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TUESDAY 3 FEBRUARY 2004 

________________ 

Present 

Bowness, L (Chairman) 
Lea of Crondall, L 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
Northover, B 
Powell of Bayswater, L 
Tomlinson, L 
________________ 

Witnesses: Mr Giampiero Alhadeff, Secretary-General, Ms Francesca Viliani, 

Development and Humanitarian Aid Officer, SOLIDAR, and Mr Olivier Consolo, Director, 

European NGO Confederation for Relief and Development (CONCORD), examined. 

Q233  Chairman: As you know, we are conducting an inquiry into European Union aid and 

assistance.  One of the questions we have been looking at is trying to evaluate the reform of 

European Union development assistance, as well as a number of other questions; but that 

would perhaps seem to be particularly relevant to you and the evidence which I hope you will 

be able to give us.  No doubt you might also be able to comment upon the future of the ACP 

grouping and the whole question of budgetisation which is raised.  I do not know whether you 

would like to say something in general terms, or whether you would like to go into questions 

straightaway? 

Mr Alhadeff: I will introduce my two colleagues.  Olivier Consolo is the Director of 

CONCORD, which is the grouping of development NGOs.  It brings together 18 national 

platforms, including the UK platform, BOND.  It also brings in the families of NGOs such as 

Save The Children, which is joining now, and the other networks such as Eurostat, 

SOLIDAR, et cetera.  The EU NGO scene is a little different from the UK one, in that the 

brand-name NGOs, such as Oxfam and Save The Children, have all entered into alliances.  So 

CONCORD is our development alliance, and where we all work together.  It used to be called 
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the CLONG but, about a year ago, re-formed as CONCORD.  The difference was that it 

brought in, as well as the national platforms, the groupings of NGOs – the Protestant NGOs, 

the Catholic NGOs, the Non-Confessionals, and other families of NGOs.  It also has members 

in the new countries.  It is one of four groupings of NGOs at the Brussels level, the other three 

being the human rights NGOs, the social NGOs, and the environment NGOs.  Those four 

groupings of NGOs, together with the ETUC – the European Trades Union Congress, now led 

by John Monks – have formed the Civil Society Contact Group.  So it is actually quite a 

different structure that you find at the national level.  On my right is Francesca Viliani.  We 

both work for SOLIDAR, which is an alliance of European NGOs who are involved in social 

issues, development issues, and human rights issues.  We have been on the Brussels scene 

since 1995.  Our UK members are One World Action and War on Want, and there are NGOs 

which are linked to workers’ movements, trades unions.  If you like, that is our specificity 

across the European Union.  As I said, we are both involved in social issues and development 

issues.  One thing on which we have been quite busy is the whole issue of social dialogue, the 

Convention, the Constitution.  So if that is an issue you also want to discuss, we would be 

quite happy to talk about that as well.  We received your questions yesterday.  We have talked 

a bit to our members and we know that you have already received a representation from 

BOND in the UK.  They did consult with us when they prepared their briefing, but we will 

send you another briefing this week, if we are still in time.  By the end of the week we will 

send you a note on some ideas that we have on the issues which you raise. 

Q234  Chairman: That will be well in time.  We would very much appreciate it.  Thank you. 

Mr Alhadeff: You have asked me for a couple of comments.  I am much happier that we get 

involved in a dialogue between us.  Olivier started work about a year ago.  Before that, he was 

working in the field in Guatemala and was very much involved with EU development policy, 

but from that end.  He has quite a lot of background on that side.  Francesca has been working 
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in Central America, the Balkans, and the Middle East.  So she has quite a wealth of 

experience.  Yesterday we talked to our various members here and got feedback from them.  

We will therefore give you a bit of a pot-pourri of our views, but also their views.  By the end 

of the week, however, we will be a little more considered in our reply to you. 

