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The future of ACP-EU relations post-2020

An overview of relevant analysis by ECDPM

This guide brings together summaries of selected ECDPM resources relevant to the future of
ACP-EU relations and the Cotonou Partnership Agreement post-2020. As discussions gather
pace, this guide provides analytical ‘food for thought’ for policy makers, practitioners and
anyone interested in ACP and EU countries on a variety of critical issues. This guide presents
work produced by ECDPM and its partners over the years. It covers both cross-cutting aspects
as well as some of the specific political, developmental and trade issues. In 2015 and beyond,
ECDPM will continue to analyse the future of ACP-EU relations and the Cotonou Partnership
Agreement and future editions of this guide will reflect this. As this guide is a ‘work in
progress’, ECDPM welcomes frank feedback on how to improve the quality and relevance of
this analysis.

1. Introduction

Uniting over half of the world’s nation states, the partnership between the European Union (EU) and the African, Caribbean
and Pacific (ACP) Group of states is the largest and on paper most sophisticated North-South partnership. The current
partnership is governed by the Cotonou Partnership Agreement (CPA) (2000-2020), a legal agreement building on twenty-five
years of ACP-EU cooperation through a series of successive agreements. Combining principles of political dialogue with
cooperation on trade and development finance, the agreement is based on shared principles, values and co-management
through joint institutions.

In a rapidly changing global context, with major internal changes in the EU and the ACP Group, the various parties have begun
to re-examine the future of this longstanding partnership, and that of the ACP Group itself. Preparations for future
cooperation - a post-Cotonou agreement - are beginning in earnest as the end of the Cotonou Agreement in 2020 draws
closer. While the expiry of the Agreement serves as a rallying point for re-examining ACP-EU relations, the changing dynamics
within each group as well as at the global level also heighten the urgency of this critical reflection. In the coming months and
years, stakeholders will enter a crucial stage of internal debate and negotiations on possible future scenarios.

Both the EU and the ACP Group have started reflections on the future of the ACP Group itself and the future of the Cotonou
ACP-EU Partnership post-2020. The ACP Group has been quite pro-active in the past years, launching several initiatives both at
the political and technical levels.

*  An Ambassadorial Working Group on future perspectives was established in November 2010 and has held several
consultations with various actors and stakeholders, mainly at the level of the ACP and EU institutions in Brussels. It
will report in December 2014.

* In December 2012 the 7th ACP Heads of State and Government Meeting in Equatorial Guinea adopted the Sipopo
declaration on the future of the ACP Group.

* In March 2013 an ACP Eminent Persons Group (EPG) was launched to reflect on the future of the ACP Group. The EPG
has hosted a series of regional consultations in Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific to gather views on the future
outlooks of the ACP Group and its relations with the European Union.



VERSION 1 - DECEMBER 2014

* In additionin 2014 the ACP group commissioned a number of technical studies related to the groups past
performance, added value and possible future.

The EU reflections on the future of the ACP-EU Partnership have also started but have been of a rather low profile nature until
recently. An informal Commission-European External Action Service (EEAS) Working Group was established in 2011 to
gradually start internal EU reflections on the future of ACP-EU relations’ post-Cotonou. A formal EU inter-service Group
comprising the line Directorates General of the Commission and the EEAS also started its reflections in October 2013. Past EU
Presidencies of Poland, Cyprus and Greece have also held informal debates in Brussels on the future of ACP-EU relations. A few
EU member-states, as of 2014, also started their own internal reflection processes by having either ad hoc meetings,
commissioning or encouraging research from think tanks, tasking officials or planning events - examples of these include
Belgium, Finland, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

With the entry into service of the new European Commission on 1st November 2014, the newly appointed Commissioner for
International Cooperation and Development, Neven Mimica, has put the future of the Cotonou Partnership Agreement high on
the agenda for 2015. Directed specifically by new European Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker, Mimica has identified
the future of ACP-EU relations as one of his three key priorities in this legislative period of his mandate. Furthermore, in his
hearing before the European Parliament, Mimica announced the launch of a broad consultation and dialogue process on the
subject in 2015, stressing that “the question is not whether ACP countries are still important to the EU or not, but about how
to best design our cooperation in the future”. The reflection process on how to move beyond the 2020 expiry date has gained
momentum on both sides of the partnership.

1.1 Rationale and structure of this overview guide

ECDPM has often with its partners contributed to the debate on the future of ACP-EU relations post-2020 through a range of
independent publications, studies commissioned by various stakeholders and by acting as a broker of knowledge in formal and
informal dialogue processes. The rationale for this overview guide is that while the future of ACP-EU relations remains dynamic
and we are committed to producing new knowledge; some of ECDPM’s work over the last 10 years still has useful insights for
the current debates.

In the early years of the Cotonou Agreement, ECDPM published the ‘Cotonou Infokit” focusing on key aspects of the, at the
time, new Agreement. While this publication is over ten years old, it is still one of ECDPM’s most popular publications. ECDPM
has continued to play a role in the reflection process on the future of the partnership and a major multi-stakeholder seminar
organised mid-2011, resulted in the publication “Global Changes, Emerging Players and Evolving ACP-EU Relations: Towards a
common agenda for action?”

* This guide provides a brief introduction to a selection of resources but readers are strongly urged to seek out
ECDPM’s most recent publications and triangulate our analysis with those provided by other official and non-official
sources. This guide is designed to provide ‘food for thought’, and is not a definitive overview of the multi-
faceted nature of ACP-EU relations.

* InSection 2, this topic guide presents a selection of ECDPM resources that cover perspectives on the future of
ACP-EU relations, the changes in the global world order that have impacted the ACP-EU relations and presents
scenarios for the future of both ACP-EU relations and the ACP Group itself.

* Section 3 then present a selection of resources focusing on specific elements of the Cotonou Agreement as
a basis for further analysis on whether and how these specific elements could be brought forward in future ACP-EU
relations.

* InSection 4, some of ECDPM’s work on the complementary, competing or alternative structures is
presented. These look at relations governing strategic partnerships between the individual ACP geographic areas and
the EU, including the Joint Africa-EU Strategy, the Joint Caribbean-EU Strategy, and the EC Communication on a
Pacific-EU partnership.
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* Section 5 presents a quick statistical overview of ACP countries and other relevant country groupings and
indices in the form of tables.

* Finally Sections 6 and 7 present other ECDPM overview resources and other non-ECDPM resources on the
future of ACP-EU relations including studies and reports commissioned by the EU and the ACP Secretariat, other
articles and a list of resources on the European Development Fund.

The Cotonou Partnership Agreement in Brief

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

U Three key aspects of the CPA are 1) political dialogue 2) development and 3) trade.

U The ACP Group of States is an organisation created by the Georgetown Agreement in 1975. It is composed of

African, Caribbean and Pacific States that are signatories to the Georgetown Agreement. The ACP Group
consists of 79 Member States, all of them, save Cuba, signatories to the Cotonou Agreement. The 28
European Union Member States are signatories to the CPA.

U The CPA jointly governs the European Development Fund (EDF) with the 11" EDF totalling €30.5 billion for
ACP and Overseas Countries and Territories (OCTs) for the period 2014-2020.

U The Agreement contains a clause allowing it to be revised every five years, and while in 2005 and 2010
revisions were agreed upon, but whether or not the 2015 revision will happen is unclear. At the time of
writing, 11 ACP countries and 5 EU countries had still not ratified the 2010 revision of the CPA.

U For a comprehensive overview of the CPA, please see the ECDPM Cotonou Infokit on page 35— which is
now over 10 years old.

1.2 Important institutions & organisations

Joint ACP-EU ACP EU

ACP-EU Joint Council of Ministers ACP Heads of State Summit European Commission

The ACP-EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly ACP Committee of Ambassadors Council of the European Union

ACP-EU Committee of Ambassadors ACP Secretariat European External Action Service

Centre for the Development of Enterprise ~ ACP Member State Governments European Parliament

(due to close 2016) European Union Member States Governments
Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural ACP Working Group

Cooperation European Development Fund Committee

1.3 Selected key official documents

* The 2010 revision of the Cotonou Agreement

* The 2003 revision of the Georgetown Agreement

* The 2007 Treaty of Lisbon “Amending the Treaty of European Union and the Treaty establishing the European
Community”

* The 2012 Sipopo Declaration on “The future of the ACP Groupin a Changing World: Challenges and Opportunities”

* The 2014 Joint ACP-EU Declaration on the Post-2015 Development Agenda
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The European Development Fund

J The European Development Fund (EDF) is the main instrument for delivering EU development assistance to the
ACP and Overseas Countries and Territories (OCTs).

. The EDF is subject to its own financial rules and procedures, and is managed by the European Commission (EC)
and the European Investment Bank.

J The EDF is currently the only EU policy instrument is funded outside the EU budget by the EU Member States
on the basis of financial payments related to specific contribution shares or “keys”, which reflect the
comparative interests of individual member states. The history behind this anomaly dates back to the
foundations of the European integration process.

J There have been successive proposals to place the EDF within the overall EU budget, so-called budgetisation
yet this has not occurred. The issue of budgetisation will be on the agenda again for the post-2020 financing of
the EU’s activities, and the EU has been adapting its procedures to further align the EDF to other ‘on budget’
instruments.

. The current EDF covers the period 2014-2020, a one-year extension compared to the 10™ EDF allowing the end
of the 11" EDF to coincide with the expiration of the CPA and the EU budget period. Including provisions for
OCTs the total of the 11" EDF is €30.5 billion.

2. Perspectives on the future of ACP-EU relations

The changing global context, with institutional, political and socioeconomic developments in both the EU and the ACP raise the
question of whether the current approach to cooperation has sufficiently delivered on its objectives, and what evolutions — or
revolutions — may be necessary for future relations (Negre et al. 2013).

As Geert Laporte, ECDPM’s Deputy Director, commented in 2012: “Halfway through the Cotonou Agreement, the overall
impression exists that there is a strong decline in common interests and trust between both parties. The ACP-EU partnership
rests on weak political foundations on both sides” (ECDPM Briefing Note 34).

The question arises whether or not there remains enough common ground between and within the ACP Group and the EU to
justify continuation of the partnership in its current form beyond 2020.

Challenges like climate change and environmental protection, the promotion of good political and economic governance, the
fight against terrorism and organised crime and the management of global public goods may become increasingly important,
but is the current ACP-EU framework fit to address these issues? Also, for many ACP countries the issues of poverty, inequality
and fragility have not gone away.

Emerging economies provide a welcome alternative to the dominant weight of Europe as a former colonial power. The BRICS
(Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa) and other emerging economies provide significant value added and new
opportunities for ACP countries in terms of trade, investment, aid and technical assistance. While the EU remains a very
significant trading partner of the ACP Group of countries, the share taken by emerging powers has substantially increased in
recent years.



2.1 Global drivers of change

The rise of the emerging players and changes in the global landscape come at a time when the influence of the EU in the
world seems to be declining, including in parts of the ACP. Nonetheless, many still continue to see the EU as an important
partner, defending sound values and principles, and globally the EU continues to be the champion of ‘soft power’. The EU
seems to remain strongly interested in Africa but to a lesser extent in the Caribbean and Pacific regions. The EU clearly aims
to reinforce relations with Africa through the African Union, covering the whole of Africa, rather than through the ACP. Within
the EU, enlargement rounds have fundamentally changed the EU’s collective attitude towards the ACP Group, viewing it as a
post-colonial concept. The most recent countries that joined the EU look East rather than South. The considerable loss of
status of ACP-EU relations and the ACP Group within the EU is heightened by the absence of a reference to the ACP in the
Lisbon Treaty. The lack of weight and focus given to ACP institutional arrangements in the EU External Action Service (EEAS)
and Directorate-General for Development and Cooperation (DG DEVCO) also attest to this.

