

capacities, technical capacities are transferred to the local delegations and this is a difficult 

process. That is why it needs resources. In general the issue is that changes of behaviour 

which require this sort of reform are more difficult than changes of rules, so even if you 

change the rules real reform is still difficult. Operationally people will agree that the impact 

has still been limited. 

(Dr Mackie) Below the surface there are many improvements in the way the actual nitty-

gritty of management of aid is carried out in the Commission. Within Europe Aid, within this 

new agency, a lot of harmonisation of procedures, a lot of simplification, greater clarity in 

procedures too. There is real movement there which a lot of people will recognise and note. 

From that point of view, it has been a good step forward. I would agree with Mr Montes that 

there are still one or two areas of reorganisation which are not yet decided upon and which 

would be useful, particularly the way things are split at the moment: the implementation is in 

Europe Aid, but the policy desks, the country desks, are split in Development DG and 

External Relations DG. That means that you have a slightly different ethos, a slightly 

different culture in these two DGs and that has worked against getting a real standardisation 

of the implementation or the way policy is carried through. That is certainly one change that I 

would hope to see in this period next year when we will get some changes, but we do not 

know whether that change will be among them. Then there is also still some dissatisfaction 
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and many staff will complain, officials will complain, that the actual point of split between 

the policy and the implementation from one DG to Europe Aid is still not as satisfactory as it 

should be and there is a greater need for integration there. It is certainly much better than the 

first phase. The first reorganisation was the Common Service which was set up. There were 

an awful lot of complaints and it was clear to everybody that it was not working. There has 

been an improvement on that. Yes, there is improvement, but there are one or two things 

there. Those are not agreed yet. There are areas people are aware need to be improved and I 

would hope that there is enough awareness of them so that people take advantage of the 

changes coming out of the IGC and the new Commission and the new structures which are 

likely to be with new Commissioners and actually carry them through. 

45. May I ask one question of fact and one general question? In terms of fact, if you 

deliver X packet of aid to country Y, does that then hand it over to someone in country Y, or 

do you have a team there to look after it? How does that work? 

(Dr Mackie) That is what Mr Montes was referring to, this devolution of authority. 

46. That is what I am talking about. Is the authority devolved to a team which you would 

have in country? That is what I am trying to get clear. 

(Dr Mackie) Yes, that is right. There is a process1 currently going on. It is in three phases 

over three years of delegations. 

47. That is what I wanted to clarify. My other question is: how is the evaluation of the 

success of the aid you have delivered done? 

(Dr Mackie) Mr Montes probably knows more than I as he works closely with the 

evaluation department. 

(Mr Montes) Performance assessment is always difficult within government and I am not 

referring here just to the Commission but to the aid development system in general. You can 

imagine if here within the UK it is difficult to assess the performance of schools or education, 
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what it is like when things are being delivered 5,000 miles from London. Obviously this is an 

area which is crucial. External inspection of programmes, not just of EU but other donors, is 

essential for improvement, but it is an area which donors in general find difficult. The fact 

that civil society or the public in general pay little attention to these programmes makes it 

difficult too. In that sense the integration with foreign policy and security might be of 

interest, because once issues which are more linked to the public, such as organised crime, 

border controls in nearby countries, come into the minds of the public, I imagine there will be 

more of a requirement that these programmes are inspected more rigorously. 

48. So you say there is a problem. 

(Mr Montes) I have not said that. 

Chairman 

49. We have heard a number of criticisms of the general transparency of the European aid 

effort. To what extent do you both think that is justified? To what extent and how would you 

like to see the level of transparency improved? 

(Dr Mackie) It is not as justified as is often felt. In fact the Commission has a lot of 

people looking over its shoulder a lot of the time with Member States. Other bilateral donors 

do not have that sort of committee of Member States breathing down their necks. I 

exaggerate, but there is a lot of discussion there with Member States. I also feel that the 

Commission at times reacts to that and says “We want to work out our ideas first before we 

have to debate them with outside parties”. I would say that it is usually pretty easy to get 

information out of the Commission on what is going on internally in terms of discussion. You 

do not necessarily get the final result, but I would say it is a fairly open organisation in terms 

of getting information. I think people often find it difficult because they do not deal with it on 

a regular basis and a lot of people who have to deal with the Commission are not in Brussels. 

                                                                                                                                                        
1 This process of devolution of authority from Brussels HQ to the EC Delegations in developing countries is 
taking place over three years (2001-2003) at a rate of about 25 Delegations per year. 
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They deal with it from capitals around Europe or abroad and then it becomes a much more 

opaque organisation. The culture of the organisation is much harder to follow and certainly 

when I first started dealing with the Commission it was here in London and I found it 

incredibly opaque. When I moved to Brussels and started dealing with it much more 

regularly, I began to realise that in fact it was easily as open as the Department for 

International Development here and it was as straightforward in terms of getting information 

out. That is a personal experience and I am not saying that everybody has exactly the same 

one. I do think this question of familiarity does make a difference. 

50. Forgive me, but you did not answer my question about how it might be improved. You 

say it is very opaque, that it looks opaque in the capital cities. How do you think that could be 

improved? 