Q235  Chairman: Perhaps we could go straight into questions.  You mentioned the 

Convention.  Perhaps we could deal with that at the very beginning, because we have not had 

very much evidence about it.  What is your view about the provisions of the draft 

Constitution, were it to be implemented?  What effect do you think it will have on the 

development aid situation? 

Mr Alhadeff: The main concern that we had throughout was that development aid would be 

separated from the Common Foreign and Security Policy and from the Common Defence 

Policy.  That was a worry and it continues to be a worry for us.  We are looking at – not only 

from the Constitution but also, at this stage, where the new Commission is coming into place 

– will there be a Commissioner for development?  Will there be that separation between those 

two?  I think that some of the questions you raise seem to suggest that that is also an issue for 

you.  We are sympathetic to the idea, for example, that the policies on the near-abroad and the 

budgets – for example, on the Financial Perspectives – should be separated from development 

policy.  The aims of the two programmes are quite distinct, and to put them too close together 

does create a confusion. 

Q236  Lord Lea of Crondall: How does this relate to the two-tier Commission idea?  You 

have 25 members.  Surely all this is in the melting pot, is it not?  You have to agree a 

Constitution at some point, but I am not clear quite where you are coming from.  I have heard 

your comment, but presumably, in practice, you will have to sort out the jobs and the 

functions in a way where there will be some overlaps and some people doing subsidiary jobs 
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within families of Commissioners, and so on, will you not?  Is not that the reality behind all 

this?  Where is the reality and where is what you might call the big labels? 

Mr Alhadeff: If you have a Commission in charge of foreign relations and, under that 

Commissioner, you put a “mini” Development Commissioner, you may end up with a 

problem.  You may find that you have two policies, one serving the other.  That is really the 

concern we have. 

Q237  Lord Lea of Crondall: It has been put to us this morning – and evidence will be 

published in due course, but I must not quote it because it is under what we call Chatham 

House rules – that, to take Africa, governance is the biggest unanswered dilemma.  There is 

conditionality, neo-colonialism, and yet, as somebody said, our taxpayers’ money; and 

whether we talk to EU, AU, and so on.  How do you get a grip on that?  There is this 

judgment about interference, and what you do about Zimbabwe, Nigeria, Ethiopia, or 

wherever it is.  I think that there is perhaps a case for saying that it is only when you get a 

new attitude in government that you get economic growth, which is poverty reduction as a 

necessary condition, if not a sufficient condition.  What is wrong with that?  I am being the 

devil’s advocate here. 

Mr Alhadeff: That is a kind of Transparency International argument, is it not?  That you need 

to have certain conditions in place for development to take place. 

Mr Consolo: My experience over the last three years in the EC delegation, where we spoke a 

lot about governance – and Guatemala is a very bad governance country – is that if you 

separate development process and foreign policy from the EC, meaning that the delegates do 

not have an ambassador role, then it is enough to bring pressure by the trade policy, by the 

foreign affairs policy, on a government, without affecting the development co-operation 

between European countries and southern people – not government.  I think that there is a lot 

of opportunity perhaps to cut a little your direct support to the government – without directly 
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affecting the population – through NGO and civil society sectors.  There are tools like that, to 

bring much more pressure at the foreign affairs level – with co-ordination between the EC and 

the European Member State present at national level. 

Q238  Lord Powell of Bayswater: My recollection of Brussels is that power follows the 

budget.  Therefore, if you want to be sure that there will be adequate money for real 

development purposes and that it is used only for that, you will have to have a separate budget 

line, which separates distinctly foreign affairs purposes from development purposes.  That 

budget line for development will need to be supervised by a Development Commissioner, 

who is the person who controls that budget.  That still appears, as David Lea says, to be 

completely up in the air: whether or not that will be a structure which will emerge. There is 

nothing in the draft Constitution that tells you whether it will or not.  We shall not know until 

the Commission jobs are divided up quite how it will fall out.  One issue that could be settled 

would be the budget line for development.  Yet I do not see any firm views emerging from the 

Commission on that.  I am told they are about to publish their proposals for the Financial 

Perspective.  Possibly there will be something in that.  Maybe we shall learn that later today 

from Mr Child. 

