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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 Patrick Child, Head of the Patten Cabinet, Ms Barbara Brandtner and 

Mr Nicholas Banner, members of the Cabinet, DG External Relations, examined. 

Q261  Chairman: Thank you very much indeed for seeing us.  As you know, we are carrying 

out an inquiry into development policy and external assistance.  We have been doing this for 

some time now.  This is the last meeting that we are having after a day in Brussels.  We 

started yesterday afternoon.  You will probably have seen the Committee’s call for evidence, 

the concerns that we have, and the areas that we want to look into.  I am sure that members 

will want to put some questions about the reform of development assistance, where 

development and foreign policy are going, and possibly links between the two.  You may care 

to comment, bearing in mind that there is a new Commission coming and the draft 

Constitution is wherever the draft Constitution is on the proposals for development aid, the 

effects of enlargement, the future of the ACP group – whether or not we continue with that – 

and what seems to be a matter of great concern, espoused with enthusiasm by a lot of our 

witnesses, the budgetisation of the EDF.  Would you like to make some general remarks first 

of all, or take questions straightaway? 

Mr Child: I am happy to do so.  First, I should apologise that Mr Patten – who I know would 

very much have liked to meet the Committee – is unfortunately unavailable.  You will 

perhaps know that this morning he is discussing the case of Ryanair with his colleagues in the 
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Commission so, sadly, he is unable to  meet you.  Perhaps I could also present my colleagues: 

Barbara Brandtner who, in the Cabinet, particularly follows development policy issues, and 

Nick Banner, who is also in the Cabinet and is more engaged in the reform of external 

assistance, and those issues.  I hope that between us, therefore, we will be able to deal with 

the questions that you may have.  I know that you have had a rich programme, including a 

number of my distinguished colleagues, so I do not intend to second-guess what they have 

said.  Perhaps I could say a few words on how Chris Patten has approached the reform of the 

management of our external assistance and the substantial progress that we have seen in the 

last few years.  However, it is also a process which is very far from complete and which, as 

you rightly say, will be affected in the coming months and years by a number of further 

developments on the EU scene.  With regard to the reform, I guess that the late-1990s were a 

low point for the management and implementation of EU external assistance.  It was a time 

which had seen very strong growth in the volumes of assistance which were entrusted to the 

management of the Commission.  Successive political developments led to decisions by 

Member States to channel more and more development and other assistance through EU 

mechanisms, rather than through national programmes.  So we saw, first, the opening up of 

eastern Europe and the start of the journey towards the present enlargement; and then the 

opening up of the former Soviet Union and the development of the TACIS programme, which 

was subsequently mirrored by the very substantial increases in the volumes of assistance to 

the Mediterranean and the Balkans regions.  All that took place in an environment of huge 

political enthusiasm, but perhaps less hard-headed realism about what was required to 

implement all those programmes with the necessary quality and timeliness.  It was those two 

challenges, I guess, which were most in our minds at the time when the reform was presented 

in 2000.  You will no doubt have had a comprehensive briefing on the various aspects of the 

reform.  The main elements were the creation of the new department within the Commission, 
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EuropeAid, with responsibility for much more of the cycle of the projects and, in particular, to 

overcome the problems that perhaps had taken place in the past, where there was a temptation 

for services with a political focus to announce great ambitions in terms of the sorts of 

programmes that they would like to implement, without necessarily thinking through 

adequately the consequences in terms of the nuts and bolts of the delivery.  It was that 

thinking which led to our concentrating responsibilities in EuropeAid for the whole delivery 

side of assistance programmes.  This combines with a process which is of fundamental 

importance – and which is not yet fully complete – namely, the devolution, or what we call 

“de-concentration”, of responsibility for much more of the management to our delegations in 

the field, in the partner countries where we are working.  That de-concentration process has 

also allowed us to address one of the other very significant problems that I mentioned earlier, 

which is the lack of human resources and administrative capacity to deliver programmes.  So 

we have been able to take advantage of the flexibility which exists in the funding 

arrangements for our delegations, to use more money to ensure that we have the right staff, 

both in terms of numbers and in terms of professional profile, to deliver assistance more 

swiftly and of a higher quality than in the past.  As I have said, that de-concentration process 

is still underway.  In particular, we have been working, last year and now, with the 

implementation of the transfer of responsibility for the ACP countries under the European 