(Mr Montes) I have a suggestion. The issue of the complexity of European Union 

institutions and the fact that they are criticised probably also means that in general it becomes 

more difficult for the organisation itself to be transparent. This issue of transparency and 

external inspections and learning is essential for aid implementation because an organisation 

does not improve without this. The element I would mention here is that in looking at the 

programmes and how they operate I would agree that Member States, and in other cases the 

European Parliament micro-manage quite a lot of the activities of the European Commission, 

introducing new budget lines, new programmes and all that, which contribute to the opacity, 

the lack of transparency of some of these programmes. In my view the Member States are not 

actually achieving much by doing this. It is not that the policies which the Member States 

support are going to be implemented through such a complex process but it contributes to the 

Commission being slower. This is very difficult but a way out of this problem is to exchange 

some of this micro-management for a system by which clear targets or objectives are set at 

the beginning and then these are inspected more rigorously by Member States and 
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independent agencies; in that way to have an institution which behaves with more 

effectiveness. 

Lord Williams of Elvel 

51. A quick question on evaluation. Do you think that the European Union systems of 

evaluation are as efficient, more efficient, less efficient that Member States individually? 

Take the UK for instance. 

(Mr Montes) I have to declare an interest here because I have been doing lots of 

evaluations for the European Union. 

(Dr Mackie) Different Member States have very different standards in evaluation. Britain 

is probably among the better ones. I would cite some of the Scandinavian countries as being 

very good too at that level, with some good traditions, good methodology, etcetera. I would 

say that the Commission does not have a bad evaluation system. They have done a lot to 

improve it in the last five years and been willing to learn a lot from some of the more 

rigorous evaluation systems and in particular in the northern European countries. I would not 

really like to give a direct answer to the question. 

(Mr Montes) Having now collected myself, I would say that in general aid programmes 

are not evaluated sufficiently. If you compare Spain with Denmark you will see a difference. 

Actually DFID does not have an independent evaluation function either in the sense for 

example that the World Bank has a separate agency which undertakes evaluation reporting 

directly to the executive directors from its member countries. It is complex, but the only way 

to make progress is by having a system of peer review. This means it is not only you as DFID 

who evaluates the programme or you as the Commission who evaluates the programmes but a 

collection of Member States and maybe even people from outside the development 

community, from foreign policy, then when you are looking at whether you are really 

supporting good governance you are better able to make a judgment. 
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Chairman 

52. Are you saying that you would like to see DFID have an external evaluation? I ask you 

both that question. 

(Mr Montes) As an evaluator I would ideally want things to be done outside the 

organisation and even more – I am talking in principle rather than of the practicalities of this 

– I would like not only development specialists but people from foreign policy and from 

other areas of government, carry out joined up evaluations. Evaluations are seen – and this is 

the difficulty – normally as a way to foster criticism rather than as a way to learn and 

improve. This creates enormous political difficulties. Only by bringing along more teams and 

having evaluations of this type would we avoid the problem. 

53. Would you say that it would be better to have independent evaluation in all Member 

States, not just DFID? 

(Mr Montes) Yes. I am even saying that because it is not just an issue of one Member 

State, because aid is about helping development of a third country. To get that result many 

other donors are involved and joint reviews would be useful. If we are reviewing a DFID 

programme or a Commission programme, I would like to have many donors looking at that 

programme, many outside organisations. In principle transparency improves effectiveness. 

54. Dr Mackie, do you go with that? 

(Dr Mackie) I would hesitate to advocate purely independent evaluation agencies. There 

is a lot to be said for an evaluation methodology – and I do not do as much evaluation work 

as Mr Montes – with more direct discussion between those being evaluated and those doing 

the evaluation. A level of integration is useful. Probably the most useful evaluation system 

we have at the moment is the peer review system from the OECD and certainly the European 

Commission takes that review extremely seriously. That after all is precisely what you are 

saying, a review by peers where it is people, professionals and the same type of organisation 
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but from another Member State, looking at the internal work. I am not sure that the World 

Bank inspection panel is more efficient than, say, the evaluation unit in Europe. 

(Mr Montes) We are talking about the World Bank evaluation office which reports to 

their directors which have a political dimension. Obviously there are two types of 

evaluations. One can be an internal evaluation but when you are trying to learn big lessons it 

is useful to have more external opinions. 

Lord Inge: Just a comment. Let me say first of all that this has been very educational for 

me. What strikes me in all this is that what you are trying to do is deliver aid to a country and 

we are getting more and more bureaucracy evaluating the delivery of that aid. It is a comment 

and I do not know how to solve it, but it seems a problem to me. 

Lord Maclennan of Rogart 

55. We have been talking about instrumentalities and I should like to take you back to 

your first answer and subsequent answers, in which you pointed to growing complementarity 

between the functions of the Union in the sphere of foreign policy and development aid, and 

ask whether you see this growing coherence of which you have spoken, as a desirable 

objective both because the effectiveness of aid does depend to some extent upon foreign 

policy considerations and because aid is a useful tool to underline foreign policy points. 

