
 
 
 
 
Report: Roundtable, EuropeAid Cooperation Office of the European 
Commission 
12 March 2008 10.00-12.30 
 
 
Disclaimer: This report has been prepared on the basis of discussions at the roundtable. 

The opinions expressed, as recorded by ECDPM and ActionAid International, 
are those of individual participants. They do not represent the official views of 
the EuropeAid Cooperation Office of the EC as a whole. 

 
Summary: 
 
The roundtable was held at the EuropeAid Cooperation Office in Brussels on the 12 March. 
Around 8 high-level representatives of EuropeAid attended, including Director-General Koos 
Richelle. After an introduction of the WECA project participants engaged in discussions on a 
number of issues emerging from the Discussion Note, in particular with regard to EC 
development policy reform and implementation and to the issue of accountability and 
monitoring for impact. 
 
The participants insisted on the EC’s ‘uncomfortable’ position referring to being seen and 
assessed as the EU’s ‘28th donor’, while being commonly accepted as an influential body (i.e. 
on EU Member States and in the international scene). The EC as a donor is only one 
stakeholder of development aid in a multiple donors’ environment.  
On the issue of impact evaluation of aid, there has been a collective acknowledgement on the 
urgent need to shift from a commitments - or disbursements - to a results-based approach. 
During the discussion, a wide-range of issues, such as budget support and the best way to 
address poverty reduction were raised.  
 
On the basis of updated figures, a participant refuted the widespread idea that the EC aid 
effectiveness is impeded by bureaucracy and that it is not enough focusing on poverty 
reduction, arguing that the EC’s donor performance is scrutinized much more closely than that 
of others. An urgent need was identified to rethink the way to do development cooperation as 
far too little impact can be seen so far. Within EuropAid there is a window of opportunity for 
such a change, but it is dependant on the political will of EU Member States. The participants 
indicated that the EC has to take the lead and drive a new dynamic with a very concrete action 
plan.  
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1. Introduction 
 
‘Whither EC Aid’ (WECA) is an independent, joint ActionAid-ECDPM project that aims to 
contribute to a broader based common understanding of the characteristics, added value and 
impact of EC development cooperation. After the finalisation of an initial Discussion Note, the 
project has entered a phase of consultations to stimulate further inputs from stakeholders. 
After holding a total of 6 workshops in Europe and a workshop in Kigali, Rwanda, the first in a 
series of group discussions in partner countries, the consultation process (phase 2) has 
moved ahead with the organisation of a roundtable with high-level representatives of the 
EuropeAid Cooperation Office of the European Commission on Wednesday 12 March 2008 
(see section 5). 
 
The roundtable started with a welcome short introduction by Gwénaëlle Corre (ECDPM). 
Joanna Maycock (ActionAid International) made a presentation of the background, objectives 
and key emerging issues identified in the Discussion Note and from previous workshops. 
Gwénaëlle Corre facilitated the discussion. This report provides an overview of the 
roundtable’s objectives, the main issues discussed and a list of participants.  

2. Objectives of the roundtable 
 
1. To inform participants about the WECA process so far and to introduce the main 

findings from the project’s first phase, and second phase so far. 
 
2. To have an open discussion about the key issues emerging from the project, and to 

engage EuropeAid on two of the four areas identified for further reflexion in the 
Discussion Note: 

- development and policy reform and implementation  
- accountability and monitoring for impact 

3. Key emerging issues  
 
The main themes of the discussion were as follows: 
 

1. ActionAid/ECDPM reaffirmed that the objective of the project is not to evaluate the EC 
aid. On the contrary, the objective is to raise awareness on aid issues, to facilitate the 
debate among the larger group of stakeholders and to reposition the debate on aid 
effectiveness. The participants welcomed the space for dialogue opened by the WECA 
project. Director-General K. Richelle observed that, if it is relevant to discuss about EC 
aid, it cannot be without adopting a broader approach. The project should not solely 
focus on EC aid but rather include analyses on EU Member States, other donors and 
IFI aid, he argued, as the EC is one stakeholder in a multiple donors’ 
environment. In addition, EC aid depends for a large part on what the other 
(European) donors do and the flexibility they concede (or not) to the EC. The collective 
accountability of all EU Member States around EC aid is another important aspect that 
has to be taken into account when scrutinizing EC aid, whereas the EC is under 
constraints and faces unrealistic and contradictory demands from stakeholders, 
including EU Member States. The expectations of the project should therefore not be 
placed too high, added DG K. Richelle. 
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The complex status of the EC places the institution both on the bilateral and the 
multilateral side among donor groups either at global or at local level. The participants 
indeed insisted on the EC’s ‘uncomfortable’ position referring to being seen and 
assessed as the EU’s ‘28th donor’, while being commonly accepted as an influential 
body (i.e. on MS, with a federator role, and in the international scene). However, a 
participant expressed that this both-sided position can be potentially attractive and 
powerful, especially at Delegation level, bearing in mind that the reform of the 
institutions, with the creation of a Common European External Action Service, may 
reshape this. Meanwhile, the EC is (still) regarded in developing countries as the ‘soft 
power’. This is fundamental and it should be preserved. 