Development Fund, and for a number of the horizontal programmes which are perhaps less 

straightforward in terms of de-concentration than those which are targeted on a particular 

country.  In time, we will need to draw more conclusions than we have done thus far from the 

consequences of the de-concentration for the use of resources in headquarters.  That brings me 

to a point that I will come to later, concerning the organisation of the future services of the 

Commission.  I will quickly mention the other main aspect of the reform, which I think has 

been particularly important for Chris Patten in his work with the services here in the External 
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Relations Directorate-General.  This is the need to upgrade significantly the way we 

approached the programming of our assistance.  I think that the new generation of Country 

Strategy Papers – and the intensified internal arrangements to ensure that the content of those 

strategy papers is both improved in quality and takes account of all the various themes of the 

development policy strategy and our other priorities in external assistance – has been widely 

appreciated by the partner countries.  It has also been welcomed by the Member States we 

discuss it with, and the other actors, in civil society and elsewhere, who are involved in the 

process of managing external assistance.  It has also been a useful focus for improvements in 

our dialogue with other international donors, like the World Bank and other leading players.  

It was important to separate that process, we believe, from the nuts and bolts of implementing 

the projects, and to bring it more closely into the policy agenda that we have for the EU’s 

relations with the partner countries and regions that we are discussing.  I think that we still 

need to go further, incidentally, in improving the overall coherence and the way that we 

deploy the whole range of policy instruments that the EU has at its disposal, in support of our 

wider political objectives – both our foreign policy objectives, if you can make that 

distinction, which are discussed primarily with the foreign ministers and the high 

representative, and also the development policy objectives which are set out so clearly in the 

Council’s Strategy, adopted in late 2000.  To summarise the reform, as I said at the start, it is 

still very much work-in-progress.  We are not yet at the end of the story.  There is much more 

that we need to do in terms of consolidating the improvements in the country strategies, 

working more with the representatives of Member States and other international donors in the 

field, building on the achievement of the de-concentration.  We can see very significant 

improvements, particularly in the speed and effectiveness of delivery in a number of regions.  

This has been so in the Mediterranean. I would say that we have done well in the Balkans.  

The Latin America programme last year was a significant improvement on previous years.  
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These improvements are starting to flow through but, as anyone who has been through a 

similar set of reforms would perhaps acknowledge, this is not something which we can expect 

to be fully in place, in the sort of timeframe we are looking at.  I think that the World Bank, in 

its own reforms which I guess went in a similar direction, took a period of rather more years – 

six or so – before the full effects of their reforms were in place.  Finally, a word on the future 

challenges – and, of course, ones which will be more the responsibility of the successors of 

the present Commission than the present incumbents.  You mentioned the three main themes.  

There is the likely institutional overhaul as a result of the, I would dare to say, ongoing 

discussions in the Inter-Governmental Conference.  Leaving on one side the more 

controversial issues to do with voting rights, and things which led to the breakdown of the 

European Council in December, the IGC clearly points to the creation of a new Foreign 

Minister as a more coherent and central focus of the EU’s external relations.  This will replace 

the present, slightly uncomfortable, arrangements with, on the one hand, a high representative 

in the Council and, on the other, the Commissioner for External Relations in the Commission.  

We very much hope that the new Foreign Minister will be a genuinely double-hatted figure, to 

use the jargon.  That is, to have a firm relationship with and be properly integrated into the 

Commission and its decision-making structures, which is important to ensure that the 

instruments managed by the Commission are genuinely supportive of the political agenda 

which will be emerging from the Council under the Foreign Minister’s other, more political, 

hat.  I guess that, sooner or later – and maybe it will be later rather than sooner – we will have 

this new figure.  That will mean a certain number of changes for the organisation of the 

services of the Commission, in the way that we relate to the external relations specialists in 

the Council’s Secretariat.  There are ideas circulating, which you may have heard of, for the 

creation of a joint external service of some form.  I guess that the final form of that will 

depend a bit on the preferences of the first Foreign Minister and on the final architecture in 
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the new Constitutional Treaty, when it is adopted and, we hope, ratified.  In parallel with that 

there will be moves, I hope, to transform our 120 or so delegations in the field in third 

countries into fully-fledged EU representative offices or delegations  They would therefore 

also be taking on – in addition to the significant responsibilities they have at the moment for 

managing external assistance, and in other areas like trade and policies that are in the First 