Concerns have been expressed that the latter might skew the pure objectives, if I might put it 

that way, of aid giving, but it seems to me that the two are so closely linked that it is artificial 

to separate them in a way. I must ask you a specific point, which suggests that perhaps the 

balance has been altering and that is flowing from the High Commissioners’ security strategy, 

which was presented to the Council at Thessaloniki in the summer. It might be thought that 

the foreign policy objectives were taking over a higher salience than the older, more 

established development objectives. Do you think that is true, desirable, is there something to 

be concerned about? 
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(Dr Mackie) It is certainly something to watch, but it is a trend which has been going on 

for quite a number of years. Development policy has been something which the Commission 

has been dealing with for many more years than foreign policy. This purity you are talking 

about was something that people were proud of in the Commission and when you talked 

about European Community development policy, one of the advantages was precisely quoted 

as being the fact that it was free from political considerations in a way that bilateral aid from 

Britain or Germany or some Member State was not in the past. That has been shifting a little 

over the last ten years and is going to continue to shift, particularly with the effort made in 

this inter-governmental conference to try to get more coherence between the foreign policy 

activities. People are concerned about it and there are some people who get a bit protective 

and say there are dangers here. I think it is a nettle which has to be grasped. I would agree 

with you when you say that there is greater awareness now of the impact one has on the 

other, of the fact that development is not possible if you have continuous conflict in the place. 

Stability issues, security issues become a factor which is important for development. 

Likewise, with more development our experience certainly here in Europe is that you get 

more stability or you can get more stability; it is perhaps not a direct relationship. So the two 

can help each other. The paper presented by Mr Solana in Thessaloniki puts the emphasis 

more on the needs of the security policy and how it is important to have an integrated 

approach in policy terms and not just look at security in terms of hard military security, but 

also in terms of external policies, in terms of trade, in terms of development, poverty; it 

recognises very clearly that poverty is an issue. It tends to see it from the security angle and 

some people reading that are therefore afraid that not enough credence is given to the 

development side. I think this is a matter for debate. It is something that the foreign policy 

and the security community and the development community need to discuss and get the 

balance right. 
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56. It is not a theoretical debate if the giving of aid becomes increasingly conditional upon 

the fulfilment of certain political criteria of good governance, of human rights, of democracy, 

of the abstinence from cross-border wars, the diminution of unnecessary defence expenditure 

or whatever. If conditions like that are attached for foreign policy reasons and/or the 

attainment of development aid goals, it seems in a sense artificial to distinguish. 

(Mr Montes) And in practice most donors already use their aid programmes in part to 

satisfy foreign policy, commercial and security objectives. There is a list in the paper I 

distributed and that is beyond doubt. Now the issue is how we define foreign policy to 

include these development concerns and try to balance all the objectives, which is obviously 

a difficult exercise. 

57. Is it your impression that the different rate of institutional attachment to these issues, 

the more recent involvement of the foreign policy instrumentalities and intergovernmental 

activity creates some sort of rivalry between institutions? Is that a risk we have to watch? 

(Mr Montes) Within the European Union, the assumption is already that foreign policy, 

security and commercial objectives and the promotion of European values are the main 

objectives of the overall aid programme. So this is already a fact. The new Member States are 

probably only going to reinforce that trend. We might like or not like that trend, but this is 

something it is difficult to avoid because this is the view of the majority of Member States. 

58. It seems to me that what you have described as a kind of converging course is healthy, 

and I think you are saying it is healthy, but is there any reluctance within the older established 

development aid sectors of the Commission to accept these good governance issues as having 

significant relevance to the effectiveness of their job? 

(Dr Mackie) I would not say that. I would say that there is a reluctance to accept that 

development funds could start being used for hard security work. The good governance issue 

is widely accepted. There is a strong recognition throughout DG Development and Europe 

Aid that good governance is an important issue and needs to be tackled head on and this is 
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something into which a good deal of effort is going. Guidelines have been formulated and a 

good deal of discussion, training of staff and so on. May I come back to one of the other 

points? The insistence on the poverty eradication goal we were talking about right at the start 

is in a sense a sort of defence for the development policy establishment, that if they insist on 

the primacy of that, that is in a sense a protection against the impinging issues coming in 

from foreign policy, so it is all the more important to go on insisting on that and saying this is 

a prime focus. That does not mean we do not relate to other issues, but at the end of the day 

the thing the development funds have to tackle is the issue of poverty. I see having that strong 

position on that side as entirely compatible with engaging in debate with these other sectors, 

trade, foreign policy, combined work, etcetera. 

(Mr Montes) A comparative advantage of the European Union might be in this area of 

good governance for a number of reasons. In fact Commissioner Patten in a recent article in a 

foreign policy magazine suggests that part of the aid programme to Mediterranean countries 

should be used exclusively to reward good governance in these countries as a way to attain 

not only development but peace and stability. 

Baroness Park of Monmouth 

59. So far we have been talking about whether the EU itself should move in a more 

political direction or a purely developmental direction. Are we not forgetting the other side of 

the equation? You mentioned that there is a more proactive stance by African leaders. When 

we were discussing Barcelona the countries concerned were saying “Wait a moment. You are 

making decisions for us. You are not consulting us enough about what we want”. Do you not 

see a certain problem in the new relationship with the African Union, which is very much 

saying we are for good governance and peer review and asserting its rights. Do you see that 

might be a risk to the straightforward programmes of help under Cotonou for instance? There 

is a danger that if the EU concentrates as much as it seems to be doing on developing a 

relationship with the African Union, they may be producing a situation where the money will 
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not be allowed by those countries to go into what we really feel is needed. I see that we are 

giving them some money; indeed a £10 million grant for the AU’s work on peace and 

security. I should be very interested to know what that was – and to provide the institutional 

development of the AU commission. You may well remember that about 18 months ago the 

G8 countries thought they were dealing with something in NEPAD which was going to be 

able to do something about good governance, only to be told at the end of the year that in fact 

it was only a part of the African Union and that the African Union had not yet reached its 

policy decisions. Briefly my question is: are we allowing enough for the fact that the other 

end of the equation may, in my view I am afraid, distort and misuse a lot of our wish to help 

those countries, because it is not going to help the people at the bottom, it is going to help the 

leaders at the top. 