Several of the new global players from the emerging economies have a fresh and pragmatic perspective on development in
ACP countries and are perceived to deliver high-speed assistance and, contrary to the EU, have the ability by themselves to
“speak with one voice”. In addition, emerging players are perceived to have a more positive and optimistic attitude towards
the ACP. However, on the ACP side there is suspicion among some actors about the tendency for these new players to
support undemocratic leadership and have an apparent lack of vision for sustainable development. Many ACP interlocutors
remain suspicious about the future intentions of the EU, with increasing concerns about how the EU is treating them. The ACP
Group is also increasingly frustrated with instances of the EU’s use of “double standards” in the treatment of different ACP
states and leaders. The EU has become unpopular at times because of its unwillingness to reveal its genuine interests. A case
in point is the challenges in agreeing the EPAs, which have done much to tarnish the EU’s reputation in the ACP.

The following ECDPM publications cover various perspectives on the future of EU-ACP cooperation, raising important and
critical questions on the foundation of ACP-EU relations. They call for realistic reflections on the future and present examples
of European and Caribbean perspectives on the future of their relations in an ACP-EU partnership.

Towards Renewal or Oblivion: Prospects for Post-2020 Cooperation between the
European Union and the Africa, Caribbean and Pacific Group.

Mario Negre, Niels Keijzer, Brecht Lein & Nicola Tissi. 2013.

DIE/ECDPM Discussion Paper. pp. 1-54.

° In recent years, various studies have reviewed ACP-EU relations focusing on the Brussels-
based ACP and EU representatives that directly manage and shape cooperation. This paper
presents the findings of a study that contrasts a detailed review of the literature with
perceptions about the past, present and future of ACP-EU cooperation from a wide range
of stakeholders in ten ACP countries.

. The perspectives for future ACP-EU cooperation include: (i) abandoning the CPA as a legal
framework and regionalizing EU relations with each of the ACP regions (the likely
consequence if no successor agreement to Cotonou is adopted); (ii) an upgrade of the CPA
beyond 2020 through a revision to accommodate the changing international scene (a
revamp of ACP-EU institutions to focus less on ODA); or (iii) the regionalization of the
ACP’s ties with Europe, preserving as many elements of the CPA as possible, keeping the
ACP to coordinate international fora and technical, developmental and trade matters.

. While European interlocutors seem to prefer to regionalize ACP-EU relations and turn the
page on Cotonou, with the ACP views differ. ACP officials and ACP-country ambassadors in
Brussels as well as other working within the current framework, indicate broad support for
upgrading the Agreement. However, most stakeholders in ACP countries see no reason to
maintain the ACP structure or the CPA: they opt for letting Cotonou expire, regionalizing
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relations with the EU, and possibly maintaining a scaled-down ACP.

Stakeholders agree that some key elements of the CPA, particularly those regarding
development cooperation and the political dialogue — and to a lesser extent the trade
— pillar, are worth preserving, although they need to be improved.

The real question is how to regionalise and incorporate key aspects of the CPA to the
regional strategies to the EU.

The Challenges of Global Governance and the Emerging World Order:
What Role for the ACP-EU Partnership?

Geert Laporte. 2014.

Speech at ACP Day, Brussels, 6 June 2014. pp. 1-8.

”n o

By avoiding hollow slogans of “shared interest”, “solidarity” and “unique partnership”, we
should dare to ask the question of how solid the foundations of the ACP-EU partnership
are in the global arena beyond nice and ambitious intentions.

Illustrations of the declining importance of the ACP-EU cooperation can be found in

(i) the political roles of the partnership which have been taken over by other international
organisations and groupings, (ii) the economic and trade related roles that are gradually
being taken over by the RECs that negotiate the EPAs, and (iii) the evolving landscape of
actors involved in global challenges and ACP-EU cooperation on other issues where
evidence suggests that the political traction and influence of ACP-EU structures are waning.
Furthermore, questions can be raised whether ACP-EU relations are still able to
effectively mobilise the non-state actors, as there is not much left of initiatives such as
the ACP and Civil Society Business Forums and the ACP Local Government Platform.

The ACP-EU partnership has lost traction, political clout and bargaining power.

There is a major overlap of mandates between the ACP and other groupings and the ACP
is losing the battle on the international stage in terms of visibility.

While the historical “package of common interests” between the two groups seems no
longer strong enough to generate collective action in key policy areas, there might be
new windows of opportunity to realign common interests.

Recommendations to the ACP Group are (i) to focus the debate and avoid spending time
analysing past successes of the ACP, (ii) to build a stronger internal coherence to the
group, (iii) to do less better, with areas such as the Blue Economy, renewable energy, bio-
diversity and fisheries as possible areas of common interests among ACP countries and
regions, (iv) to mobilise intra-ACP financial resources themselves, and (v) make sure that
ACP is “alive and kicking” beyond the Brussels bubble.

ACP-EU Relations beyond 2020: Exploring European Perceptions.
Keijzer, N., Lein, B., Negre, M. & Tissi, N. 2013.
ECDPM/DIE Briefing Paper. pp. 1-4.

A tacit understanding among Europeans is that the ball is in the ACP’s corner in terms of
defining and determining their own future as a group and its relationship vis-a-vis the EU
as such, while momentum needs to be built in which the EU also needs to set out its own
desires and priorities in giving shape to the cooperation.

European perceptions on the future of the Cotonou Agreement point to two sets of
arguments; (i) reasons to do away with the ACP-EU partnership including weak evidence



of the development of an ACP identity or intra-ACP trade, decreasing relevance of ex-
colonial ties, and a poor track record in shaping joint positions; and (ii) elements in the
partnership deemed worth preserving including its legally binding nature and political
dialogue, the strong performance of the EDF and the potential alliance for global public
goods provision.

While the EU’s declining strategic interest in the Caribbean and especially the Pacific is no
secret, too rejectionist a stance toward the cooperation framework could seriously harm
the promotion of the EU’s values and interests in Africa.

The EU would currently seem most inclined to preserve key elements of the Cotonou
Agreement by transferring these into separate EU regional strategies towards Africa, the
Caribbean and the Pacific.

Emerging Players in the Caribbean: What implications for the Caribbean,
their relations with the EU and the ACP?

Annita Montoute. 2011.

ECDPM Discussion Paper 116. pp. 1-21.

Traditionally, the Caribbean had trade and economic relations predominantly with the US,
Canada and Europe, and it is only in recent times that there has been diversification in their
relations with other players.

Relations with Europe were based on the historical colonial relationship, largely defined by
the Lomé Conventions.

However, increased engagement with emerging economies might lead the Caribbean’s
attention away from traditional partners. The fact that the emerging economies are seen as
fellow developing countries may further contribute to this shift.

The study performs an interest analysis of the broad common interests and motivations
that drive the emerging players’ (Brazil, India and China) relationship with the Caribbean.
The diversity of the Caribbean’s economic engagement with new partners is providing the
Caribbean with greater confidence in its foreign policy relations with Europe.

Caribbean development and the regional integration process are also impacted. If major
economic activities and development cooperation continue to intensify with the emerging
players, the ACP framework will decrease in relevance for the Caribbean.

It is important for the Caribbean to assess the implications of old and new relationships for
Caribbean development and regional integration.

The national development plans of Caribbean countries and their goals for regional
integration should be the foundational pillar for informing the nature of engagement with
emerging players and the EU.

The critical success value of any type of engagement with new or traditional players is

the extent to which the relationship strengthens regional integration, an important
prerequisite for Caribbean development.

2.2 Scenarios for the future of the ACP Group

Since 1975, the ACP Group has grown from 46 member states to 79 by 2014 (with South Sudan’s expected accession to the
Group, it will rise to 80). Although there has been integration within the separate ACP sub-regions, the ACP Group as a whole
has not further integrated nor established any serious relations beyond the EU. The ACP countries are becoming increasingly
organised around regional organisations, with the African Union, the Pacific Islands Forum and CARIFORUM strengthening
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their roles. With the 2012 Sipopo Declaration and the launch of the ACP EPG in 2013, the ACP has been proactively engaged in
reflections on the future of the Group itself. Do the current configuration best suit the overriding objectives and expectations
from ACP Group members? To what degree does the ACP Group remain relevant to its members and the EU is a serious and
open question.

The 25™ anniversary of ECDPM in 2011 stimulated reflection on future scenarios for the ACP Group itself. A lively debate
initiated in an ECDPM Talking Points blog led to a widely attended seminar and public debate, with contributions from high level
EU and ACP stakeholders.

The following publications provide perspectives from both sides of the partnership and discuss the feasibility of the various
future scenarios of the ACP Group including the status quo, opening up to new members, new partnerships or the ACP
becoming an umbrella organisations for the individual regions.

Global Changes, emerging players and evolving ACP-EU relations: towards a
common agenda for action?
ECDPM Background Paper prepared for ECDPM 25th Anniversary 2011. pp. 1-14.

. The aim should be to assess the future of the ACP-EU partnership in light of the new
global challenges, the growing role and impact of emerging economies and the ongoing
change processes within both the ACP Group and the EU.

. The rapidly expanding global agenda and the shift in the global balance of power is
turning the tables, with emerging players increasingly being perceived in ACP countries
as a welcome alternative to the EU as the ACP’s traditional major economic partner and
donor. In addition South-South cooperation is growing among ACP/African governments
due to more pragmatic, practical and unconditional approaches to doing business in ACP
countries.

. Some striking quotes from ECDPM'’s Talking Points blog discussion on ‘The ACP and
Europe; What future for a privileged relationship?’ reflect upon the global changes:

‘Europe cannot see the wind of change blowing over the ACP particular
in Africa which is emerging as an economic powerhouse in the making
Boodhoo Narainduth, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mauritius

‘Both the EU and the ACP states have themselves invested little
practical effort in clarifying the unique value of their partnership in a
transformed development context, what value added and attractions it
may or may not retain (...) and what remains in it for both sides.’

Ola Bello, FRIDE, Spain

‘The EU side needs to urgently reflect on the role of emerging donors in
the ACP and on its comparative advantage towards the ACP Group. The
prospect of policy coherence for development and of joining forces with
the ACP in international fora towards common objectives seems to
represent two examples of EU added value

Frank de Wispelaere, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Belgium

. Clearly the traditional relationship is now faced with a completely different context. The
key question is what will the countries of the ACP decide on for their ACP Group?

. Reflections are due on cooperation with emerging players as this presents not only
opportunities but also risks, and there also remain some concerns about the long-term



development impact. Although the EU is increasingly being challenged in ACP countries, it
is becoming neither irrelevant nor unwanted.

The EU has undergone significant changes, with considerable integration progress, and
successive rounds of enlargement altering its nature and outlook. The Eastern European
countries do not have a history of cooperation with most ACP states. The ACP Group has
equally undergone change and grown in membership.