Pillar – the full range of political representation that the new Foreign Minister will have under 

his or her responsibility.  In the future, that will mean changes in the way that the staffing of 

those delegations is organised and, in particular, much more give and take and exchanges with 

the diplomatic services of the Member States and also of the Council.  That is the first 

element.  Second, there is the work we are doing on the next Financial Perspectives – the 

financial framework which will be in place between 2007 and, we guess, 2013.  The 

Commission, we hope, will adopt a first set of ideas on that in a week or so.  As ever with 

these big discussions on funding, the primary focus, whether we like it or not, is likely to be 

on things like agriculture, structural funds, and other internal policies.  However, the External 

Relations Commissioners have been working hard over the last year to ensure that the 

contribution on the external side is not neglected, and we have designed a strategy based on 

three main priorities.  First, the growing neighbourhood responsibilities of the enlarged 

Union.  Second, the global responsibilities of the EU in development policy through the 

continued pursuit of the development objectives in the Council’s statement on that.  Third, the 

more political contribution that we can make to peace and stability throughout the world.  Of 

course, there are links between these three themes, which are definitely overlapping and 

complementary, but they are the three axes of our contribution to the Financial Perspectives 

work.  I guess that the profile will show modest but progressive increases in the external 

budget.  You have mentioned one important element, on which the Commission has already 

taken a position.  It is the idea that we should integrate the European Development Fund into 
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the normal budget management systems of the Union.  That implies certain changes at the 

margins in Member States’ contributions to the European Development Fund, and a role for 

the European Parliament in the setting of budget priorities.  We also see considerable benefits, 

however, in terms of improving the management of the European Development Fund and 

enabling the sorts of improvements that we have made, in terms of timely delivery and 

quality, to feed fully through into that very important programme.  That is an important 

element to the debate, but it is not the whole story for the Financial Perspectives.  Finally, the 

structure of the next Commission.  I think that the only thing which is certain is that there will 

be many more Commissioners than there are today.  That means there will be rather more 

Commissioners who are taking an interest and have portfolios in the External Relations 

family, and I guess that it means that we will have to do even better than we have done thus 

far in terms of ensuring a strong degree of internal co-ordination and coherence in various 

different policy areas.  Many ideas circulate.  I guess that the most often talked about is the 

idea – prefiguring a bit, in a way, the arrival of the new Foreign Minister – that there should 

be an External Relations Commissioner who is a Vice-President, with a stronger 

co-ordinating and overseeing role than Mr Patten has at the moment in the present set-up; and 

then that there perhaps be Commissioners in different geographical and thematic areas, 

I guess including an important role for a Development Commissioner.  Conclusions would 

then need to be drawn about the structure of the services working to those Commissioners, 

with two models.  One, which has a lot of commonsense logic behind it, would be to try to 

group, even more than has been the case so far, the various different services working in 

External Relations into a smaller number of large departments.  That would require more of a 

challenge perhaps, in terms of establishing how those bigger services related to the individual 

Commissioners, who, as I say, would be rather more numerous in the system.  The alternative 

would be a more classical and perhaps less imaginative model, but one which might have its 
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attractions for the incoming Commissioners: that each Commissioner would have their own 

little service dealing with their own particular set of responsibilities, and then there would 

need to be the necessary co-ordinating mechanisms on top of that.  The present Commission 

has, I think, decided that it would be a good idea to think through some of these issues and 

offer a blueprint to the incoming Commission.  It will be for the incoming President and 

Commissioners to decide whether or not to take up those ideas.  I would say that we are still 

at a fairly preliminary stage in our own internal thinking on that, but it will be an issue which 

will preoccupy us over the coming months.  I apologise, because I seem to have spoken for 

rather a long time; but I hope that gives you an overview of the issues. 

Q262  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I wonder if I could ask you about the relationship 

between the European aid and development programme and the national development 

programmes, in the light of the reforms that there have been.  Is there any greater propensity 

to accept the policy priorities of the European programmes on the part of the member 

countries?  Do Country Strategy Papers or programmes tend to chime with the aid priorities 

of the principal donors towards these countries?  You mentioned specifically, again in the 

context of the interface between the Union and the member countries, the proposals for the 

joint external service.  I have not seen it being discussed explicitly in the development field, 

but it has certainly been put to us that some member countries are better at some things than 

the Union, and the quality of the service might be better if it drew upon those skills.  Is it all 

much too early to see that kind of convergence developing between the Union and the 

members and their development programmes, or is it happening?  How do you see it? 