Mr Alhadeff: I think that you are absolutely right.  I would go further than that.  One of the 

tragedies for a very long time, in terms of development, has been that, in terms of quality, the 

Development Commissioners have not been up to the job.  I have been here now with three 

Commissioners.  There was one who was good.  The following two have not been up to the 

job and have had a hard time making themselves heard within their own houses, within the 

Commission, and certainly in the outside world. 

Q239  Baroness Northover: I was going to ask specifically about budgetisation.  We have 

been hearing a very strong case in many of the presentations we have heard here, from the 

6 



Commission and various people, in favour of that.  From one of the recipient countries last 

night, we heard enormous concerns about that. 

Mr Alhadeff: Not wanting it to happen? 

Q240  Baroness Northover: Not wanting to have that, yes.  I wondered what your view was. 

Mr Alhadeff: The majority of the NGOs believe that it should happen and think the fact is 

that the Parliament has to be involved in it.  They feel that the present arrangement suits 

Member States, because the Commission does not spend all the money and, at the end of the 

day, money goes back to the Member States. 

Q241  Chairman: What do you mean by “money goes back to the Member States”? 

Mr Alhadeff: It is reclaimed back.  It is unspent money. 

Ms Viliani: And also because the disbursement of money is quite late, compared with the 

commitment, and so of course the Member States gain a few years. 

Q242  Lord Powell of Bayswater: The rate of call-up is slow. 

Ms Viliani: Yes.  There are two problems with budgetisation.  One is the fact that it is related 

to the whole discussion about the Financial Perspectives and the maximum ceiling of 

Commission spending.  If this is not raised, it will be a big problem for the Commission to 

integrate the budget.  Also, we do not know what the position of the Commission will be, but 

we hope that the Commission will go on with the two negotiations – either EDF outside the 

budget or inside the budget.  However, it is too early at the moment for the Commission to 

decide on one of the two; so we feel that they have to go on with the two negotiations.  

Regarding the ACP countries, we believe that it is clear that, if the objective of development 

is eradication of poverty and the commitment of the Millennium Goals, there will be no 

progress if there is no feeling of ownership by the recipient countries – in this case by the 
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ACP country.  For them, this is where there is probably a risk in budgetising the EDF, i.e. in 

losing part of the involvement they presently have in setting priorities or in the allocation of 

money.  This is why we want to stress the relevance of involving recipient countries, the 

government, and the civil society in all of the planning activity.  This is the only way to be 

sure that there is a feeling of ownership towards the programme. 

Mr Alhadeff: It is still a new process and it does not feel as if it is bedded down.  It has these 

lovely things about involving civil society and governments, but we do not see trades unions 

being mentioned – that they should be in there as well – and I think that it is all words.   

Mr Consolo: Something has been launched by the European Commission called “mezzo 

dialogue” at country level, involving all the Member States, the European Commission, the 

government, the southern civil society and the European NGOs, to look for consensus on the 

main policies that co-operation needs to address in order to achieve these goals – reduction of 

poverty, et cetera.  There is a slight fear at EC headquarters level of these kinds of very 

decentralised mechanisms.  We are waiting for the new text, but the new Constitution could 

create the legal basis for making this kind of experience an obligation in each country – to 

have a permanent mechanism of co-ordination between Member States, EC, government and 

civil society. 

Q243  Lord Powell of Bayswater: To see if I have followed your argument correctly, are 

you saying, as I think you are, that if the Commission – and later the Council – does not agree 

to raise the overall budget ceiling, then there is a danger that development spending within the 

1 per cent ceiling will be so squeezed that it will be essential to keep the EDF outside, so that 

the total amount of resource for the poorest countries is still at a reasonable level? 