The political environment surrounding the three focus areas of the Cotonou Agreement is
changing with a growing number of alternative, and to some extent competing policy
frameworks to address the common interests between the EU and countries in Africa, the
Caribbean and the Pacific, e.g. the Joint Africa-EU Strategy.

In such a context there is a need to reassess common interests and clearly link them to
the added value of the ACP-EU framework. Obviously the Cotonou Agreement will be in
place and the contractual commitments will be observed until 2020, but what will come
after that? For the partnership to be viable in the longer term, a persuasive vision on
future common interests is what is needed. This will require fresh thinking, particularly by
the ACP Group, who would tend to lose the most if the partnership were to disappear.

Global changes, emerging players and evolving ACP-EU relations:
Towards a common agenda for action?

James Mackie, Bruce Byiers, Sonia Niznik and Geert Laporte. 2011.
ECDPM Policy and Management Report 19. pp. 1-75.

Potentially common interests between the ACP and the EU that have been identified
include: trade, raw materials, migration, climate change, energy, food security, innovative
financing, the realisation of the MDGs and tourism.

Scenarios for the future of the ACP Group:

A continuation of the ACP Group in its current form beyond 2020 without significant
changes is unlikely to satisfy ACP members and the EU as a key partner.

A first scenario relates to engaging with new strategic partners beyond the EU to get
more bargaining power and send a message to the EU to be taken seriously. The potential
however looks slim, and questions such as whether new players would be interested in
engaging with ACP as a group must be raised.

The second scenario is the ACP Group opening up to new members and seeking to
reaffirm itself as the voice of the world’s least developed and the small and vulnerable
economies. This would potentially involve duplication of roles such as the G77.
Furthermore, this would require a definition of vulnerability and poses questions as to
South Africa’s membership.

In a third scenario the ACP Group could be enlarged with the inclusion of North African
countries. However this also potentially creates the duplication of roles with for instance
the African Union. It must also be questioned which incentives these countries would
have to join.

A fourth, regionalisation scenario would consider the ACP Group as an umbrella grouping
based on regional A, Cand P groupings, or on the six EPA configurations and RECs. But
with the debacle of regional groupings as seen in the EPA negotiations raises the question
why would this work now?
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What future for the ACP and the Cotonou Agreement?
Geert Laporte. 2012.
ECDPM Briefing Note 34. pp. 1-8.

The weak political foundations of the ACP-EU partnership confront those in favour of
revitalising ACP-EU relations with the challenge of clearly defining a new set of common
interests in order to give a stronger political basis to these relations in today’s world, as
well as justifying the relevance of the ACP-EU framework as the most effective channel to
deal with these common interests vis-a-vis competing policy frameworks that link the EU
to various ACP regions.

Both the ACP and the EU could be more strategic in identifying clearly where they could
join forces in international fora on global issues of common concern. Theoretically, if there
would be coherent positioning on both sides, an ACP-EU alliance could be a major force in
the UN and other multilateral organisations.

While development finance has been the glue that has kept the partnership alive, it has
also created the typical ‘donor-recipient’ relationship of dependency. There is a
perception that the ACP-EU Partnership has been dominated by the short-term vested
interests of Lomé and Cotonou institutions and individuals that benefitted from quite
generous EDF resources.

In the past decades, economic and trade interests between both groupings have declined
in a rather spectacular way. In a context of economic and financial crisis in the EU, and
increasingly promising economic growth perspectives in several parts of the ACP,
proponents of the ACP Group believe that new common economic interests could be built.
A reality check of some initial scenarios for the future of the ACP group include:

Status quo which does not seem realistic and it is not likely to generate excitement with
the EU

ACP engaging with new strategic global partners beyond the EU such as BRICS and the
USA would provide more bargaining power vis-a-vis the EU however the potential looks
grim because of the lack of internal coherence in the ACP Group.

ACP opening up to new members in North Africa or the LDCs raises questions of overlap
with e.g. the AU or G77 and which incentives there would be for these countries to join.
Furthermore the potential is hampered by the existing difficulty to ensure coherence
among ACP member countries, questioning the possibility of cohesiveness of such new
groups.

ACP becoming an umbrella for the African, Caribbean and Pacific regions as a scenario is
only relevant if intra-ACP and South-South economic cooperation would be significantly
strengthened and if ACP institutions can clearly demonstrate their added value.

The less ambitious option could be turning the ACP into a loose knowledge hub or a
networking type of organization among countries that share a common history and
similarities in their path to development. However one could question the real need for
such an institutions and whether there would be drivers within the ACP Group for
leadership and financial support.



3. The added value of separate components of the Cotonou Partnership
Agreement — should they stay or should they go?

The Cotonou Agreement provides a legal framework for political dialogue, economic cooperation, trade and development
cooperation between the EU and the ACP. To some degree the Cotonou Agreement is unique because of the breadth of
cooperation under these three areas.

The partnership has created a special ACP Group-EU relationship that is based on comprehensive political dialogue and based
on mutual value based conditionality. While the conditionality is reciprocal, the asymmetrical nature of the partnership does
not permit the ACP to institute sanctions (e.g. suspend the EDF).

The trade component of the CPA marked a new phase in the two partners trade relations and the start of reciprocal free trade
agreements, however, the negotiations of the Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) dragged on and encountered great
obstacles, despite recent progress.

Finally, the third pillar of the CPA, development cooperation is often seen as the glue that holds the partnership together. The
European Development Fund (EDF) was continued from previous agreements in the CPA and is a significant and unique vehicle
for ODA constituted outside of the formal EU budget (although talks of ‘budgetisation” have been on-going for decades).

The following three sections present ECDPM analysis on these three main pillars of the CPA and provide food for thought
on whether and how these elements of the partnership could be carried on in future ACP-EU relations or subsequent
agreements.

3.1 Political dialogue

Compared to its predecessors, the Cotonou Partnership Agreement features deeper and wider political dialogue with political
cooperation as one of the three pillars of the cooperative framework. The scope of political dialogue in the agreement was
broadened compared to previous agreements to include issues of peace, security and terrorism and also strengthened those
parts concerned with democracy, the rule of law and human rights. Furthermore the CPA required increased participation of
civil society and the private sector. A major innovation is its inclusive approach with Article 2 of the treaty identifying
“participation” as one of the fundamental principles underpinning ACP-EU cooperation.

Articles 8 and 96 of the CPA that deal with ‘political dialogue’, the ‘essential elements’ and, the ‘the consultation procedure
and appropriate measures as regards human rights, democratic principles and the rule of law’ are two vital provisions within
the CPA around which debate continues. Other articles also touch on aspects around which a significant measure of ACP-EU
political dialogue is based. Thus Article 11 on peace building policies, conflict prevention and resolution provides the basis of
the Africa Peace Facility, and Article 13 on migration covers an area where there has been considerable dialogue between the
ACP and the EU, and is an article which the ACP and the EU could not agree on a modification of during the second revision of
the Agreement in 2010.

When flagrant violations of the essential elements of the CPA occur, a consultation procedure, as foreseen under Article 96 of
the Agreement, can be initiated, aimed at finding a common solution to the political difficulties encountered by one of the
parties. Article 96 is however sometimes perceived by the ACP to be negative, potentially punitive in nature, when unilaterally
applied, and when applied incorrectly, is neither complementary to nor in conformity with the key objectives of the CPA.

The following papers present selected ECDPM analysis on the political dialogue of the Cotonou Agreement. Firstly a series of
ECDPM-published papers written by different authors in 2005 highlight some of the difficult questions raised by the use of
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Article 96. Following, a seminar report from 2008 presents the discussion of ACP-EU political dialogue leading up to the
2010 revision of the Cotonou Agreement. Finally, two selected publications take a closer look at the political dialogue
concerning human rights under Article 8 and migration under Article 13.

The following publications form a series of ECDPM-published papers written by different
authors on the difficult questions raised by the use of Article 96. The idea behind this
series published in 2005 was to make information available on Article 96 and to encourage
debate on whether Article 96 serves its intended purpose and how it can best be applied.

When Agreement Breaks Down, What Next? The Cotonou Agreement’s Article
96 Consultation Procedure.

James Mackie and Julia Zinke. 2005

ECDPM Discussion Paper 64A pp. 1-15.

*  This discussion paper is intended as a basic introduction to Article 96 of the EU-ACP
Partnership Agreement. It looks at the content and meaning of the article, as well as
the consultation procedures for which the article provides when one of the signatory
parties feels that the Agreement’s essential elements have been breached.

. Article 96, and its rarely used sister Article 97, are easily the most controversial
articles in the CPA. They provide the legal basis for the suspension of the CPA in cases
where one of the parties feels that the agreement’s essential and fundamental
elements are not being respected. The articles are therefore inevitably linked to some
form of disagreement or breakdown in relations between signatory parties.

Suspension of Development Cooperation: An Instrument to Promote Human
Rights and Democracy?

Hadewych Hazelzet. 2005.

ECDPM Discussion Paper 64B, pp. 1-16.

*  Thesecond paper in the series provides a more historical account of the background and
origins of Article 96 and the use made of its predecessor, Article 366a from the Lomé
Convention.

. It looks at the EU’s suspension of development cooperation and seeks to answer the
following questions: under what conditions did the EU suspend development
cooperation in response to violations between 1989 and 2001, and what factors have
contributed to the success (increased respect for human rights, the rule of law, and
democratic principles) or failure (continued violations) of this instrument?

. Whereas the EU tends to see Article 96 as an important and potentially positive
instrument to enforce the “essential elements” of the Cotonou Agreement (namely,
respect for human rights, the rule of law and democracy), the ACP side tends to view the
use of the article as a “sanction” and “punishment” which is not conducive to overall
relations between the two sides.

. The paper presents a systematic analysis of how the provisions were applied, in
particular the consistency of their application, and concludes that there is little
evidence to support one of the most frequent criticisms made of Article 96: that the
EU tends to apply the article inconsistently.

. The article also offers explanations for why the provisions were or were not applied.



‘Recent’ cases of Article 96 Consultations.
Lydie Mbangu. 2005.
ECDPM Discussion Paper 64C. pp. 1-17.

This publication provides a concise description of three cases of the use of Article
96: in the Central African Republic, Togo and Guinea-Bissau.

By examining the political context prevailing in each case, the response of the EU, of
the ACP Group, of neighbouring countries and of other international actors, the
paper describes the consultation procedure and the benchmarks defined therein as
a basis for assessing the progress made by the country in fulfilling its commitments.
The paper finds that the negative image of Article 96 that prevails in some ACP
countries makes the EU reluctant to open consultations at an early stage, in
situations of deteriorating respect for democracy and human rights.

It is particularly interesting that the chosen cases show how Article 96 consultations
can bring about positive outcomes. The value of involvement of other actors beyond
the formal parties is also stressed. The paper points to the useful contributions
made by such actors as the ACP Group and the African Union.

The active involvement of neighbouring countries and the ACP Group during an
Article 96 procedure clearly increases the positive results that can be drawn from it.
However, inconsistencies in the reactions of the ACP Group, the African Union, and
African regional organisations, as seen in the case of the Central African Republic,
jeopardises the positive potential of ACP or African initiatives.

An ACP perspective and overview of article 96 cases.
Andrew Bradley. 2005.
ECDPM Discussion Paper 64D. pp. 1-16.