Mr Child: First, to what extent do Member States feel bound by or are guided by priorities set 

in the Country Strategy Papers?  I would perhaps put the point the other way round.  One of 

the drivers for doing better at doing programming through country strategies and being 

clearer, operational, and precise in what we say in those Country Strategy Papers, was so that 
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we had an effective vehicle to have a more meaningful discussion, firstly with Member States, 

and also of course with the partner countries and with others who have a stake in the process.  

That is both in the interests of learning from the experience and greater expertise that many 

Member States have than we do in particular areas.  It can also help to reassure Member 

States, in a way, that the country strategies provide an effective way to influence policy at a 

European level – so that they were perhaps comfortable to give us a slightly freer hand when 

it came to the implementation.  One of the big problems we had in the past was that the 

various committees of the Member State experts we work with had a tendency to get into the 

rather detailed, micro-management of the design of individual projects – because, I guess, 

they felt that it was the only way that they could get a handle on the policy.  So, in trying to 

do better with the country strategies, in setting out a clear basis for discussion on the strategy 

and on the policy, we could be getting some additional flexibility in downstream 

implementation.  How successful has that been in achieving the results that I have described?  

If I am honest, it is still work-in-progress.  As I said earlier, it is generally appreciated by the 

Member States, and by the partner countries, that there has a qualitative change in the quality 

of programmes and, in particular, that the mid-term review process that we are now 

undertaking is allowing us to get into discussion on some of the important new issues that 

have emerged and which should figure in those programmes.  It is therefore serving our 

purpose as being the primary instrument that is discussed.  Regarding the second question on 

the joint external service, and what potential input that might bring to the further 

improvement in the dialogue on country strategies, I think you are right that it is a bit early to 

say.  If, in the time between now and when the joint service is created, we can do more in 

terms of staff exchanges, we will do quite a lot to overcome the occasional mutual suspicions 

and lack of understanding, both on the part of the Commission and its services and also 

sometimes on the part of our friends and colleagues from the Member States.  We are already 
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encouraging the relevant services here to look at that more constructively now.  I would 

mention one other point which is relevant in this connection.  Following the informal Council 

of Foreign Ministers in Evian in the autumn of 2001, the Commission – and Mr Patten in 

particular – has been urging Foreign Ministers, to take a stronger interest in the relationship 

between political objectives, the pattern of spending, and the way that we use our financial 

assistance in support of our political goals.  In that connection, we have been pushing very 

hard for the co-ordination between our delegations – with their new, enlarged, de-

concentrated or devolved, responsibilities – and the diplomatic representatives of the Member 

States in third countries.  Often, it is there that we find there is most understanding and 

experience of the real needs of the country and of the sectors in which we are working.  We 

can have fun – and we do – in discussions in committees in Brussels, and there is a lot of 

good input that comes from that; but the value added of dialogue on the ground is vastly 

superior.  We are working in that direction.  I hope that the joint external service will take us 

further, but I do not think that we need to wait for that to see benefits starting to emerge. 

Q263  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: We had it put to us at EuropeAid earlier today that there 

are areas where the Union has no acquis – education, for example – where it would make a 

great deal of sense to build in, from the start, the expertise of national resources that do have 

that.  Would that be part of your thinking? 

Mr Child: I would certainly strongly encourage that, yes.  The EU’s collective contribution to 

international development assistance is a very large – 50 per cent or so of the overall 

international development effort.  Only a smallish part of that is channelled through the 

Community budget and the Community instruments.  The more that we can all be pulling in 

the same direction, the better our collective impact.  Certainly the Commission should not be 

in the business of reinventing the wheel in areas where we perhaps do not have the historical 

expertise or the resources to do that, and should be joining up more effectively with what the 
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Member States are doing.  The one caveat that I would mention is that if that discussion 

comes the conclusion, “Wouldn’t it be more sensible for EU money to be channelled through 

the national programmes of those Member States who have a particular track record in an area 

or in a country?”  Although that makes sense at a certain level, it is also the sort of thing 

which encounters political sensitivities among those Member States who perhaps have less 

experience and less of a track record.  If there is a decision to channel money through 

European instruments, it is precisely to overcome that sort of national earmarking. 