(Mr Montes) That is why this focus on good governance, meaning more democratic 

accountability and focus on corruption as a principle to be considered when offering aid, is 

important because it precisely avoids aid programmes being managed just by governments, 

even when governments do not have really democratic representation. 

60. That is encouraging. 

(Dr Mackie) I would disagree with you. I do not actually think that there is the danger 

that you see in the strengthening of the AU. I suppose I go back to a fairly basic principle 

arising out of my experience in the non government sector that ownership of any project is 

fundamental to its success and that to the extent that you come in from outside as donors, if 

you are not able to relate to an institution or a person on the ground who says “Yes, this is the 

project we want to do and this is the sort of help we need”, if you do not have that sort of 

debate, your project is much, much less likely to succeed. That is a fundamental issue to me. 

Writ large, that is what I would see in the AU. 

61. Rather than Cotonou. 
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(Dr Mackie) Rather than Cotonou. The ACP group is a group which has formed round 

Cotonou, or around Lomé originally of course. It has not formed around itself, around the 

interests and need of the countries. It is formed around the need of those countries to relate to 

Europe, whereas the AU is formed around the needs of Africa, the needs of the African 

nations, the African people, etcetera. You may dispute how strong the link between the 

establishment at the top, the leadership and the people at the bottom, the ordinary African 

citizen is, but my perception is that there is a much greater sense of ownership by the AU, by 

African people than there is of NEPAD and that is why, in a sense, I personally was not too 

worried by the difficulties with NEPAD, because I did not feel it was grounded in ordinary 

African aspirations as strongly as the AU can be. 

62. The point Thabo Mbeki made to the G8 in December last year was precisely that 

NEPAD was part of the AU, but a junior part, only a part of a much larger political 

organisation which had its own commission, its own parliament, its own humanitarian 

organisation and everything else. I had understood that NEPAD was part of the AU. It cannot 

be dealt with on its own, it is part of the AU. 

(Dr Mackie) You are entirely correct. Originally when it was started it was seen as 

something separate and this raised a lot of concerns and people started saying there was a 

duplication, whom should they deal with, which was the programme, etcetera? The solution 

to that has been made absolutely clear and Thabo Mbeki and others have been insisting for a 

year or so now that NEPAD is a programme of the AU and they have been taking more 

concrete steps towards that. That has strengthened NEPAD as a programme to breathe 

dynamism into the development effort, because it gives it that sort of stronger legitimacy that 

the AU has and which NEPAD did not have. You are right, this does raise questions for the 

ACP as a group, but I would say that if you looked at the ACP traditionally the Caribbean 

and the Pacific have always been better organised amongst themselves, smaller groups of 

countries, much more homogeneous perhaps and so on and not such a difficult task as for 
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Africa. Some of the instability of the group has been caused by the difficulty of the African 

nations to get together. The OAU predates the AU and is not to be forgotten, but it did not 

have quite the same development goals, certainly when it started, though those were added on 

later. In the formation of the AU they have also sought to correct many of the problems they 

had with the OAU, which was seen as very bureaucratic, never getting anywhere and that is 

one of the things which the outgoing group of interim commissioners, for the first year of the 

AU were very keen on: they had to change that image. It is a bit early to say with the new 

commissioners and new president, but I would hope that was something which would be 

retained. The one commissioner who has transferred from the old interim status to the new 

permanent status has that message very clearly in his mind: they have to be a very much more 

dynamic organisation, get rid of the bureaucracy, work in a much more forceful sort of way. 

Lord Powell of Bayswater 

63. Just as a tail piece to that and to help us, could you point us at some specific examples 

where European aid has led to significantly improved governance and reduced corruption? 

(Dr Mackie) Not off the cuff, but I will keep that in mind and get back to you. 

(Mr Montes) I have some. In Uganda. Looking more to the future and this idea of good 

governance, I have to make the distinction between the Commission itself and the European 

Union, meaning Member States, Commission and the entire apparatus, and there is a 

spending of €10 billion a year, so you would expect examples could be found. The one I am 

mentioning is interesting because it is really looking towards the future in Uganda. We 

carried out a country strategy evaluation there with someone from the UK Government as 

well. The World Bank and IMF had a mandate to look particularly at economic issues and 

therefore the fact that the Ugandan Government was supporting the conflict in the Congo 

with enormous cost and povery implications and lives, was not something they could 

explicitly take into account. However, the diplomats of the Member States, particularly 

Germany, began discussing how important this issue was or the issue of development in 
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general in Uganda and how nothing could be done, talking initially in Kampala with like-

minded ambassadors and then integrating later the Commission and some discussions with 

the World Bank. They made representations and had discussions in Washington and out of all 

these discussions came an agreement that these political factors, including defence spending 

by the Ugandan Government, should be taken more into account in the design of IMF/World 

Bank programmes. Of course this had an impact. Of course the final solution of the Ugandan 

role in the conflict did not stop there, but that is an example of how the power the European 

Union aid programme brings can lead to positive results. 