The final contribution to the series on Article 96 consists of a short article and a table
compiled listing details of all the cases in which Article 96 has been used since the CPA
was signed.

The article gives a basic overview of the debate (at the time) on Article 96 as it might be
seen from an ACP point of view. The article is not however an official position of the
ACP Group but represents the author’s personal assessment.

Article 96 is perceived to be negative, potentially punitive in nature, unilaterally
applied, and when applied incorrectly, neither complementary to nor in conformity
with the key objectives of the Cotonou Agreement. It is within this context that the ACP
Group, through the 2005 revision of the Cotonou Agreement, addressed these
concerns by rendering political dialogue under Article 8 more systematic and formal.
The additional annex from the 2005 revision entitled “Political dialogue as regards
human rights, democratic principles and the rule of law”, sets out detailed modalities
for this structured dialogue, which should bring the eventual application of Article 96,
when needed, in line with the key objectives of the CPA.

The strengthened focus on political dialogue (Article 8) will invariably lead to an
improved application of Article 96 consultations and indeed remove some of the
negative connotations attached to the Article.
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The 2010 Revision and the Future of the Cotonou Partnership Agreement: Report
of an informal seminar.

ECDPM Discussion Paper 85. 2008.

Innocent Ejolu, Nicolas Mombrial, Niels Keijzer, Veronika Tyywuschick, Paul Engel,
Geert Laporte and James Mackie. pp. 1-28.

This report presents discussions on ACP-EU political dialogue preceding the 2010 revision
of the CPA.

While political dialogue of the CPA was substantially strengthened in the 2005 revision, up
to the 2010 revision not much experience had been gained in the implementation of
Articles 8 and 96, due both to the fact that the 2005 revision was only ratified in 2008 but
also because there was a lack of reliable information on the use of Article 8. There
remained a feeling among ACP stakeholders that the use of Article 8 and 96 had not been
very successful.

The imbalance in the orientation of the debates going on within the ACP-EU in the political
dialogue process was been raised as an issue. Why ACP Member States have been less
proactive in initiating political dialogue is linked, in part, to the perception that the EU
essentially uses Article 8 to raise critical and political points to do mainly with human
rights, democratic principles, the rule of law and security.

The recommendations for ACP-EU Political Dialogue in the 2010 Revision included; 1) to
promote independent analysis on the application of Article 8 and 96, 2) to increase
awareness and understanding of the potential of Article 8 for political dialogue, 3) to
improve quality and effectiveness of dialogue by determining the most suitable level for
dialogue depending on the type of problems identified, 4) to stimulate mechanisms for
intra-ACP and regional dialogue in relation to Articles 8 and 96, 5) to review the definition
of Article 9 on governance, 6) to emphasize conflict prevention and peace building in
Article 11, and 7) to revise and re-title Article 13 as on ‘Migration & Development’ so as to
stress the potential of positive links between migration and development.

Political Dialogue on Human Rights under Article 8 of the Cotonou Agreement.
Jean Bossuyt, Camilla Rocca & Brecht Lein. 2014.

ECDPM Study for the European Parliament requested by the Committee for
Development. pp. 1-53.

Three guiding principles for an effective political dialogue on human rights proposed
include (i) the need for realism, (ii) EU leverage and smart incentives, and (iii)
transparency on EU’s interests. The EU is clear on its intention to promote human rights
values in its external action, yet it tends to be conspicuously silent on its own (less
altruistic) interests in partner countries.

These guiding principles are meant to function as a reality check to help avoid unrealistic
expectations in terms of improving human rights dialogues with partner countries in the
ACP. When these limits are recognized, there is no shortage of areas where actual
improvements are feasible.

Recommendations for how to improve human rights-related political dialogue processes
are (i) to adopt a more strategic and structured approach to political dialogue, (ii) to
enhance the legitimacy of the human rights political dialogue through closer alignment



with local human rights agendas and providing transparency, (iii) ensure a result-oriented
monitoring of human rights political dialogue and (iv) fully exploit the potential of
development programmes and financial instruments by mainstreaming human rights in
development cooperation.

ACP-EU cooperation on readmission: Where does it stand and where to go?
Henrike Klavert and Jeske van Seters. 2012.
ECDPM Briefing Note 33. pp. 1-11.

The ACP-EU dialogue on migration is an on-going process. Currently, the Commission does
not have a mandate to negotiate future readmission agreements with an ACP country, and
although they generally attempt to link readmission agreements with visa facilitation,
many member states are of the opinion that readmission-relevant ACP states do not fully
meet the criteria and/or standards that would allow linking readmission agreements with
visas. A block agreement with all ACP countries is also viewed as unrealistic die to the
capacity differences between countries.
Article 13 of the CPA is limited to the readmission of nationals and does not cover third
country nationals.
EU concerns:
* Qut of the issues discussed in the ACP-EU dialogue on migration, readmission is the
biggest priority for the Europeans.
* The EU MS feel that the ACP are holding back on readmission and would like to see a
higher level of agreement and cooperation.
* EU Member States also argue that forced return has to work for voluntary return to
become more attractive for migrants.
ACP concerns:

* ACP representatives stress that readmission cannot be addressed in isolation and is
only one piece in a large chain of migration processes.

* While expressing willingness to cooperate on readmission and acknowledging the
obligation under international law, they note that the EU often forgets about what
happens to the irregular migrant upon returning if there are not sufficient means for
reintegration.

Issues/questions to address in the future:

a) what can ACP and EU concretely do to eliminate barriers to voluntary return?

b) how might the EU give stronger guarantees on the proper implementation of its
safeguards regarding international protection and human rights of migrants?

c) how can the ACP improve their readmission procedures?

d) how can the ACP and EU countries strengthen their cooperation to facilitate the
reintegration of returnees in order to address poverty and avoid return to the EU,
thereby linking readmission more closely with migration and development?

It will be up to the EU and ACP representatives involved to seize the opportunity provided
by the dialogue to strengthen mutually satisfactory cooperation on migration, in the spirit
of the Cotonou Partnership Agreement.
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3.2 Development and financial issues

While the CPA was seen to be a move towards a less donor-recipient focused partnership, it is still criticised for being a
partnership based predominantly on aid and financial resources and is generally deemed to remain constrained by a donor-
recipient relationship. This is increasingly being brought into question, given the economic growth currently being
experienced by many countries within the ACP.

However, many still consider the EDF, the main instrument for delivering EU development assistance to the ACP and OCTs,
as a useful and important financial instrument because it allows stable and predictable funding — an important factor for the
effective and efficient use of aid resources.

Differentiation in development cooperation means that the EU would focus its resources on countries it deems “most in
need” and on countries where those resources can have the greatest impact external Action. While recent EU Development
Policies such as the 2012 Agenda for Change call for increased differentiation, the unilateral development of criteria has
been criticised by the ACP Group.

The following publications look specifically at the ACP-EU development cooperation, the programming of the European
Development Fund, the impact of EU budget negotiations on ACP-EU relations and the question of budgetising the EDF.

Differentiation in ACP-EU Cooperation: Implications of the EU’s Agenda
for Change for the 11th EDF and beyond.

Niels Keijzer, Florian Kratke, Brecht Lein, Jeske van Seters and Annita
Montoute. 2012.

ECDPM Discussion Paper 134.

* The principle of differentiation is not new in the ACP-EU development cooperation.
The Cotonou Partnership Agreement introduced needs and performance criteria to
determine the allocation of funds from the EDF to countries and regions. With the
Cotonou Agreement ‘differentiation” became a fundamental principle of the ACP-EU
partnership, a key change compared to the Lomé Conventions that determined
allocation on an ‘entitlement’ basis.

* The 2012 EU Agenda for Change policy stresses the need to focus EU efforts on

countries where greatest impact would be achieved and identifies three types of
differentiation that the EU seeks to implement (i) differentiated mix of policies and
instruments, (ii) differentiated levels of development assistance, and (iii) differentiated
eligibility to development assistance. While the first two types of differentiation can
be applied to the CPA, views differ as to whether the third type is applicable to the
Cotonou Agreement, with the ACP Secretary General explicitly stating that graduation
with respect to access to resources is not within the spirit of Cotonou.

¢ Differentiation will unmistakably affect ACP-EU development cooperation more so
going forward than it has done in the past in terms of the mix of policies and
instruments and allocated levels of ODA. Under the 11" EDF the EEAS considers
proposing to enhance differentiation by reducing (but not ‘graduating’) bilateral
assistance to ACP countries in middle- and higher income categories. A proportional
reduction of country allocations for some ACP countries could prepare the ground for
phasing out development cooperation to these countries after 2020, when the
Cotonou Agreement expires.



Though unlikely to occur in the current programming cycle, it may potentially lead to the
graduation from bilateral assistance for some ACP countries after the expiration of the
Cotonou Agreement in 2020. At the same time, the EU would be expected to strengthen
cooperation in other areas than development assistance and step up the use of
innovative sources of financing.

A comparison made of the 9" and 10" EDF indicates that ACP states that belong to the
group of LDCs or LICs received larger shares and increases in country allocations from the
9" to the 10™ EDF than higher income ACP countries. One could expect this trend to
continue under the 11" EDF and applied more strongly in view of the Agenda for Change.
Both the ACP and the EU stand to benefit from operational and practical reflections and
exchanges on the best ways to apply differentiation in ACP-EU cooperation —they should
have a shared interest in applying differentiation in a way that ensures maximum impact
on poverty reduction and optimal mutual benefits from their cooperation along all
dimensions and in the spirit of Cotonou.

Critical is defining on what basis to differentiate, and not if, but how other criteria beyond
income, like vulnerability and fragility, can be taken sufficiently into account to respond
to differing needs and ensure more effective tailor-made ACP-EU cooperation.

Finally, concrete proposals and exchanges are needed from the EU and ACP on possible
‘destinations’ for graduation and corresponding tools, to move beyond aspirations of
optimal ‘policy mixes’ or ‘innovative financing’.

Improving ACP-EU Cooperation: Is ‘budgetising’ the EDF the answer?
James Mackie, Jonas Frederiksen and Céline Rossini. 2004.
ECDPM Discussion Paper 51. pp. 1-36.

The European Commission launched a debate at the time (2004) arguing that
budgetisation of the EDF would contribute to a number of political goals such as
countering perceptions of political marginalization of the ACP, strengthening the
democratic legitimacy of cooperation with the ACP, improving the effectiveness of EU
aid to ACP countries, permitting a faster response to evolving needs and priorities and
enhancing efficiency and harmonization of procedures and practices and reducing
transaction costs of development aid.

The varying actors and perspectives on budgetisation at the time (2004) including:

o The European Parliament, a traditional supporter of budgetisation, remains firm
in its view that if the EDF were budgetised it could protect the level of funding
available for the ACP while increasing democratic legitimacy and control of ACP
development expenditures.

o The European Court of Auditors has in past debate been favourable towards
keeping a separate EDF. However, the Court of Auditors has raised concerns
about the negative impact of delayed ratification by EU member states on
effective and efficient implementation of the EDF.

o EU member states are divided, but at least one key supporter of the EDF has
shifted its position to the budgetisation camp. Many EU member states have
internal discussions between different ministries and different positions
sometimes exist between these.

o Opinions are also divided on the ACP side, with ACP representatives seeing both
disadvantages and advantages in budgetisation.
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The various concern raised during debates can be grouped into four categories; i)
democratic control and transparency, ii) aid delivery and quality of assistance, iii) security of
aid and iv) coherence of EU external relations.