Q264  Lord Powell of Bayswater: Thank you very much for the very full account that you 

gave.  I think that we would all agree that the quality of EU aid has improved very 

considerably in the last few years.  The establishment of EuropeAid was a great step forward.  

Equally, one of the feelings that we get from this visit, is that the next task is re-structuring at 

the top level, and you indeed have touched on that.  I quite see that it is difficult to give any 

very clear indications when there is uncertainty over the Constitution, uncertainty over the 

Financial Perspectives, and uncertainty over the division of Commission responsibilities.  But 

we are now in the last year of the Commission, and you and Chris Patten have both been here 

for quite a while.  Rather tantalisingly, you mentioned “blueprints”.  Would you like to lift the 

veil a little on the possible blueprints, and give us you views on how the Commission might 

be structured in future to deal with developing countries?  One senses some concerns, such as, 

for instance, how do you prevent a new Foreign Minister of the EU being able to raid 

development funds for foreign policy purposes?  All these are arguments we faced in the 

United Kingdom where we have oscillated between having an ODA which is a handmaiden of 

the Foreign Office, and having a fully-fledged Cabinet minister in charge of development aid.  

How do you think these things could best be handled?  We are not committing you to a view 

which the Commission is going to adopt, but just your personal reflections.  What is the most 

effective model likely to look like, in your view? 
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Mr Child: I think that the debate is very much open and the starting point is whether or not, in 

a future set-up, it is desirable or possible to have a situation where, as I said, rather more 

numerous External Relations Commissioners have some sort of more formal hierarchical 

responsibility to the central figure – the External Relations Commissioner and, in the fullness 

of time, the Foreign Minister.  I understand that that sort of relationship can bring attractions 

in terms of greater coherence but also the sort of risk that you mention – that policy 

instruments intended for one purpose may somehow be distorted to another.  Although I 

would add that that argument is perhaps susceptible to exaggeration.  There is an intimate link 

between political objectives, such as securing stability and peace, and development 

objectives.  There is no prospect of having a realistic medium-term development strategy if 

you have not first stabilised the country. That tension between the two is perhaps sometimes 

put too starkly.  If it is possible to have a situation in the next Commission where you have a 

cluster, as our jargon has it, of External Relations Commissioners, led in a fairly strong, 

formal way by a Vice-President with overall responsibility for external relations.  This is one 

model that the Commission has already been presenting and discussing in the context of the 

IGC.  In that case, I guess that it would be easier to move in the direction of, for example, 

creating a rather larger department responsible for development policy and the 

implementation of assistance, and a rather larger department with geographical 

responsibilities for relationships with the whole world.  In essence, that would mean some sort 

of redistribution of the responsibilities of the present DG Development, in a way which 

nevertheless had a strong development focus in EuropeAid and, at the same time, ending the 

rather illogical situation we have at the moment where country desks for the ACP countries 

are in a different department than the country desks for the rest of the world – which is not 

necessarily the way you would have naturally have started from.  But we have seen the 

discussion in the Inter-Governmental Conference on the importance that Member States 
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attach to each having their own full Commissioner, and that that Commissioner should have 

full voting rights.  You have to find quite an imaginative way of reconciling those desires – 

which are politically understandable and legitimate – with the smooth and effective 

functioning of a cluster arrangement.  If you do not manage to make the sort of cohesive 

cluster that I have described, then it becomes much more difficult to imagine a larger number 

of Commissioners dealing with a smaller number of services.  You will always have two or 

three Commissioners who perhaps feel that they have a direct line of responsibility to a given 

Directorate-General; then, if there are differences of view – which, even in the European 

Commission, do occasionally emerge – then the mechanisms for sorting them out would not 

be obvious.  It then becomes a more difficult discussion.  I do not think I have a miracle 

solution as to what is the best.  The lesson I would take away from the present system, 

however, is that the decision we took to put the programming of assistance with the country 

desks was the right one, and should not be revisited.  If anything, we should be reinforcing the 

country desks in order to give them more of a handle than they perhaps have at the moment 

on our other policy instruments – be it external instruments like trade, or indeed the external 

projection of some of our internal policies, like transport, energy, environment, justice, and 

home affairs. 