Ms Viliani: Development money is not only EDF, but there are also other budget lines. 
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Q244  Lord Powell of Bayswater: But if the budget is so squeezed by the overall ceiling, 

you would be in favour of having that and also keeping the EDF outside the budget – if that is 

the only way to get the additional spending. 

Mr Alhadeff:  If there is no way to increase the amount. 

Ms Viliani: The discussion is timely, because we are discussing the new Financial 

Perspective for the next six or seven years.  This is why we also say that it is too early for the 

Commission already to decide on which of the two options – not knowing how the discussion 

on the Financial Perspective will go.  I know that they are not too happy about moving the 

two possibilities, because it is doubling the work.  At this stage, however, this is the only 

possibility for us. 

Q245  Lord Tomlinson: Perhaps I can follow up what you were saying about budgetisation.  

Am I being unduly cynical if I suggest to a body like yours that your interest in budgetisation 

is partly coloured by the fact that you have somewhat more influence with members of the 

European Parliament, and therefore can lobby your position more effectively with them than 

you believe you can with the Member States? 

Mr Alhadeff: You are obviously talking from your experience!  Yes to the second part.  It is 

true that we have a good relationship with the European Parliament.  From the NGO side, I 

have led a campaign to stop the yearly trek of NGOs and all kinds of lobbying groups, to try 

to create a new budget line.  You will well remember the inter-institutional agreement of 1998 

when that was actually stopped.  I think that it will happen more.  My honest belief on this 

one is that the NGOs are not approaching it in that way: that the Parliament can be robust; that 

the Parliament should be involved in the budget; and that there would be more coherence. 

Q246  Lord Tomlinson: It has been suggested to us by some of the recipients of aid that they 

understand the Parliament’s position in relation to budgetisation, but they understand it only 
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in the context of it being a power play.  They cannot see where the benefit of principle comes, 

other than a rather fledgling Parliament trying to spread its influence even further. 

Ms Viliani: One of the points of budgetisation is to give some control/power to the 

Parliament.  However, it is not only about this; it is also to be sure about the commitment of 

money and the proper allocation.  The ninth EDF has not yet received all the money that the 

Member States have committed to it.  This has a big impact on the capacity and effectiveness 

of the Development Fund.  It is also a way to speed up the procedure.  The EDF can be inside 

or outside the budget but, if the recipient countries are not involved in the planning and the 

programming phase, there will not be a great result.  The two things have to go together.  It 

means a different role, both of the Commission and of the Parliament itself. 

Mr Alhadeff: It might be worth seeing that reform also with the division of the money – the 

clear division made between expenditure on the near-abroad and development.  It might 

clarify things a little bit to do that. 

Q247  Chairman: So you would have a separate line for development and a separate line for 

the near-abroad.  Would you include the Mediterranean countries in the near-abroad? 

Mr Alhadeff: Yes. 

Chairman: Yet a lot of the spending in Tunisia and Morocco is in fact development money, 

so it is hard to draw the line, is it not? 

Lord Tomlinson: And the more so if you do it within the context of a 1 per cent GNI ceiling, 

which is seriously threatened. 

Q248  Lord Lea of Crondall: Do you think that some of your own members are dubious 

about Brussels?  Oxfam is not perhaps one of yours? 

Mr Consolo:  Not yet. 

Mr Alhadeff: It will be one of his very soon. 
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Q249  Lord Lea of Crondall: I think it is fair to say that there is a certain amount of 

nationalism, and it is the mirror image of the question that John Tomlinson asked.  Their 

constituency is not the same as the Spanish constituency.  They are Oxfam, the churches, or 

whatever.  They have very distinct cultures in their constituency, and also they feel that they 

can follow their project, and so on.  Yet, on the other hand, we have heard very powerfully 

yesterday and this morning about the fact that in a recipient country – say, Cameroon, Bolivia 