Chairman: If either of you in the immediate future can think of other examples, it would 

be very helpful. The relative silence which followed Lord Powell’s question was rather 

significant. If you could fill in that silence over the next few weeks, the Committee would be 

very grateful. 

Lord Maclennan of Rogart 

64. Just for clarification, if you have examples where specific conditions have been 

attached to deal with the issues of good governance, that would also be of some interest. 

(Mr Montes) To respond very briefly to the Chairman, the silence would similarly have 

happened for programmes of other countries. The role of aid is not immediate. It is very 

difficult and I have been looking at aid for 20 years and I have just come back from Bolivia 

where we did an analysis of public administration reforms and looked at the situation of 

Bolivia now. The fact that the Commission among other donors can stay in a country in 

conflict longer than other donors as well as come back, as in the case of the Republic of 

Congo, faster than other donors, is another attribute which can be given to EU aid. 

Baroness Hilton of Eggardon 

65. Can we go back to the objectives of development aid, which we have been talking 

about as good governance, but DFID has specifically made poverty reduction the main focus 

of development aid in this country. Dr Mackie, you seem to be very comfortable with the 
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present situation where in a way aid is supporting trade, economics, politics, whatever, rather 

than poverty reduction directly. The current situation in Europe is that half the aid actually 

goes not to the poorest countries, it goes to countries with which there are old colonial links. 

It does seem to me that if politics are going to drive aid in future, even the provisions in the 

new treaty for development aid are not going to be addressing the most disadvantaged, the 

poorest. Are you comfortable that our policies are going to be in tune with European policies 

on this front, or is there going to be a widening split between what we want to do with 

development aid and what the rest of Europe wants to do? 

(Dr Mackie) I am comfortable with the fact that in the development sector you cannot 

afford to ignore these other policy areas and you have to work with that. I am not necessarily 

comfortable with the fact that you use the funds which are intended for development for those 

purposes. It depends a bit how much they will have a development impact before you can 

take decisions like that. The ACP group, which still gets a large proportion of the EC aid, 

does include three quarters if not four fifths of the least developed countries (LDCs) in the 

world. What you do not have of course is the large numbers of poor people in countries like 

India or Indonesia and so on. The Commission should be looking at greater orientation 

towards trying to focus our money more towards poverty – I would not dispute that at all. I 

do think the effort is already fairly good in terms of the ACP. I do not like the suggestion that 

the ACP is just about countries with old colonial links; certainly it did grow out of that but it 

is an important group in terms of the countries it covers. It is a perfectly legitimate group for 

an aid programme to be oriented to those countries, certainly the poorer ones amongst them. 

That is very important. 

66. We do not seem to have been as successful in relation to our old parts of the empire, 

like Bangladesh for instance, which is perhaps the poorest and most disadvantaged country 

and is going to have enormous problems in future with global warming and sea levels rising 

and so on. Do you think Europe is really aware of some of our old colonial links? 
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(Dr Mackie) I must admit that I tend to work more on the ACP countries than the other 

aid programmes of the EU. Some of the aid programmes to a number of Asian countries are 

quite important too. I would not be able to tell you off hand what the level to Bangladesh is, 

but certainly a lot of funds are going further east to eastern Asia, Sri Lanka and so on. 

(Mr Montes) It is true that Bangladesh receives relatively little aid for their level of 

poverty. An argument to be considered is that aid to governments of poor countries is not 

identical to aid to the poor. When you are giving money to governments which might not be 

very democratic or are very corrupt, that does not translate into giving aid to the poor. This is 

just a general argument, but a number of the countries favoured by donors go to these sorts of 

countries. Just by having a large proportion of the aid programme going to governments of 

poor countries is not in itself a positive thing. We need to look behind to find the impact of 

that aid, how democratic those countries are, how much corruption reduces the impact of that 

aid. 

Lord Harrison 

67. In asking you how enlargement will affect EU aid policy, I wondered whether you 

could divide your answer first of all into those recipient countries which will benefit and 

those which will lose out. Secondly, in terms of the existing 15 EU donor countries, will they 

have access to a bigger budget or to bigger bureaucracy. Thirdly, how will the ten new 

countries coming in fare as poachers turned gamekeepers? 

(Mr Montes) We did this 200-page study for the Commission on enlargement, but I shall 

be very brief. We went to all the ten new Member States and talked to the people in the 

development co-operation agencies. One of the conclusions of that is that there is no 

constituency for development in these countries, as might be expected. The commitment of 

these governments to development co-operation is generally low. They focus much more on 

regional stability, governance and security issues. As a result, I think that the tendency you 

have already observed and which has been much commented on, is that in general the budget 
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of the ACP has not grown as much in the past or in general for poor countries, but is 

increasing for the “near abroad”. I think that it is reasonable to expect that this tendency will 

continue. So increases from the EU budget for poor countries is not going to happen. That is 

the first aspect, the one we looked at in more detail. What was your second point? 

68. On the recipients first of all and then on the existing 15 EU donor countries. Would 

they get a bigger budget or will there be an increase in bureaucracy in terms of their helping 

third countries. Perhaps it does not affect them at all? 