Q265  Lord Powell of Bayswater: Do you think there is a prospect that the present 

Commission will leave a last will and testament on this subject?  Otherwise, I suspect that the 

rational organisation will become a victim to the political carve-up of jobs for the boys, as one 

has seen in the past.  It might help if the outgoing Commission were to leave at least a clear 

plan, which would have a status alongside the carve-up of jobs. 

Mr Child: The clear intention of the present Commission is to do just that.  I am of course 

unable to guarantee that the next President, whoever he or she is, will necessarily choose to 

implement it. 
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Q266  Lord Powell of Bayswater: But it is harder to ignore, if there is a clear plan which has 

a certain amount of support in advance from governments, from NGOs, and from public 

opinion.  An incoming President’s hands might be tied to a degree in the direction of 

following the rational course. 

Mr Child: Yes, but it would depend on the degree to which such a plan was discussed and 

agreed with them in advance. 

Q267  Lord Lea of Crondall: Following the same line of territory, in a sense, we have all 

been impressed in the last 24 hours by how much thinking outside the box is going on.  To 

me, a strong point is that, in every meeting, we have seen the centrality of the Country 

Strategy Paper.  If you are in Bolivia or Cameroon, or even in Macedonia, nearer home, it is 

obvious that you cannot have 15 countries dreaming up their own Country Strategy Paper.  

Game, set and match – self-evidently, you have a delivery mechanism within which there is a 

common interest in all the 15, or 25, in everybody having the same umbrella.  The only 

thinking outside of the box which can meet that is what we have been hearing – which is very 

interesting – that Britain might agree to take the lead on health in Bangladesh, and Germany 

might take the lead in Venezuela on infrastructure, and so on.  This leads to other thinking 

outside the box, does it not?  We have all read in the newspapers about how this great new 

triumvirate of Britain, France and Germany will run the world, but there are all sorts of levels 

of thinking outside the box, given the sensitivities of different countries.  You can imagine 

Sweden or somewhere else coming into this.  If you take a mission in a typical African 

country, there is a problem that you have 15 country missions and it would be very helpful if 

some of them were in the same building, for a start.  As I understand what you have said 

about the fledgling links between the foreign ministry type of approach and missions dealing 

with development, there will be greater synergy if people are somehow part of the same 

family of diplomacy – even though “diplomacy” is not a word that is very welcome to some 
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NGOs, and so on, dealing with development.  But this may have to come.  Even on 

governance, the greatest dilemma that no one has cracked is that you perhaps have to have 

EU-AU in Africa – so that you can get a negotiation on a thing called Africa, so that 

governance can come in in a way that does not seem so much like neo-colonialism.  I am 

sorry, that is a very wide range of territory, but it all has to do with this new architecture and I 

would be very grateful if you could say how much of that you think I have got right or wrong.  

Would you like to comment? 

Mr Child: Your first point was on the proliferation of country strategies, the need to get our 

act together and to have one set of priorities, and then to ensure that we are all working on the 

chunks of it where we can most comprehensively add value.  It is well established in theory.  

It is less easy to deliver in practice, of course, given the sensitivities and traditional patterns of 

working.  However, I think that we are moving in that direction already.  Incidentally, the 

de-concentration has given a very significant boost to what was previously sometimes rather 

symbolic and cursory co-ordination between donors on the spot.  Now that many of our 

Member State representatives recognise that the Commission’s head of delegation is often, 

managing a programme which is larger than their own national programme the advantages of 

working together through that sort of collective effort are becoming more visible and they are 

investing more seriously in it.  I think that is a good development.  It means that the 

Commission has to be more than usually sensitive to our role in the institutional set-up.  We 

are not in any sense a sixteenth Member State; we are acting in the service of the Member 

States and of the Union collectively in the country, and it is important that our representatives 

handle that task in a sensitive and understanding way.  An example of how we are, in an 

individual country, doing just what you say is perhaps in Afghanistan.  The two or three top 

priorities are: drugs, which is basically a strategy that has been drawn up and co-ordinated by 

the UK; police, by the Germans; the judiciary reform, by Italy.  That is part of the overall 
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country strategy that we have and we have put in place throughout, but it is also mirrored in 

what is happening to the Member States’ actions and their donors.  It is a good example and it 

is one which I would also like to see developing elsewhere.  The question of bringing together 

the diplomatic missions of the Member States – and, related to that, the staff that Member 

States have based in third countries looking after the management of external assistance 

through their national programmes – is a complicated one.  I do not anticipate an immediate 

future where all of those national embassies are swept away and there is one central one.  That 

is clearly not politically desirable or likely.  There have been some timid moves towards co-

location of missions.  There is one in Dar-es-Salaam. 