While there is the obvious Hamlet’s choice “to budgetise or not to budgetise”, it does not
need to be seen in such absolute terms. There are different ways of budgetising and even if
the choice is made not to budgetise measures can be taken to respond to existing concerns
regarding efficiency and effectiveness. Without complicating the choice unduly, three basic
options can be considered: 1) keeping the EDF separate, 2) creating an ACP budget chapter
under Heading 4 (external actions) of the EU budget as suggested by the Commission, or 3)
making innovative and flexible use of the Financial Perspectives, probably through the
creation of a new heading or sub-heading for development cooperation.

More or less? A financial analysis of the proposed 11th European
Development Fund.

Ulrika Kilnes, Niels Keijzer, Jeske van Seters and Andrew Sherriff. 2012.
ECDPM Briefing Note 29. Pp. 1-32.

In the Communication ‘A budget for Europe 2020’, the EC at the time (2012) underlined that
it was not appropriate at the time to propose that the EDF be integrated into the EU budget.
This was been interpreted by some as a move to avoid a reduction in the total amount of EU
development cooperation.

Keeping the EDF fenced means that it would be relatively protected from pressure by
member states to reduce EU development cooperation funds either in relation to other
components of heading 4 (Global Europe), in relation to other headings, or the budget
altogether.

While the EDF may be affected by overall discussions on the EU budget, it is also important
to note that despite the declining interest among EU member states in ACP-EU cooperation,
the EC deemed it opportune to keep Cotonou and EDF intact until 2020 and prepare for
more radical changes after 2020.

The commission proposes to further align MS contribution keys under the 11th EDF with the
keys used for the EU budget, which may smooth the integration of funding to the ACP and
OCT into the EU budget after 2020. The most significant change occurs for the EU12
member states (group of states that joined the EU in or since 2004), whose relative
contributions increase between 27.86% (Hungary) and 107.73% (Slovakia).

Even though the EU proposal would result in stronger alignment to the present EU budget’s
keys, the 11th EDF contribution keys still differ substantially from the keys used for this
budget, and thus also the size of member state contributions.

One might expect purely from a financial logic that member states whose proposed relative
contributions are larger than it would be under full alignment to the present EU budget to
be in favour of budgetisation of the EDF, as full alignment to the budget would reduce their
contributions share. In a similar vein, using a purely financial logic other MS could be
expected to argue against budgetisation. This could particularly be the case for the EU12
MS, whose contribution would increase drastically under budgetisation.

Key stakeholders in EU-ACP development cooperation, such as EU MS, DG DEVCO the EEAS,
the EP, ACP governments and key non-state actors, stand to benefit from closely following
the debates on the overall size and distribution of the EU’s budget as well as the EDF.

The ACP should not neglect some EU12 members who although collectively are small
players, have an increasing share, with Poland for example already exceeding Ireland’s and
Portugal’s real contributions.



Member States’ positions on the proposed 2014-2020 EU Budget: An analysis of
the statements made at the 26th of March General Affairs Council meeting with
particular reference to External Action and the EDF.

Ulrika Kilnes and Andrew Sherriff. 2012.

ECDPM Briefing Note 37 pp. 1-10.

o The EU budget negotiations have important implications for developing countries and EU
external relations more generally including ACP-EU relations.

o This Briefing Note analyses statements from a Council meeting in 2012 where each EU
Member State was given an opportunity to publically state its position. This note is
meant to inform stakeholders from both developing and EU countries, particularly on
positions relating to budgetary funding for EU external action and the EDF in 2012.

. The paper notes the individual Member States’ positions in 2012 on a number of
guestions relating to:

o Positions on cross-cutting issues

o Statements related to Heading 4 (Global Europe)

o Statement related to the EDF

o Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) — relevant items under other headings with
an external impact

. While in the Communication ‘A budget for Europe 2020, the EC underlined that it was
not appropriate at present time to propose integration of the EDF into the EU budget, a
number of EU Member States have pushed for the EDF to be integrated into the budget.

o Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden gave direct statements for the budgetisation of
the EDF, while Finland, France, Italy and the United Kingdom noted EDF budgetisation by
implication, i.e. rather noted that all programmes outside the framework should be
financed within the budget.

. EU Member States Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia wanted to keep the EDF outside the
budget, while Luxembourg and Belgium wanted to keep it outside for now and called for
budgetisation after 2020 respectively.

. During the Council meeting, the following countries stated their desire to contribute to
the 11" EDF using the same contribution keys as used for the 10" EDF; Bulgaria, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, and Slovenia.

. These are all EU12 Member States that contributed relatively less to the 10" EDF than
they do to the EU budget. In reality the statements about contributions to the 11" EDF
means that the listed countries would like to keep contributing less compared to EU15
Member States under the next EDF as well. It should be noted that all of these five
Member States also belong to the group of net recipients of the EU budget.

From Purse to Policy to Practice: Six initiatives to future-proof EU development
cooperation for 2014-2020 and beyond?

Florian Kratke. 2013.

ECDPM Briefing Note 51. pp. 1-12.

* Discussions of differentiation affect the negotiations of the allocation of funds from the
EDF, with ACP countries maintaining that there is no legal basis for the differentiation
policy in the Cotonou Agreement - they perceive it as a policy ‘imposed’ by the EU
without prior consultation.
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Discussions on the EU institutions’ aid differentiation policy will concern (i) the criteria
or indicators used for differentiating between countries; (ii) the way these are used and
weighted against one another; (iii) the resulting aid allocations and; (iv) the instruments
and forms of cooperation employed.

There are divergent interests even among ACP states on specific indicators and
methodologies for allocating funds. For instance, Sub-Saharan African states strongly
support the inclusion of and emphasis on poverty and human development indicators,
while Caribbean states emphasize measures of economic vulnerability.

Discussions on the ‘destination’ of differentiation are still to be had, regarding the
forms of cooperation beyond aid employed to give further effect to the partnership
between the EU and UMICs affected.

The EU ’s selection and ‘differentiation’ of countries is also relevant to EU member
states. Some perceive the EU as being the ‘donor of last resort’ that maintains a
presence in a very wide range of developing countries (including upper middle income
countries) when many European member states are narrowing their focus to fewer
countries (e.g. Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands), effectively justifying cuts to
bilateral aid of EU MS.

Certain stakeholders in the EU feel that the CPA should not be extended beyond 2020
and the relevance of the ACP Group, notwithstanding the importance of the African,
Caribbean and Pacific countries themselves, is increasingly being called into question.
The continental and regional organisations, such as the African Union or the RECs have
gained prominence in the EU’s political engagement within Africa.

Regional Programming for the 11th European Development Fund.
Florian Kratke. 2014.
ECDPM Talking Points blog.

Political issues continue to hamper the effective use of EU funds to promote regional
integration. Regional organisations struggle to gain legitimacy and credibility from their
member states, with domestic priorities of African countries tending to override
commitments to regional integration. Complicated overlapping membership structures
have not helped matters.

The EU wants to promote regional programmes with funding through the European
Development Fund, but doubts the capacity of regional organisations to manage regional
funds and projects. In addition, European Commission administrative and financial
procedures prove cumbersome, an issue highlighted by the European Court of Auditors.
Regional programming for the 11th EDF has proven that the parties seem to have mutual
appreciation of the issues at hand, but the key question is what will be done to ensure
that Regional Indicative Programmes (RIPs) breathe new life into the promise of regional
integration?

Regional organisations either lead the programming process or are consulted on all
aspects of programming. The 11th EDF RIPs contain 1) envelopes for individual member
countries or regional organisations, 2) cross-cutting priorities, agreed jointly by the
regional organisations and their member states, and managed partly by the ROs, and 3)
financing infrastructure projects.

The more prominent role of the ROs in driving the regional integration agenda alongside
the EU means they will need to put on a show of strength of their coordinating and



collaborating capacity. It will be important for the ROs to navigate political factors
underlying the technical issues of jointly designing and implementing cross-border
programmes for regional integration.

Questions are also outstanding on how EU blending works in practice, and given the high
stakes of infrastructure projects, the programming process needs to address how to
balance financial incentives with regional integration objectives.

Early Experiences in programming EU aid 2014-2020.
Alisa Herrero, Greta Galeazzi and Florian Kratke. 2013.
ECDPM Briefing Note 54. pp. 1-15.

Programming EU development aid for the period 2014-2020 involves allocation billions of
euros through the two principal geographic funding instruments (the Development
Cooperation Instrument (DCI) and the 11th European Development Fund (EDF)).

The programming exercise for the 11th EDF and DCI 2014-2020 has been amended to
reflect the new post-Lisbon framework, to simplify the process and to drive forward the
EU’s Development Policy the Agenda for Change.

Programming guidelines for the 11th EDF and the DCl have been standardised in one single
set of instructions. This rationalisation has brought together two different programming
cultures: the EDF’s being marked by the content and spirit of the Cotonou Partnership
Agreement including multi-stakeholders dialogue and shared interest between partners;
and the DCI’s culture wherein EU interests and priorities are defined prior to engaging in
dialogue with partners in development cooperation.

The programming exercise has coincided with the drawn out negotiation of the EU budget
- the multiannual financial framework (MFF) for 2014-2020.

Programming is a shared responsibility between the EEAS and DEVCO; whereas the EEAS is
tasked to lead the majority of the process, neither can act without the consent of the
other, and both have clear reporting requirements to the Commissioner for Development.
The current arrangements between the EEAS and DEVCO in terms of lead responsibility
work well, in the sense that EU delegations (EUDs) regularly make use of the flexibility
foreseen in the working arrangements. Nevertheless, there remains a significant amount of
confusion as to the EEAS’ role, particularly among partner countries. EEAS’ representatives’
presence in the programming process and meetings is seen as a multiplication of the
number of interlocutors, whose interests are not immediately clear.

Three scenarios for the EEAS-DEVCO interrelation were distinguished: 1) The EEAS has
shown leadership and been effective at formulating priorities to shape a more politically
savvy response, 2) The EEAS has been unable to fulfill its role due to capacity constraints,
and 3) the EEAS has appeared detached from the programming process.

Among EU institutions, the most contested new policy orientation for the current
programming process is the principle of sector concentration. In practice, sector
concentration has proven problematic, involving difficult choices in a context of competing
interests and incentives.

Overall, there is some concern that the programming process has not been sufficiently
guided or informed by an understanding of local political dynamics, or by a sound analysis
of the quality and credibility of national development plans. Furthermore, EU
commitments to key development effectiveness principles such as country and democratic
ownership (Accra, Busan), which are explicitly reflected in the EU’s updated development
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policy, have not yet been clearly translated into the programming process. Reported
instances of DEVCO HQ ‘prescribing’ priority sectors have compromised the partner
country’s ownership over the priority areas as well as EUD leadership in facilitating the
process.

. The question remains whether EUDs will be able to translate programming priorities into
effective implementation strategies that contribute to country-led change if these are not
sufficiently grounded on a sound understanding of country contexts, and if domestic
accountability stakeholders are not meaningfully involved in programming.

3.3 Trade

The Cotonou Partnership Agreement was an important compromise between maintaining the ACP countries’ privileged
access to the EU market and slowly bringing these positions in line with World Trade Organisation (WTO) rules. With the
Agreement, the ACP Group and the EU entered into a phase in their trade relations marked by the start of negotiations
on reciprocal free trade agreements between some of the world’s most developed and some of its poorest countries.