(Mr Montes) What is happening is that the aid budget of the Community, the one 

managed by the Commission, will increase a bit and then we will have to see. There will be 

no contributions to the EDF from these ten new Member States because they are relatively 

poor; they will not be contributing. In that sense, what was expected from the Monterrey 

targets was how to increase the quantity of aid and that raises more difficulties again because 

the new members will probably not be able to contribute. I do not know whether that answers 

your question. 

(Dr Mackie) I see the impact as less on the budget and more on the policy side. When we 

had the last wave of new members to the Union we got in a number of countries which had 

very strong development co-operation policies, countries like Finland and Austria, and they 

brought in more money. This time they are not going to bring in that much more money, 

apart from the fact that they will have to contribute to the budget according to GNP. On the 

policy side we really are not very clear what the impact will be with ten new votes in the 

Council of Ministers from countries which do not have that much tradition in development 

policy terms. Certainly some of the existing Member States, which have evolved strong, clear 

development policies, are wary that the new members will water down the strength of some 

of those policies and the level of commitment. The worry is more in that policy area. 

69. Will it not be of interest to the 15 existing EU countries to have sitting on the inside, at 

the table, someone who was recently a recipient country, who might say you might need to 
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rethink how you deal with third countries. Is there not going to be some interesting interplay 

there? 

(Dr Mackie) Certainly reference has been made quite a lot – and I do not know whether 

you found this when you were visiting those countries – to the fact that they do have 

experience of transition economies, etcetera, which would be valuable experience to gain. 

Going further back in their history, some of them have experience of technical assistance 

programmes to some of the more Communist countries in Africa etcetera. There is some 

knowledge and some experience there. Yes, that is a valid point to make. 

Lord Powell of Bayswater 

70. Just to come back for a moment to the question of the ACP grouping, does it have a 

future, or is it not really outdated and irrelevant now? Does it not lead to a significant 

distortion of the EC’s aid giving priorities? What does the ACP bring to the party these days? 

Are the institutional structures between the EU and ACP actually of any value? I speak as 

someone who is probably the only person in this room who has attended EU/ACP ministerial 

meetings because no British minister could be persuaded to go to them. I do not recall them 

being very edifying occasions. 

(Dr Mackie) This is a common problem. You are certainly right to point to the fact that 

there are many question marks about the future of the ACP. There is a good deal of tension 

with the group and certainly the trade negotiations, which is an area I do not know much 

about, are splitting up the interests and that is one major tension. The interests in the Pacific 

and in the Caribbean areas for dealing with the regional blocs around them is also quite 

important. Yes, but that is not a decision for a European state. It is a decision for ACP 

countries to take and to decide whether having that group helps them in their negotiations 

with the Community. I would go back to this positive development, certainly on the African 

side, of strengthening their own regional institution, the AU and if that really takes off and 

works well, then that puts the African nations in a much stronger position and at one point 
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they may decide it is actually more important to have an agreement between the AU and the 

EU than doing it through the ACP for positive proactive reasons. 

71. Surely it does benefit the ACP to have this arrangement; I can quite see that. Per capita 

they get far more aid than is probably justified under a more fair-minded allocation of 

European aid across all deserving recipients. So they are not going to be the ones saying they 

will give this up. No country would want to give up aid. Surely the initiative must come from 

the European side which says “We cannot any longer justify this imbalance in our aid 

programme and we want to find some different way of allocating our aid on the basis of 

regional groups equally or certain levels of development”. 

(Dr Mackie) There has been a shift gradually. You referred to the fact that EDF is not 

increasing as steadily as aid levels elsewhere, so the EU is already de facto doing that. It has 

already introduced into Cotonou the ability to claw back funds. We distribute them and cut 

the security of the funds as it were. So those steps are already being taken. 

72. But if you look at the per capita aid being given to Mauritania and that given to 

Bangladesh, you would say that it was hardly a sensible distribution of the Community’s 

resources. 

(Mr Montes) It is right that a more functional grouping rather than an historical 

allocation of money would make more sense. Working with the Commission I am aware of 

the emotions on the ACP grouping and they tell me that it is there to stay. Linked to that is 

the fact that the issue of having this ACP group introduces some distortions. When you are in 

the World Bank or in DFID of course you always look at countries in which you have a 

special interest, but you also look at the world as a whole. In the Commission, you have a 

particular set of procedures and rules for every region and there has been some 

harmonisation, but still people think differently in every region. I am told that the 

Commission is going to try to work on a more common basis for all regulations which give 
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the rules on how policies and aid are implemented. Eventually the ideal would be to have just 

one regulation for all aid to different regions. 

Chairman 

73. We have mentioned Bangladesh once or twice this morning and I have been looking at 

the papers which Mr Montes most kindly distributed to us, which will appear as part of our 

evidence. I notice that you give Bangladesh a corruption ranking of 102, which is the highest 

of all the countries you list. Is the lack of aid which in fact goes to Bangladesh, a function of 

that very high corruption rating in your view? 

(Mr Montes) That table is just an indication of how major donors and governance issues 

are related and indicators of democracy taken from Freedom House and corruption from 

Transparency International. In the case of Bangladesh, I think the point which was being 

made in the European Union, and this applies in general for countries in that region of Asia, 

was that they receive relatively less than ACP countries. That is more due to historical 

reasons than to the use of performance indicators which would say we will not allocate as 

much money to Bangladesh as, let us say, to a country like Senegal which has better 

governance indicators. At the moment, these governance indicators have not been used much. 