Q268  Lord Lea of Crondall: Some of the Central Asia republics? 

Mr Child: You are very likely right.  I think that there is a single building in Dar-es-Salaam 

which is shared by three Member States and the Commission including the UK.  Obviously, 

geographical proximity does a lot to help mutual understanding and co-ordination.  We are 

certainly not looking at any sort of complete centralisation of those functions.  There will 

always be foreign policy, and commercial and other responsibilities over which Member 

States will want to have an independent control.  I guess the area where there is most 

discussion – although it is outside the competence certainly of our DG and of the Union 

generally – is on the whole area of consular facilities, where Member States, and in particular 

finance ministries, see potential economies of scale and gains to be had by agreeing that, in a 

given place, the consular needs of a group of countries are handled by a particular Member 

State’s consular service.  It may be that, with growing experience of that sort of arrangement, 

there is also cross-fertilisation into more sensitive policy areas; but it is certainly not for 

tomorrow.  You made a point on Africa and, if I understand it right, the way in which the 

collective EU approach could perhaps help us to break through some of the neo-colonial 
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reflexes.  Yes, that is true.  We perhaps also have to do more in terms of the appointments that 

we make to our delegations, in some of the African countries in particular. 

Lord Lea of Crondall: I mentioned the logic of AU-EU.  But I am speaking too much. 

Q269  Lord Tomlinson: You have painted this picture of Solana Mark II – double-hatted, 

being this super-Vice-President, leading a cluster of Commissioners.  Where does that leave 

his relationship with the other part of his hat?  It seems that he is too firmly entrenched on one 

side.  I would like you to comment on that.  My other question is on the Financial Perspective.  

As you are lifting the corner on the blueprint, can you lift the corner a little bit on what you 

see as being the differences in a Financial Perspective predicated on a 1 per cent of GNI, or 

1.24 per cent, or the rather more ambitious views that David O’Sullivan put to the working 

groups on the Convention? 

Mr Child: On your first question, the role of the Foreign Minister – forgive me for focusing 

on the side of the debate which is likely to affect us here most – we expect the Foreign 

Minister would be Chairman of the External Relations Council and therefore very much 

engaged in the discussions between ministers on foreign policy.  If there is one weakness in 

the present set-up that I would point to – which I hope this double-hatted figure will be able to 

overcome – it is the occasional lack of a seamless relationship between, on the one hand, the 

political orientations coming out of the Council and, on the other, the way in which the 

various policy instruments managed by the Commission are deployed in support of those 

objectives – particularly, I would say, in the less sensitive areas.  When we have something 

big – I have mentioned Afghanistan, but like the work in Iraq or elsewhere – there tends to be 

less of a problem than when we are looking at second-order issues.  But, by bringing the two 

figures together and making sure they are firmly implanted on both sides, that is how we 

achieve a better coherence.  However, I do not think that you should have any worries or 

doubts about the likely future relationship between the new Foreign Minister and the foreign 
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ministers of the Member States in the Council.  If anything, the fear in this building is that 

you could imagine that the relationship would be too far in the other direction.  Your second 

question was on the Financial Perspectives.  The Commission is toying with various 

scenarios.  As I said, internal considerations dominate the discussion: the agricultural policy, 

based on the decisions that have already been taken for the future of the agricultural reform 

until 2013; the future shape of structural funds policy, given the very considerable needs that 

will come from the acceding Member States; and a very strong desire on the part of the 

Commission to make a significant contribution, recognising that obviously we do not have a 

full answer, to the whole debate on modernising the economies of Europe, in support of the 

Lisbon Agenda of a much stronger economic performance by 2010.  I think that President 