However, the resulting negotiations on the ‘development-focused’ Economic Partnership Agreements have been souring
relations for years. It was expected to conclude in December 2007, yet negotiations dragged on and encountered many
obstacles. In 2014 however, some progress has been made. The European Parliament, European Council and European
Commission agreed in May 2013 to set the 1% of October 2014 as the deadline for completing the EPAs or ratifying those
already signed. While this may have been the push for the conclusion of negotiations with West Africa, the South African
Development Community-EPA group, the East African Community and the ratification of national EPAs by Cameroon, Fiji
and Papua New Guinea - EPAs are not an end in themselves, and successful implementation will be a key part of the
equation.

The following publications explain and analyse the EPA negotiations, and the October-November edition of ECDPM’s
magazine, GREAT Insights, presents contributions from a range of stakeholders involved in the EPA negotiations.
Following, two publications present analysis of two specific sectors of importance within the ACP regions - agro-food
and tourism.

Economic Partnership Agreements: Frequently Asked Questions
Isabelle Ramdoo & Sanoussi Bilal. 2014.
ECDPM dossier. pp. 1-12.

* This FAQ provides an introduction to the EPAs, who they concern, why they are
negotiated and the key milestones from the original unilateral preferences to the final
agreements.

* It coversthe 7 regional configurations of EPA negotiations and explains the EU EPA
negotiations deadline of 1% October 2014.

* The FAQ gives an overview of who trades what in Economic Community of West African
States (ECOWAS), Southern African Development Community (SADC) and the East African
Community (EAC).

* The publication also gives a brief introduction to the key concerns in the debate over

EPAs: the merits of EPAs and their impact on development; product coverage; WTO
compatibility; policy space to industrialise; regional and continental integration; policy
space to negotiate trade agreements with other developed or large developing countries;
EU’s trade deals with third countries and EPA implementation.



Economic Partnership Agreements: Towards the finishing line.

Sanoussi Bilal. 2014.

ECDPM BN 64 for a public hearing on ACP countries and EPAs at the European
Parliament. pp. 1-4.

For many, EPAs have become ‘the price to pay’ to maintain (i) free market access to the
EU on a few tariff lines of crucial importance, and/or (ii) the regional unity required to
pursue their integration process.

Addressing the remaining technical bottlenecks of the EPAs requires a broad geostrategic
perspective and political leadership to preserve and strengthen the inter-continental
relations.

The ECOWAS-EU EPA struck in July 2014 was a significant achievement because (i) West
Africa remained united despite threats to split because of the protracted negotiations,
and (ii) the conclusion of an EPA deal was the result of good will from both parties with
difficult concessions being made.

Whether the EPA deal will foster development or not remains an open question. It is clear
that the limited scope of the agreement reached suggests that West Africa did not really
embrace the development rhetoric of the EU on the positive transformation dynamics
that an EPA could bring.

Viewed through a political lens, remaining stumbling blocks in EPA negotiations could be
dealt with in a more accommodating way by trade diplomats.

In a world that is changing rapidly, not least in Africa, the European attitude is often
perceived as somewhat patronising and too directive, preaching a development discourse
not necessarily in tune with new African dynamics and priorities, and inadequately hiding
European self-interest and Eurocentric approaches.

ECDPM 2014 Thematic Focus: Economic Partnership Agreements and beyond.
GREAT Insights Magazine, Volume 3, Issue 9. pp 1-44.

This issue of GREAT Insights brings together perspectives on EPAs, the broader trade and
development agenda, from a range of high-level personalities, stakeholders and experts.
A range of articles offer the European Commission’s and others perspective on the EPAs
so far, highlight the key outcomes of the SADC-EU negotiations, offer contrasting insights
in why and how EPAs can best contribute to development and why the EPAs can be seen
as misleading development instruments, raise concerns about the EPA process and
stress the role that the private sector should play in bringing the EPAs to life.

Some articles also offer a broader perspective looking beyond EPAs to situate them in
sub-Saharan Africa’s evolving trade landscape, the challenges ahead and the EU’s wider
trade relations. These include reflections focusing on the Africa-US trade and investment
relations and the outcomes of President Obama’s Africa Leaders Summit this summer,
reflections on possible insights for EPAs from the Canada-EU Comprehensive Economic
and Trade Agreement (CETA), as well as reflections on the evolving approach and
rhetoric of the EU towards free trade policy.

Finally, the magazine also presents some key facts and figures on the EPA process and
outcomes, as a potential quick guide to the complex EPA issues.
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Supporting Structural Transformation in the ACP Agro-Food Sector: Redefining
possible roles of the ACP post 2020.

Paul Goodison. 2014.

ECDPM Discussion Paper 155. pp. 1-27.

* The raison d’étre of the ACP Group is the promotion of the gradual integration of ACP
states into the world economy in ways that contribute to the eradication of poverty and
the promotion of sustainable development.

*  Agriculture is central to most ACP economies, and an increasingly stringent EU
agricultural product quality policy together with the proliferation of both official and
private product standards are currently worsening the ACP Group’s access to the
EU market.

* Preventing the emergence of these new barriers to trade represents an important area of
common interest for ACP Group members, and offers a potential rationale for future
concentration as a group with the EU.

*  Furtherissues that could form the base of continued ACP solidarity include cotton issues
at the WTO and the penetration of non-traditional export markets.

* The 2003 revision of the Georgetown Agreement broadened the mandate of the ACP
group to promote the development of “a fairer and more equitable new world order”,
and a commitment to strengthening the political identity of the ACP Group and the
coherence of the ACP group acting as a “political force in international bodies.”

* At the general level, the ACP Group needs to clearly identify the objective basis for ACP
solidarity in the traditional areas of ACP Group activity and to establish clear priority
areas for common action, which have an added value when undertaken at the all-ACP
level. Priority areas where common action adds greater value should be identified and
while initially focusing on the EU, should also reach beyond the EU to reflect the shifting
focus of economic growth.

* Inreaching beyond EU it will be essential to diversify sources of financial support to ACP
Group activities, ideally with efforts in this direction being initiated before the ending of
the current Cotonou Agreement, so as to lay the basis for a seamless transition.

* The diversification of financing for ACP group activities is an essential part of re-defining
the ACP group’s political relationship with the EU and will require the elaboration of clear
political strategies and the active engagement of political leaders across the ACP if it is to
become effective.

Tourism and Development in Caribbean-EU Relations: Bridging the Gap Between
Policy and Practice.

Quentin de Roquefeuil and Geert Laporte. 2011.

ECDPM Briefing Note 23. pp. 1-4.

* The EU increasingly recognises the potential of the private sector and tourism in the
achievement of development objectives. In practice however, both the EU and the
Caribbean official institutions have problems in tapping the developmental potential of
tourism.

* EU policies in the Caribbean region which focus on the role of the private sector include
the green paper ‘EU development policy in support of inclusive growth and sustainable
development - increasing the impact of EU development policy’, the Joint Caribbean-EU
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partnership strategy, the RIP for the Caribbean and the NIPs in individual Caribbean ACP
countries.

* Asthe top contributor to the Caribbean region’s GDP, the tourism sector has direct impact
on employment and development prospects in the region.

* The tourism sector provides a good opportunity to counter the effects of preference erosion
on the competitiveness of traditional Caribbean agricultural goods exported to the
European market. The Caribbean region can play on its unique natural endowments to tap
into a relatively high value added industry and shift to a service based economy. However,
the growth of the industry is not without its drawbacks: critics have pointed to its lack of
links to the poorest segments of the population and the risk it presents to the environment.

* The EPA signed in 2008 represented a major shift in the way the Caribbean tourism sector
interacts with the EU. Overall, the EPA provides significant opportunities to the Caribbean
tourism sector, notably by allowing it to set up offices in the EU, by lowering the costs of

various inputs from the EU, and by providing for rules on anti-competitive behaviour that
are expected to work in favour of the regional tourism industry.

* However a number of gaps persist: (i) while a few EDF funded programmes targeting
tourism do exist in the region, their number and scope do not reflect the strategic economic
weight of the industry and its potential for development, (ii) on the EU side, several
regulatory policies have seriously hampered the growth and development benefits that
could be expected from the EPA (e.g. the package travel directive, visa procedures and
requirements for tourism businessmen and UK air passenger duty). Without a change in
domestic legislation, the ability of domestic tourism industry to protect itself from these
practices is severely hampered. The leakage of profits from the region is likely to worsen if
this situation is not remedied.

* Whatis needed to move forward includes: (1) more systematic stress on the importance of
tourism as a policy priority for development in strategic policy documents such as the Joint
Caribbean-EU Strategy is warranted (2) ensuring accessibility of EDF funds to the private
sector is a clear area of future work (3) the EU should promote policy coherence and avoid
taking back with the left hand what was given with the right (4) Caribbean governments
should make sure that interests of the industry are reflected in their priorities by for
example passing competition legislation domestically.

4. Complementary, competing and alternative regional structures

In considering the future of ACP-EU relations it is also appropriate to look at the alternative forms of cooperation that
groupings from Africa, the Caribbean and Pacific have with the European Union. The European Union itself over the past 10
years has moved to an increased ‘regionalism’ in its management of international relations part in recognition of new realities
such as the forming of the African Union and partly in pursuit of its own interests. This is evidenced by the concluding of the
Joint Africa-EU Strategy and the Joint Caribbean-EU Strategy. While an EC communication on a EU-Pacific Partnership exists,
no formal Joint Partnership Strategy has been signed between the Pacific and the EU.

There are major overlaps between these agreements and the Cotonou Partnership Agreement. The lack of coherence,
coordination and complementarity has been criticised by both European and ACP stakeholders. Yet in considering the
future of the ACP-EU relations it is also necessary to consider the effectiveness and success of these alternative methods of
collaboration.



The Implementation of the Joint Africa Europe Strategy: Rebuilding Confidence and
Commitments

Damien Helly, Essete Abebe Bekele, Sahra El Fassi and Greta Galeazzi. 2014

ECDPM Study commissioned by DG for External Policies of the Union for the
European Parliament. pp. 1-85.

The Joint Africa-EU Strategy (JAES) is a multi-dimensional cooperation partnership that
unlike the Cotonou Partnership Agreement is not a legal agreement but a political
document. Despite its bureaucratic shortfalls, politically aware and motivated
stakeholders actually managed to use it effectively in conducive environments.

The EU-Africa partnership has lost its political traction because of serious divergences on
trade, international justice, governance and cultural cooperation.

The JAES will only be effective if there is clearly identified and sustainable political
leadership from both sides; alignment on African and European long-term continental and
global strategies; clarification of the relevant and appropriate level of intervention
(continental, regional, national) of JAES implementation according to the subsidiarity
principle; available funds (including the Pan-African Programme) programmed according
to the mind-set of the joint strategy; functional and direct linkages with existing
international, African and European decision making structures; available space for
informal multi-stakeholder dialogue paving he ground for mutual understanding and
coalitions of the willing; stronger monitoring and oversight mechanisms on JAES
implementation by parliaments, civil society and other relevant bodies.

The implementation of the JAES through the Africa-Europe partnership shows that the
initial ambitious vision that drove it is still very much needed: a continent to continent
political relation and joint action in all sectors beyond aid, as the main engine of and
reference for any type of Africa-Europe dialogue.