– you cannot have 15 strategy papers.  Why not?  Because: (a) there are not too many people 

in Bolivia who can keep answering all these questions which people keep coming along and 

asking, because there may only be four competent water engineers or whatever in the country; 

and (b) what happens if they all want contradictory things?  To me, it is game, set and match 

because – and this was the secret, I do not say that we stumbled upon, because it is very 

obviously a model – you can do it more through Brussels as long as the Brits may offer to 

take the lead on helping the education programme in Bangladesh, and the Germans may offer 

to take the lead in helping with transport infrastructure across Cameroon’s border with Benin, 

or wherever.  My question, therefore, is this.  Do you think that, on the whole, there is a pretty 

strong case for more of a European family doing 100 per cent together rather than 25 per cent 

here and 25 per cent there?  As someone said, with ministers wanting to cut the ribbon, what 

are you going to do?  Have 15 people cutting a ribbon?  I do not think that you can cut a 

ribbon with 15 people holding 15 pairs of scissors! 

Mr Alhadeff: I think that there is also a little bit of marketing from NGOs.  We have been 

working quite a lot with our members, trying to get them to see that arriving in this particular 

place and attaching your own logo is not necessarily the best way to spend money.  We came 

across 16 of our agencies in Nicaragua.  There were 300 operational staff in Bosnia.  There 

were six offices and I do not know how many Land-Rovers.  We said, “This is nonsense”.  

What Francesca has been doing, therefore, is trying to explain the mathematics of this.  You 
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are right.  More and more, agencies are coming together.  Oxfam are doing it, as is 

SOLIDAR, as well as all the others.  We understand that to operate as a Spanish NGO on 

your own does not really make sense, but you can be Spanish, British and French together and 

be more effective.  For example, the Germans will do the office/logistics; the Norwegians will 

do the fundraising, because they have access to certain monies; and maybe the Swiss have the 

hospital equipment – and the whole thing works.  Iraq was a case in point, where one of the 

members had the expertise and the others fell in behind them – and that was the Spanish, 

Norwegians and Germans.  It is also fair to say that the development NGOs have been in 

Brussels longer than just about anybody else, except for the consumers.  The predecessor of 

CONCORD had been here 30 years. 

Q250  Lord Lea of Crondall: The trades unions were there before them. 

Mr Alhadeff: The trades unions are always there before. 

Q251  Lord Lea of Crondall: A hundred and fifty years. 

Mr Alhadeff: In Brussels? 

Mr Consolo: I think that what Giampiero Alhadeff is talking about is the same for the 

Member State and the government aid.  It is a strategic choice: either we reinforce European 

policies at European level, or we can decide to renationalise some of the policies.  It is a 

political debate that we would like to have with the stakeholders at European level.  The role 

of the EC as a united operation, outside in the smaller and poorer countries, is much more 

visible than other kinds of co-operation.  As the European Union, it is much more visible for 

the population and for the stakeholders locally. 

Q252  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I would like to ask you about how effectively you think 

the European development programmes are helping the recipient countries to be capable of 
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putting the aid to good use.  If you had a message for the policymakers in the European 

institutions on that, how would you propose that it be strengthened?  The background to the 

question is that we have heard that, to some extent, aid and development assistance has been 

reactive, following leads from those who are well prepared to do something about it; but the 

greatest problems are in the areas where that capability is lacking, and one would like to see 

how the NGOs perceive that. 

Mr Alhadeff: One piece of research done by a couple of our members has shown that a lot of 

the expenditure is going on issues like transport and infrastructure, and other issues like 

gender, for example, are being ignored.  I have a personal question.  I feel that a lot of the 

emphasis on development has in part been misplaced, even the poverty reduction focus.  

I believe that the greatest way to fight poverty is through employment.  Yet I do not see 

employment coming through as one of the big turning points, in terms of the poverty 

reduction strategy.  The issue of decent work, which is an important Union campaign, is just 

not there in the poverty reduction priorities.  I am really wondering whether that is an 

oversight, or just that there has been a bit of a fashion in the last five or six years that trade is 

going to be the way through.  Trade will only affect a small percentage of people. 