Prodi has already made clear publicly his personal feeling that the ceiling of 1 per cent of GNI 

which is being presented by a number of Member States, is not one with which he has natural 

sympathy.  I guess that, given the pressures on spending the Commission is unlikely to come 

out with a scenario which is as low as 1 per cent, and therefore we would not have done the 

calculation on the allocations that might lead to.  I think that you raise a very interesting 

question for those Member States who have signed up to that particular letter.  Although I 

know that the British Government have worked up a number of quite thoughtful, but at the 

same time ambitious, ideas for the future pattern of structural spending, which would produce 

an outcome which is compatible with 1 per cent, I am not sure that all the signatories to the 

letter have gone through the same discipline.  Nor indeed am I convinced that, if they were to 

do that, they would necessarily come out with the same conclusions as Her Majesty’s 

Government.  So I think that this is an opening shot in the debate, and of course there will be 

a number of other Member States – particularly those who perhaps chose not to sign the letter 

I referred to – who will have rather different views about what the overall level of funding 

should be.  I guess that the Commission will, in its proposals, seek to find a middle way in 
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that debate, which will provide a useful basis for the Council to start discussions, we hope, in 

the next few months. 

Q270  Baroness Northover: We have been hearing, as others have said, how encouraging 

the reforms have been in terms of the delivery of aid and the reorganisation that has 

happened.  What is coming through very clearly from what you are saying, however – 

certainly to me – is how vulnerable all of this must be, with the reorganisations coming down 

the track.  I was wondering what you think will be the impact of the new countries coming in, 

without this necessarily being a high priority for them.  Clearly, an awful lot depends upon the 

new arrangements and, in particular, who are the new Commissioners.  So much seems to 

have depended in the past on who the people are and what they have wanted to do.  Will that 

not be even more the case in this kind of situation?  How confident are you about the direction 

of reform – the direction in which you are heading at the moment – and that that can be 

sustained?  How confident are you that it is bedded down sufficiently for it to continue to 

move in that direction?  As a side issue, there is this question about budgetisation, which it 

seems to me is being looked at somewhat separately from these reorganisations that are 

coming down the track.  Might there not be an argument for keeping funds outside the budget, 

lest that budget is indeed, as Lord Powell said, raided?  Might it not be better to do that? 

Mr Child: On the first question – yes, of course.  The lifetime of any Commission is what it is 

– five years – and the time required properly to implement a very significant reform, on the 

scale that we are seeking to achieve and to see the full results of that in a consolidated way, is 

inevitably rather longer.  So the present Commission, and the Commission as an institution, is 

always at the mercy of new arrivals with new brooms, having new ideas.  Indeed, that has 

been rather the pattern of the organisation of the External Relations services of the 

Commission over a long period.  There have been more different configurations of 

Commissioners’ responsibilities, defined on geographic, thematic, or other bases over the 
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years, than makes perfect institutional sense.  So I think that there is a vulnerability there.  

Having said that, the scale of the reform and the conviction throughout the system at the time 

that it was put in place – at the level of Commissioners, but also throughout the services 

involved – that the problems we were confronting had become so grave that this was really 

the final opportunity to get things right, is firmly entrenched in mentalities, and there is a lot 

of determination to carry the present reforms through.  It is nevertheless possible to imagine, 

in a perfectly rational way, either of the models I have described in relation to the creation of 

the services of the new Commission – which would not undermine the basic philosophy of the 

report.  That the responsibility for programming should be concentrated with the political 

geographical services that are looking after the various countries, and that that should be part 

of a broader effort to co-ordinate with other policy instruments too – trade, and the others 

which I have mentioned.  That the implementation of assistance should basically be the 

responsibility of the same set of people from the moment that you decide what you are going 

to do to the moment that you deliver on it, and that should be done not in Brussels but by 

delegations in third countries – delegations who, incidentally, should also be making a 

progressively bigger contribution to the setting of priorities in the programming.  I think that 

there is a sufficient consensus over those key elements for us to be reasonably confident that it 

will not be blown off course on a whim, and that the people who are advising the incoming 

team – including, we hope, with the benefit of a blueprint from the present incumbents, 

drawing on their experience – will be sufficient to keep the principles of the reform fully 

intact, so that the benefits will continue to flow through and the full impact will be 

established.  There may be things that, as we learn from experience, need to be evaluated, and 

there may be decisions that we have to adjust in another direction; but the core elements of 

the reform are pretty consensual.  That is the way the Commission works.  We will have a 
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new Commission President and a new set of Commissioners, and they will take their own 

decisions and their own political responsibilities. 

Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr Child.  We are all very grateful to you for giving us so 

much time, and we also thank your colleagues for joining us. 