The JAES as a political declaration and statement of intent remains an essential
component of Africa-Europe relations.

Where the stakeholders of each of the 8 Partnerships (on both sides) have been flexible and
imaginative they have moved ahead and found the JAES a useful supportive framework.
Where they have not been willing to enter into the spirit of the JAES, cooperation and
dialogue have been blocked. For example, the EPAs but also major security crises or
positions on the role of the International Criminal Court.

The JAES implementation framework is almost unanimously criticised for being too
bureaucratic and cumbersome.

The main avenue for the future of the JAES is to invest on what is functioning and to take
stock of what is deemed effective and successful so as to replicate it in the next seven-
year period leading to 2020.

What next for the Joint Africa-EU Strategy? Perspectives on revitalising an
innovative framework. A Scoping Paper.

Jean Bossuyt and Andrew Sherriff. 2010.

ECDPM Discussion Paper 94. pp. 1-15.

The Joint Africa EU Strategy (JAES) reflects both continuity and a major break with the
past. It reconfirms existing principles of cooperation and continues several existing
thematic partnerships that have been on the Africa-EU agenda for some time. Yet the
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JAES foundations also include major innovations aimed at “overcoming the traditional
donor-recipient relationship’ and fundamentally changing Africa-EU relations.

In 2010 taking stock of the progress since the JAES was agreed, the analysis points to a
major risk in the implementation process: the perceived gradual dilution of the political
substance of the policy framework. The signs of this dilution include the lack of
substantial improvement or expansion of political dialogue under the JAES, the difficulty
to ensure a focus on pan-African initiatives, the uneasy co-existence with other policy
frameworks such as the Cotonou Agreement and the European Neighbourhood Policy,
the focus on “quick wins” and low levels of ownership and limited incentives to engage.
Interrelated explanatory factors for the perceived political dilution process are
formulated around questions such as: to what extent has the political leadership of the
JAES implementation process been sufficient? To which degree are parties prepared to
reconcile interests through political dialogue? Is inclusive partnership with “actors” or
“experts”? What are the incentives for effective implementation? Do we invest in
processes or projects? Are both parties open for real change in the ‘culture’ of
cooperation? And where are the asymmetries in capacities between the two Unions
adequately considered?

The paper presents three possible scenarios for the future of the JAES:

The status quo or introducing limited changes to the current set-up: This scenario is
premised on a rather positive diagnosis by both parties and seems feasible. Yet it carries
the risks for integrity and credibility of the overall JAES vision. The observed structural
weaknesses would remain unchanged.

Reforming with caution - with the risk of stopping halfway: this scenario would start
from the assumption that status quo is not an option as it may lead to a further dilution
of a potentially valid policy framework. It implies a preparedness of both parties to
address the structural and operational if not political shortcomings of the JAES. The
problem with this scenario is that it remains unclear whether the parties are also
prepared to address upfront the more fundamental political bottlenecks.

Back to basics or putting in place an enabling environment for the JAES to gradually
fulfill its potential and added value: This scenario would opt for a more systemic way out
of the perceived crisis of the JAES in terms of delivering - fast enough to remain attractive
- on its political objectives and related change in the nature of Africa-EU relations. This
implies introducing immediate reforms yet launching at the same time a number of
processes to address upfront the political challenges now affecting the JAES, and
agreeing on a ‘political roadmap’ indicating the processes that need to be organised to
put in place the structural conditions for an effective functioning JAES. This option may in
the short term seem less feasible.

Can the Pan-African Programme revitalise the JAES?
Faten Aggad-Clerx and Nicola Tissi. 2012.
ECDPM Briefing Note 42. pp. 1-10.

Funding has been a thorn in the flesh of the JAES since its inception. The creation of the
Pan-African Programme (PAP) which in 2012 proposed to have a €1 billion envelope
under the Development Cooperation Instrument, aims to support the implementation of
the JAES.



The arguments advanced in to create this programme included:
o The JAES inability to show added value and political commitments to deliver as
opposed to the well-endowed Cotonou Agreement (with structured EDF funding)
o The fact that existing funding had been allocated to fund national and regional
initiatives through the EDF and European Neighbourhood and Partnership
Instrument, but limited resources were available for cross-regional and
continental initiatives (North-Southern Africa) since the JAES did not have its
dedicated funds.
o Limited resources were available for non-traditional areas of cooperation (i.e.
continental governance initiatives
o Attempts to mainstream the JAES into the EDF and ENPI on the occasion of the
mid-term review of these instruments produced no results, due to lack of
ownership and political guidance on both sides, and to narrow prioritisation of
the objective of the specific instruments.
Besides sending a strong political signal, establishing an envelope for JAES funding might
contribute to addressing some of the weaknesses of the JAES and provide a clear added
value from the Cotonou/ENPI framework whose focus remains largely national and
regional.
Lodging the Pan-African Programme under the Development Cooperation Instrument
can also be seen as an opportunity to test for a likely budgetisation of the EDF after the
expiry of Cotonou in 2020; address the ambition of the JAES to treat Africa as one and
allow covering both North and sub-Saharan Africa; and provide the opportunity to
expand participation to the European Parliament which has a committee jointly with the
Pan-Africa Parliament.

The Joint Caribbean EU Strategy Reflections and Analysis.

Annita Montoute, Quinelle Kangalee and Zahra Alleyne. 2011.

ECDPM and Institute of International Relations (IRR) at the University of the
West Indies Workshop Report. pp.1-6.

The BRICS relations with the Caribbean have intensified, in particular with Brazil, India
and China. Venezuela and Cuba are also important actors. The policy stance of non-
interference by China is potentially attractive to the Caribbean because the latters
wishes to preserve policy space.

Despite this increasing presence, the EU continues to be a significant player in the
Caribbean. In addition to the EU’s role as an important trading power, and source of
funding and humanitarian assistance, the EU is important because it is an exemplar of
and supports regional integration and promotes values such as democracy, human
rights and the rule of law.

The EU’s presence in the region has significant geopolitical significance because it
continues to serve as a counter weight to US power in the region, giving the Caribbean
some degree of flexibility with respect to its dependence on the US.

By contrast, the BRICS group is not a cohesive force that projects power overseas

and export and investments in the Caribbean from the emerging players are still relatively low.
The common interests for a Joint Caribbean-EU Strategy (JCEUS) include the
geographic location of the OCTS in the Caribbean, the island state members of the EU
and the high impact development cooperation opportunities.
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* Regional integration was identified as the highest area of priority and other thematic
areas were ranked in the following order: Reconstruction and institutional support to
Haiti, climate change and natural disasters, crime and security, joint action in bi-regional
and multilateral fora on global issues, fragmentation among Caribbean countries,
inequality among Caribbean populations and technology transfer e.g. in climate change
and dealing with environmental challenges.

* Challenges for the implementation of the strategy include the risk of duplication of
efforts in existing spaces (e.g. EPAs), the possible divergence of attention to non-
traditional partners, the implementation deficit, the lack of political backing of the
highest political levels and human and financial resource constraints.

* Key for the way forward for the JCEUS is an assessment of existing structures and
processes to define complementarity and added value of existing frameworks such as
Cotonou, the EPA and Hemispheric frameworks to ascertain where the JCEUS can
complement or where synergies may be created.

*  Other concrete actions to move forward with the strategy include developing a coherent
regional strategy/vision in response to the changing global political economy, improving
the implementation capacity of the Caribbean and finally appropriate political backing and
public support and understanding must be sought for the success of the Strategy.

Reinventing Pacific-EU relations: with or without the ACP?
Geert Laporte & Gemma Pinol Puig. 2013.
ECDPM Briefing Note 56. pp. 1-17.

* The Pacific region of the ACP is experiencing unprecedented global attention. Both the
emerging economies (BRICS) as well as the traditional global partners (USA, Japan, EU)
are displaying renewed interest amidst multi-polarisation in the region.

e Australia and New Zealand remain the key partners of the ACP Pacific countries, while
players from the BRICS are stepping up, with India and Brazil focusing their presence in
Vanuatu and Fiji, while Chinese influence in the region has significantly increased during
the last decade, especially in terms of investment in the natural resources, fisheries and
trade sector. South Korea and Indonesia are also expanding their relations with ACP
Pacific countries. Russian presence in the region aims to challenge European and US

geostrategic, military and economic interests.

e The EU issued in 2012 the joint communication called ‘Towards a renewed EU-Pacific
development partnership’. This communication clearly states that the Pacific is
becoming an “emerging foreign policy priority” for the EU because of its growing
geostrategic importance as well as the vulnerability of its states to climate change.

e Key priorities for the EU-Pacific partnership include: climate change, trade, fisheries,
regional integration as well as governance and human rights. Just one year in the
lifetime of the EU Communication on the Pacific, the ambitions for enhanced
partnership have yet to materialise.

* The apparent limited interest of the EU in the Pacific region (that is mainly focused on
fisheries) on the one hand, and the perceived limited added value of the EU on the
other hand by Pacific actors, should not lea to unbalanced and hastily drawn conclusions
that the EU is not interested in the Pacific and that it will withdraw from the region.



* Interms of geography, size and make-up of the economies, the Pacific region continues
to emphasize that it is very “unique and diverse” and that it could well become more
attractive to the EU.

In relation to the future of ACP-EU and Pacific-EU cooperation post 2020, the following
scenarios have been mentioned:

¢ Status quo: At the Pacific consultation in Samoa, it was clear that the Pacific ACP
countries and the region admit that ‘business as usual’” will not work in a post-2020
context.

e EU Agreement with an Asia-Pacific Group of countries: An Asia-Pacific
association could be disadvantageous for the Pacific as the small Pacific islands would
have to operate in a group of countries of a very different size (some of them BRICS),
with much larger populations and very different levels of economic development. For
many Pacific countries this will not lead to more coherence but rather to conflicting
interests. Therefore the option of the Pacific being linked with the Asia region, which is
sometimes informally raised in EU circles, does not seem to create a lot of excitement
in the Pacific region.

* A separate EU-Pacific Agreement: Given the limited bargaining power of Pacific
ACP states vis-a-vis the EU and the major capacity and institutional challenges involved,
this could become an unbalanced partnership and overly ambitious. It could possibly
work if the partnership was focused on a select number of key
areas, e.g. a natural resource driven focus including fisheries, forests, climate change
and energy.

* Regional agreements between the EU and Africa, the Caribbean and the
Pacific with an overarching ACP-EU framework: Climate change is the topic “par
excellence” around which common interests could be built in all three ACP regions. Other
areas include natural resources, the agro-food sector, fisheries, extractive sectors and
tourism.

5. Statistical overview of ACP countries and other country groupings*

The following section presents a quick and partial statistical overview of ACP countries and other country groupings. A set of
tables have been prepared to give an overview of income levels, least developed countries, conflict and fragile situations, small
island states, and landlocked developing states in the ACP. The Economic (United Nations) and Environmental (Secretariat of
the Pacific Community (SOPAC)) Vulnerability Indices of ACP countries are also presented. While these statistical overviews can
be interpreted in various ways and do not necessarily accurately present all ACP countries, they can contribute to
understanding the variance between the ACP countries both as a group and individually. There are many ways to understand
the realities and differences of the ACP countries statistically from various data sources and the following tables have been
prepared to represent a few of them in an indicative way.