They are in fact being used by the World Bank and there is a lot of work on the issue of 

“Governance Matters”, trying to find indicators. That table was just meant to say that if we 

were concerned about democracy and corruption, a number of countries receive large 

amounts of money from the major donors which are in that list. 

Lord Powell of Bayswater 

74. I should like to move on to this question of what real comparative advantage European 

aid brings to recipients over and above what Member States bilateral programmes bring. I am 

not talking about the allocation. I can quite see the European case for wanting to have a 

European aid programme and having it as an adjunct to foreign policy. I am talking about the 

advantage to the recipient not to the donors. 
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(Mr Montes) The difference between beneficiaries and recipients is essential because a 

lot of things we have been mentioning, including the near abroad, control of borders, 

organised crime, is more clearly for the benefit of Member States. I mentioned in a talk I 

gave about a month ago, and I had to think hard on this, that one element, is that European 

Union aid gives an additional option in the aid menu that it is available to recipient countries. 

There is only one large donor in the world which is the US (and the World Bank is closely 

linked). I am not saying this is a positive argument. I am just saying that from the recipient’s 

point of view, the fact that there are two large donors gives some flexibility. Flexibility can 

be used correctly or incorrectly, but it gives you an option. The World Bank will come with 

one set of conditions, then the Commission on the implementation of a health programme, let 

us say, will come with a different set of conditions. That is one general argument. 

75. My question is really more in terms of the effectiveness of the implementation of the 

aid coming from the EU. What is the comparative advantage there? Why is it better to have 

an EU aid programme than sub-contract the implementation of the aid back to member 

governments? You could have an EU aid programme and say Britain has the biggest aid 

giving structure in Kenya, so ask the British to administer European aid to Kenya. France is 

obviously much bigger in some of the West African countries so France could do it there, and 

Germany and so on. What would be the real problem? 

(Mr Montes) I am not here at all to say this is clearly the comparative advantage of the 

European Union because that is a political issue. In principle, what I can say is that bilateral 

aid is also subject to commercial pressures. Let us say when Spain is providing aid to the 

Dominican Republic you would imagine that there are considerations which are taken into 

that discussion which are not necessarily present with the same intensity – and this obviously 

will depend on the country – when the European Commission is providing aid to that 

country. That applies to many cases. To me, more interesting, because I think it is the big 

issue, is this link with governance. After working for 20 years in development, I really do not 
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see how aid can be effective, neither for the World Bank, nor for DFID, if they do not take 

into account that the money they give to these countries has to be given to governments who 

have some degree of democracy, some degree of corruption controls. The question of aid 

effectiveness, although it is true it applies particularly on the instruments of the European 

Union, applies to all donors. 

76. I see that point, but let us just say we have $100 of aid to Ethiopia. What is it that 

makes the European Union a better administrator or implementor of that aid than, say, 

Germany or France or the UK? 

(Mr Montes) I lived in Ethiopia for a year. In principle, when the UK Ambassador is 

received in Ethiopia, he will be received with much less “attention” than the EC, not 

ambassador but head of delegation (he would become an ambassador presumably with the 

common EU foreign service five years from now). When this new ambassador comes and if 

he happens to control both foreign policy, which means some sort of agreement from 15 

Member States, and the aid policy of €10 billion that he controls directly, I think the 

influence of this person saying he would like Ethiopia to consider the issue of the freedom of 

the press or that the issue of human rights is particularly important for the delivery of EU 

programmes, means that the EU will be taken very seriously. So I see that there is a 

comparative advantage in that. 

77. I have understood that point. I am still trying to get at this issue of the terms of the 

administration of an aid programme, the actual implementation, the administration on the 

ground. Does the EU have advantages which Member States do not? If so, could you explain 

them to me? 

(Mr Montes) If we just go directly to implementation, of course it has been found in most 

evaluation reports that the Commission has technical weaknesses and accountability 

weaknesses in its programmes, but when you compare, for example, the amount of resources 

that the Commission can put into Bolivia, the number of staff, compared, let us say again, to 
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the UK Government, it means you have 20 staff who can look at how to make aid more 

effective compared with three or four or even fewer because of this issue of reducing aid to 

middle income countries. (Bolivia is a poor country, but its aid budget is still being reduced). 

You have this idea which is not just a question of the Commission per se but the fact that if 

you have four or five Member States working together on an aid programme, it will be more 

effective than the implementation by one Member State on its own. That is the argument. 

78. So the Commission can afford a bigger bureaucracy in each country than Member 

States could. 

(Mr Montes) In part that and ideally it could work with other Member States. 

Lord Morris of Aberavon 

79. With the development of European foreign policy and ambassadors and people of that 

kind which you envisage, will European aid then be a means of buying influence? 

(Mr Montes) This is an issue under the Constitution and not only the composition of the 

foreign service is yet to be decided but also whether there is a separate aid agency or not. 

80. Leave the mechanism. Whatever it is, will it be a means of buying influence? 

(Mr Montes) Foreign aid is always used by donors to achieve foreign policy, commercial 

and security interests as well. This obviously means that the risks will become larger, as well 

as the opportunities I have mentioned. It is up to the Member State to find ways to balance 

these objectives. 