Mr Consolo: As to the effectiveness of programme aid, I apologise for emphasising this so 

much, but the co-ordination between the Member State and the EC at national level is a key 

issue in improving the efficiency of European Union aid.  Member States should be given the 

opportunity – and I know that in many countries this is not the case – to see what the EC is 

doing at programme levels.  Not only to decide on negotiations through the Country Strategy 

Paper, where the Member States are involved, but also on the implementation – where they 

are discussing the results, the impact, the re-orientation, the permanent mechanisms.  It is 

something that we could reinforce at national and regional level, and we would have a direct 

impact on the effectiveness of the aid. 
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Ms Viliani: For me, the point is really to clarify what are the objectives of development.  This 

is why we also say that it is different from external relations.  If the objective of development 

is poverty eradication or reduction, this can be achieved via the achievement of the 

Millennium Development Goals.  It is clear in this case that some social sectors are the 

priorities, such as education, health and employment.  This is because we say that poverty is 

not only related to economic capacity; it is also related to access.  It has been said that, in a 

way, the six sectoral priorities of the EU – such as trade and infrastructure – go in the 

direction of poverty eradication; but if the European Union spends 30 per cent of its money on 

improving infrastructure and only 10 per cent on education and health, I do not think that this 

is a way to achieve the goal.  It does not mean that it is not effective; it does not mean that the 

money is not well spent; but it is the fact that the priority of the EU is on infrastructure rather 

than on the others.  I believe that a better co-ordination among the Member States and the 

European Union is a function of this.  It is not only the NGOs that like to have their flag; it is 

everyone.  When I was in Central America after Hurricane Mitch, the Commission had offices 

and the Member States had their embassies.  At one point someone said, “I know that if I need 

money I have to phone President Clinton.  Who do I have to phone in the EU?”  There were 

many different representatives there and I think that it sometimes presents a difficult message 

to recipients. 

Q253  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I am very interested in all those replies, but there was an 

ancillary point that I was anxious to get at.  What about countries where the government is so 

bad, is corrupt, is denying human rights, where there is no involvement of civil society, and 

the prioritisation for aid even by that government is not one that NGOs see is right.  How do 

you deal with that? 

Mr Alhadeff: Are you talking about Zimbabwe? 
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Q254  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I was not talking about anywhere, because it is a fairly 

widespread problem. 

Mr Alhadeff: I thought that Lord Lea skirted around that when mentioning it.  I think that 

there is a very important role for NGOs there.  They should be working in countries that are 

corrupt and that are dictatorial.  There is a long experience of that, whether it is Guatemala or 

Zimbabwe.  There, the onus on the public authority is to decide what is the best channel.  You 

cannot say no to those countries.  You cannot say no to those people.  You cannot turn your 

back on the people of Zimbabwe at the moment, going through the hunger that they are.  

Probably the NGOs are your route in. 

Q255  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: How do the European institutions tackle this?  What is 

your message to them about civil society?  Should this not be part of their programme? 

Mr Consolo: There is perhaps a cultural point in relation to the European institution in this 

kind of situation.  It is a question of strategy.  We are all agreed that we need at one point, in 

20 years’ time, good governance in the southern countries.  However, which is the best way to 

reach that objective?  The European institution thinks that the best way is to maintain the 

relations and the aid through the government, trying to bring about more control, good 

governance, mechanisms, reform of public policies, et cetera.  That is the main discours we 

hear at local level.  On the civil society side, we think that it is much better to go not only 

through civil society actors but through, for example, local government, municipalities – other 

civil society actors, perhaps not NGO but the small firms, the agriculture movement – to 

consolidate a counter-power to the government.  That is our strategy.  All our members are 

working on this strategy.  It is not just civil society because we would like to see civil society 

providing the role of government; but we feel that it is the only way to balance a little the bad 

governance – by strengthening the civil society side and the capacity to develop social audit 
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throughout the country at local level.  It is a question of strategy, and the European institution 

does not share this approach. 