*The tables have been prepared based on data collected for 80 ACP countries including Cuba and South Sudan, which respectively are not
signatory to the CPA or not yet formally acceded to the ACP Group.
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Tables 1 & 2: Income levels in ACP (2014)

Source of income level data: World Bank http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-

and-lending-groups, population data (from : United Nations (1990-2013 data)
http://data.un.org/Default.aspx

Table 3: Least Developed Countries in ACP (2013)

Source of LDC listing and population data: United Nations
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/Idc/Idc_list.pdf
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Table 4: Conflict/Fragile Situations in ACP (2014)

Source of conflict/fragile situations listing: World Bank Harmonized List, population data: United
Nations http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTLICUS/Resources/511777-
1269623894864/HarmonizedlistoffragilestatesFY14.pdf

Table 5: Small Island States and Landlocked
Developing Countries in ACP (2014)

Source of list of small island states and landlocked developing countries:
United Nations http://unohrlls.org/about-lldcs/country-profiles/

Table 6: Economic Vulnerability Index of ACP countries by
regions (2012)

Source of Economic Vulnerability Index: United Nations http://esango.un.org/sp/Idc_data/web/StatPlanet.html
33
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Table 7: Environmental Vulnerability Index in the ACP (2004)

Source of Environmental Vulnerability Index: http://www.sopac.org/index.php/environmental-vulnerability-index

6. ECDPM Overview Resources

A personal history of ACP-EU relations

The European Union’s development policy: a personal view of 50 years of
international cooperation.

Dieter Frisch. 2008. ECDPM Policy and Management Report 15. pp. 1-72.

A personal and historical account of EU Development Policy and ACP-EU relations from
the Treaty of Rome (1956), the foundation of the ACP group (1975) and the successive
Lomé Conventions, up until Cotonou (1990+).

Europe is solidly established in a policy field whose beginnings were very temporary
and improvised. As it is not —and has no ambition to be — a military power, its relations
with the developing world offered the EU a good opportunity to exercise its role as a
‘soft power’.

It is useful to ask what fundamental objective our development cooperation is actually
pursuing —a question that is often evaded. The only objective can be one of ensuring
that all the inhabitants of our planet have the decent living conditions that they
deserve; in modern parlance, we call that “eradicating poverty”.
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The Cotonou Infokit

ECDPM. 2002. Cotonou Infokit: The New ACP-EU Partnership
Agreement. ECDPM Infokit. pp. 1-68.

* The Infokit focusses on the key aspects of the Agreement, presenting basic information
and explaining the main provisions and changes. It was not updated to reflect the 2005
and 2010 revisions.

* The Infokit is a set of fiches written in a plain and jargon-free manner, as far as possible,
and the reader is introduced to the key elements and guided to further sources of
information and advice.

* The resource introduces the Cotonou Agreement providing a historical overview and
explaining the innovations in the Agreement. The Institutions, instruments and actors in
the partnership are also explained.

* The Infokit then explains the trade and economic partnership from Lomé to Cotonou,
private sector development, the politics of the partnership and how the partnership is
managed.

The Cotonou Agreement: A user’s guide for non-state actors

ECDPM. 2003. The Cotonou Agreement: A User’s Guide for Non-State
Actors. pp. 1-164.

* This guide produced 2003 aimed to inform civil society organisations, economic and social
partners and the private sector in ACP countries on the most important features of the
Cotonou Agreement and provide practical guidance on how all of these non-state actors
can participate in ACP-EU cooperation.

* The guide gives an overview of the Cotonou Agreement, and the opportunities for
participation in the legal framework of the agreement. It also gives examples of some
experiences of participation in the trade and political dimensions of the partnership.

* The user’s guide presented from 2003 the main funding routes for non-state actors and
information on the EDF and the EU budget lines.

* Finally the guide suggests four steps to promote the quality of participation and urges
readers to start a discussion and sustain information flows and knowledge sharing.
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7. Other Resources

Reports commissioned by the ACP Secretariat, Eminent Persons Group and the
European Parliament

e ACP Secretariat 2013. Preparing for the Future: An Issues Paper on the Activities of the Ambassadorial Group
on Future Perspectives for the ACP Group. Brussels.
http://www.epg.acp.int/fileadmin/user_upload/ACP_WGFuturePaper.pdf

* European Parliament. DG EXPO. 2013. ACP-EU relations after 2020: Review of options. Policy Briefing.
http://www.epg.acp.int/fileadmin/user_upload/EP_Policy Briefing ACPEU_Relations After 2020 EN.pdf

* Kaeppler, R. and Jones, A. 2014. Prospects for an ALL ACP Development Cooperation Framework.

* lodge, J. 2014. A Study on Successes and Failures of the ACP Group Since its Inception. Conducted at the
request of the ACP Eminent Persons Group and the ACP Secretariat.

*  Milner, C. 2014. Review of the Feasibility and Scope for Deepening Commercial Linkages among ACP Members
and Expanding Intra-ACP Trade and Economic Cooperation.

¢ Nsoudou, C. 2014. Promoting Effective Development Cooperation: The role of the ACP Group in South-South
and Triangular Cooperation.

* Van Reisen, M. 2012. ACP:3D - Future Perspectives of the ACP Group.
http://www.epg.acp.int/fileadmin/user_upload/Van_Reisen ACP_Final_Report.pdf

Other reports, studies and articles

e Carbone, M. 2013. Rethinking ACP-EU relations after Cotonou: Tensions, contradictions, prospects. Journal of
International Development, Volume 25, Issue 5, pp. 742-756.
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jid.2929/abstract

*  Centre for Conflict Resolution 2014. The ACP Group and the EU. Seminar Report.
http://www.epg.acp.int/fileadmin/user_upload/REPORT_CCR_South_Africa.pdf

e Concord 2011. The Future of the Cotonou Agreement. Concord Cotonou Working Group Seminar report.
Brussels. http://www.concordeurope.org/publications/item/156-the-future-of-the-cotonou-agreement

* Gomes, P. I. 2013. Reshaping an Asymmetrical Partnership: ACP-EU Relations from an ACP Perspective. Journal
of International Development. Volume 25, Issue 5, pp. 714-726.
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jid.2927/abstract

e Keijzer, N. and Negre, M. 2014. Outsourcing a partnership? Assessing ACP-EU cooperation under the Cotonou
Partnership Agreement. South African Journal of International Affairs, Volume 21, Issue 2, pp. 279-296.
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10220461.2014.946959#.VH7LTWTF_vQ

e Nickel, D. 2012. What after Cotonou? The future of cooperation between the EU and the African, Caribbean
and pacific (ACP) states. SWP Research Paper 9. http://www.swp-
berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/research_papers/2012_RP09 nic.pdf

*  Pape, E. 2013. An old partnership in a new setting: ACP-EU relations from a European perspective. Journal of
International Development, Volume 25, Issue 5, pp. 727-741.
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jid.2928/abstract

* Van Reisen. 2011. The old man and the seas. The future of EU-ACP Relations. The Broker Special Report. Issue
25. June/July 2011:6.
http://www.thebrokeronline.eu/var/broker/storage/original/application/029edf11c3ed18230f117b876382e76

a.pdf
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On the EDF

¢ Concord 2013. Budgetisation of the European Development Fund.
file:///Users/cg/Downloads/Brussels Briefing Papers Budgetisation En.pdf

* Department for International Development 2011. Multilateral Aid Review: assessment of the European
Development Fund (EDF). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/multilateral-aid-review-assessment-
of-the-european-development-fund-edf

* Gavas, M. 2012. Reviewing the evidence: how well does the European Development Fund perform. Overseas
Development Institute. http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-
files/8218.pdf

*  Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands. 2013. I0B Evaluation: The Netherlands and the European
Development Fund - Principles and practices. Evaluation of Dutch Involvement in EU development cooperation
(1998-2012). pp. 1-312.
http://www.oecd.org/derec/netherlands/NETHERLANDSandtheEDFDutchIinvolvementinEUDevCoop.pdf

The reports noted here do not provide an exhaustive list of all those relevant to the topics presented in this overview
guide. Listing here does not imply a specific endorsement by ECDPM.

Upcoming ECDPM work

* In 2015 ECDPM will be conducting an in-depth political economy analysis of the future of ACP-EU relations
looking a number of critical issues. It will focus on the political and economic interests and incentives that drive
the key players in the partnership. This overview guide will be updated to reflect the outcomes of this study.

ECDPM welcomes feedback and questions on this overview guide and these can be directed to Head of EU External Action
Programme - Andrew Sherriff : <as@ecdpm.org>, and Research Assistant Cecilia Gregersen: <cg@ecdpm.org>who compiled
and edited this guide. Thanks also go to Geert Laporte, Rhys Williams and Yaseena van ‘t Hoff for their work on making this
overview guide possible.

To cite this publication please use ECDPM 2014. The future of ACP-EU relations post-2020: An overview of relevant analysis by
ECDPM, Overview Guide, Version 1, December, Maastricht, ECDPM.

La version francaise de cette publication sera disponible dés début 2015.
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About ECDPM

ECDPM was established in 1986 as an independent foundation to improve European cooperation with the group of African, Caribbean and Pacific
countries (ACP). Its main goal today is to broker effective partnerships between the European Union and the developing world, especially Africa. ECDPM
promotes inclusive forms of development and cooperates with public and private sector organisations to better manage international relations. It also
supports the reform of policies and institutions in both Europe and the developing world. One of ECDPM’s key strengths is its extensive network of
relations in developing countries, including emerging economies. Among its partners are multilateral institutions, international centres of excellence and
a broad range of state and non-state organisations.

Thematic priorities
ECDPM organises its work around four themes:

¢ Reconciling values and interests in the external action of the EU and other international players

* Promoting economic governance and trade for inclusive and sustainable growth

e Supporting societal dynamics of change related to democracy and governance in developing
countries, particularly Africa

e Addressing food security as a global public good through information and support to regional
integration, markets and agriculture

Approach

ECDPM is a “think and do tank”. It links policies and practice using a mix of roles and methods. ECDPM
organises and facilitates policy dialogues, provides tailor-made analysis and advice, participates in
South-North networks and does policy-oriented research with partners from the South.

ECDPM also assists with the implementation of policies and has a strong track record in evaluating policy impact. ECDPM’s activities are largely designed
to support institutions in the developing world to define their own agendas. ECDPM brings a frank and independent perspective to its activities, entering

partnerships with an open mind and a clear focus on results.

For more information please visit www.ecdpm.org



43



European Centre for
Development Policy
Management

www.ecdpm.org

Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21
NL-6211 HE Maastricht
The Netherlands Pays-Bas

T: +31(0)43 350 29 0O
F: +31(0)43 350 29 02
E: info@ecdpm.org

Brussels Office
Rue Archimede 5
B-1000 Brussels
Belgium Belgique

T: 432 (0)2 2374310
F:+32(0)2 2374319

In addition to structural support by
ECDPM’s institutional partners Austria,
Belgium, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg,
The Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden,
and Switzerland, this publication

also benefits from funding from

the Department for International
Development (DFID), United Kingdom.

© Graphic design: Y. Chiu- van ‘t Hoff,
ECDPM

0000 00

00000

o
®
[ 4
®
[ 4
®
[ 4
~

000000
DOOO00O
00000