Lord Powell of Bayswater 

81. My next question is about budgetisation of the EDF. Dr Mackie, if you were the 

British Government, which way would you jump on this? Would you go for budgetisation of 

the EDF or do you think it would be better to leave things as they are? 

(Dr Mackie) It would depend where I sat in the British Government. If I were in the 

Treasury, I would certainly say no, because of the big increase, given that the UK got a fairly 

small share from the negotiation of the last EDF. Trying to look at it dispassionately, the 
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question I would want to see answered is: what influence would budgetisation have on the 

ACP themselves and particularly their big fear that the security of the funds is in danger? 

82. Because they are not contractual. 

(Dr Mackie) Because they are not contractual; that is right, and because once in the 

budget, they work on an annual basis. Of course, if you discuss this with the Commission, 

what they will tell you is that this would still be guaranteed through the regulation which 

provides for a certain level of commitments over a certain number of years. I would remain 

concerned, but it is still possible within the EU budget to do internal transfers of funds, and 

we all know that this happens half way through the year in September/October. They do look 

at where money is being spent and where it is not being spent. That does not mean that the 

overall allocation necessarily gets eaten into, but if that happens several years running, then 

the funds would drift over. I am not convinced with the proposal coming from the 

Commission that that security is provided for. There is one other way you could tackle this 

and that is to look at the financial perspectives and see whether it would be possible to 

establish an extra chapter to the financial perspectives. At the moment the external relations 

come out of chapter four, but would it be possible to have a development chapter? In this case 

you would have in the development chapter, the EDF funds, for Asia and Latin America 

development purposes, and the old chapter four would then be constrained to other foreign 

relations. That might provide a more watertight arrangement for the development funds. That 

is a major undertaking and convincing the EU Member States to change the financial 

perspective and add an extra chapter would be a huge task. 

83. Turning the question round, do you not feel the EDF system might be applied more 

widely rather than budgetisation, not just to ACP but to many others, which in a sense is what 

you are suggesting? 
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(Dr Mackie) Some people I have talked to in Brussels actually say that. It is not the 

budgetisation of the EDF but the “EDF-isation” of the budget in certain respects which would 

be very good. 

84. That is a very interesting idea. 

(Dr Mackie) May I come back to your earlier question? You were asking what the 

advantage of the EU was to the ACP country. Traditionally, apart from the political one you 

mentioned, it was the question of joint management. That has got into contortions and has 

become quite ponderous, but the principle is quite a positive one for an ACP country and it is 

valued as such by ACP officials and the national authorising officers, etcetera. They do see 

that as an important issue. Then the other point, which is not immediately the EC budget but 

the framework which the European Union provides for the co-ordination of aid, could be a 

big advantage for co-ordination of aid between Member States to that country, could be a 

major advantage to the ACP country of whatever recipient country we are talking about, if 

that were really taken much further. Certainly in places where you start to see that happening, 

that does simplify, rationalise systems, it does help with avoiding duplication, perhaps reduce 

the different procedures required in each case, etcetera. 

85. Are you suggesting that the Commission should have powers over how we allocate the 

remainder of our bilateral aid budget, the bit which does not go directly through the EU? Are 

you saying that the Commission should have the right to say how we spend our aid in Kenya 

or Ethiopia or wherever? 

(Dr Mackie) I am not sure it is a question of powers; it is more a question of the Member 

States taking more seriously the point about complementarity. It is there in the Treaty; it is 

something governments have been very reluctant to get into. More effort could be made in 

that direction. 

86. Government might argue that they have a right to say how they spend their tax payers’ 

money. 
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(Dr Mackie) Yes. 

(Mr Montes) Briefly, on the issue of budgetisation, people talk a lot about ring-fenced 

funds, but if Member States really care about the protection of aid to poor countries, they 

need to exercise their powers within EDF or in the budget. In the budget they do have a right 

to allocate more resources to poor countries. The question is not whether it is inside the 

budget or outside the budget – and it is not very clear what is more effective and what is less 

effective – it is how you make EC aid more effective. 

Chairman 

87. I want to ask one last question which is probably more to Dr Mackie than to 

Mr Montes. In the United Kingdom we have been told that academic interest in development 

assistance seems to be at a very low level. Do you believe that is true? If you do, do you think 

anything could be done to inspire greater interest? 

(Dr Mackie) I would find that very hard to answer. I am not sufficiently in the British 

academic system any longer. My sense from outside Britain is that there is actually quite a lot 

of interest in development in academic circles in Britain and that some of the British 

universities have quite high quality work in that area. I do not get the sense that you get much 

more attention in some of the other Member States of the Union than you do in Britain in 

fact. I quite accept that you may be worried about that, but sitting in Brussels you do not get 

the picture that there is much less academic interest in development in the UK than there is 

elsewhere in the Union. 

(Mr Montes) The quality of the aid programme and discussion would benefit in general 

from a greater understanding in Member States governments as well as among academics on 

these very technical issues of aid implementation. So more resources in this area in general, 

not necessarily just for the academics. The merging of foreign policy and development might 

make these issues of more interest for academic study. 
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Chairman: We will close the session there. You have both been very helpful to us indeed 

and thank you for coming, particularly for coming a long way. We appreciate that and it has 

been very helpful to us. Thank you so much. 