Q256  Lord Powell of Bayswater: Changing the subject, do you think that applying the 

procedures, the institutional arrangements, and the contractual nature of the Cotonou 

Agreement to other areas of European aid would be of benefit? Or do you think that actually 

all those procedures are just so much mumbo-jumbo, a bit of theatre to create a good 

impression?  The limited evidence we have heard from the ACPs suggest a standing 

disaffection with the arrangements they have, both the parliamentary ones and the 

consultation ones, and so on.  Are they really serving a useful purpose? Or do you think that it 

would be better to get rid of them altogether and put the ACP countries on the same footing as 

other developing countries in their relations with the European Union? 

Mr Alhadeff: Are they saying that in relation to some of the recent controversies they have 

had? 

Q257  Lord Powell of Bayswater: My experience is that they have been saying it for the last 

20 years.  It is a standing disaffection, and the fact that they do not really have a proper 

dialogue with the European Parliament or the European governments – that the European 

governments just tell them what to do and do not really listen, et cetera. 

Mr Alhadeff: It is interesting that they then try to replicate the same idea at the level of the 

WTO.  When that was mooted there, I thought that it was a difficult scheme to put into action.  

The people in the Parliament are very attached to it.  Quite a few of the NGOs follow the 

process.  We do not at all.  We have tended not to follow the ACP meetings.  But Olivier has 

a problem with the countries that are not in the ACP. 

Mr Consolo: Yes.  Of course they are the poorest countries; of course we have perhaps to 

invest more money in these countries; but if we limit the European Union action in this area, 
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we are losing a lot of opportunity to export a development project from the European Union 

perspective, which is very different from the other donors.  If you compare it with Japan or 

with the United States, we have a specificity.  Focusing only on the ACP, we are taking a risk.  

On the other hand, the kind of agreement we have for co-operation and European aid with 

Asia, Latin America, MEDA, et cetera, is very limited – if you compare it with the Cotonou 

Agreement.  

Q258  Lord Powell of Bayswater: Is it more effective? 

Mr Consolo: We would like to see a little more equality, but it is not possible.  They have 

revised the ALA regulation, with no possibility of including the questions of good governance 

and of consultation with civil society.  We did lobby, but without a result. 

Ms Viliani: The advantage of ACP and the Cotonou is the fact that, for the first time in all of 

these discussions with ACP, there is a clause regarding the obligation to involve civil society 

in all the planning and in the review.  This is why most of the time NGOs or civil society 

actors look positively at Cotonou.  It is because we realise that it is also a way to improve 

governance.  If the government is obliged to respect civil society in their country, it will 

involve them in a negotiation.  Civil society is quite a broad concept, but this is a means of 

improvement.   

Q259  Lord Powell of Bayswater: If, as it seems to me, there is very little enthusiasm for it 

amongst the ACP, and no enthusiasm amongst European governments to extend it more 

widely in these procedures and arrangements, one wonders: why not just put everyone on an 

equal footing right across the development spectrum? 

Ms Viliani: The ACP is also a political agreement.  It is different from just a trade agreement. 
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Q260  Lord Powell of Bayswater: But is it really?  That is what I am saying.  I agree with 

you that all the panoply of political agreement was there, but it does not really function as a 

political agreement.  They cannot get people to attend the meetings. 

Mr Alhadeff: It worked quite well in relation to Doha – on the bananas.  You can see that the 

ACPs were able to work with the EU to get a deal on bananas.  But then in Cancun it did not 

work at all. 

Chairman: I am afraid that we are going to have to close now, before we progress further on 

bananas!  Thank you and your colleagues very much for seeing us. 