 
2. There is an urgent need to rethink the way to do development cooperation. Donors 

have failed to develop countries they have been helping with considerable amounts of 
aid since the last 50 years. Not one country came out of poverty with development aid 
alone. Very few countries will meet the MDGs targets and none of them in Africa. The 
difference is now that it is being monitored and measured (so it will show that it does 
not work). Within EuropeAid, there is a window of opportunity for a profound rethinking 
of the way development cooperation should be conducted, with the new generation 
turning up at EuropeAid keener to adopt business-like management methods. 
However, a number of elements still hampers this reflection, including: the political will 
of donor countries; the self propelling characteristics of bureaucracy; the vested 
interest in the industry of development cooperation and the coexistence of a variety of 
opinions (from ‘welfarist’ to ‘growther’). The participants did not consider the EC as 
enough powerful to engage alone on the debate on development aid effectiveness. In 
this context some participants mentioned that the ODA rise in line with international 
commitments on financing for development can become an aggravating factor (“donor-
land” offering fantasy?)  

 
3. What are the objectives of EC aid? Assuming that there is a differentiation between 

the various instruments of the EC aid and development policy in terms of approaches, 
targeted objectives and priorities, it is possible to get an understanding of what the 
core principals of EC aid are. EC aid is in general terms about poverty reduction but it 
has to be assumed that there are different paths to achieve this objective. In the 
meantime, Member States have their say on the objectives of the different 
development cooperation mechanisms managed by the EC. It appeared during the 
discussion that there is a lack of prioritisation of the objectives and frameworks for 
cooperation (example: there are several different policy frameworks1 for EU-Egypt 
cooperation: which this cooperation should follow and which has priority in judging 
effectiveness is not necessarily clear).  

 
In the Discussion Note, it is assumed that poverty reduction is the cornerstone of 
EC development policy. However, the Lisbon Treaty (and the 2006 European 
Consensus on Development) recommends other objectives for EC aid, as the values 
of the EU, the integration in the global economy, the promotion of democracy and 
Human Rights etc. On the definition of poverty reduction itself and the way it can be 
achieved, there is no common understanding either: is it about helping the people in 
developing countries or helping these countries to build their own (democratic, social) 
system or supporting their integration into the global economy? All the participants 
argued that poverty reduction cannot be limited to providing direct investment in health 

 
1 (i) European Consensus (ii) Barcelona Process and (iii) Neighbourhood Policy 
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and education sectors. Poverty reduction is also about creating long-term economic 
growth opportunities and about differentiating the response according to the partner 
countries situation. 

 
There is an urgent need to adopt a results-based approach. The focus is put on the 
inputs and the process, whereas it should be put on the impact. The “tension” between 
the commitment-based approach on the one hand and the need for accountability for 
impact on the other hand is still actual, although there is a tendency to move towards a 
more results-based approach. This being said, how do we measure the impact of aid? 
Which indicators are relevant to adopt? Is it rather the virtuous circle that should be 
observed? One major problem is the difficulty for partner countries to have the right 
data available for impact evaluation, but progress have been noticed with the 
monitoring of the MDG which has increased ownership on elaborating statistics at 
country level. 
 
There is no reflection on exit strategies in the mid/long-term, i.e. strategies beyond aid 
after the impacts of aid policies are there and long-term development is on the track, 
although we have seen in previous consultations that there is a demand from the civil 
society in developing countries for the elaboration of such strategies. This reveals the 
lack of long-term perspective thinking within the EC on the evolution of aid parallel to 
the impact on development it is supposed to achieve. 

 
4. On aid modalities, It was acknowledged that the flexibilities of modalities like budget 

support need to be explored further, so that it can be used to provide broader support, 
not only to the governments but also the legislative, the judiciary and local authorities, 
while maintaining support programmes to local civil societies (in the broadest sense of 
the term). By mandate it is normal that the Commission relates with Executives, and 
may have some difficulties to work with independent powers and Institutions, including  
to engage in more political questions involving the supervisory role of parliaments, 
power relations between line ministries and ministries of finance, interaction between 
national and local levels of authorities, etc. This level of authority and capacity is 
needed in order to really obtain the full development benefits of Budget Support. 
Nevertheless, the argument put forward by the EC to legitimize the increasing use of 
BS is that it guarantees greater predictability, alignment with the national priorities and 
ownership of aid. With the new concept of ‘MDGs contracts’, predictability would be 
even further guaranteed, for social sectors running costs (education and health) in 
particular. Moreover, there are preconditions before providing BS. Participants 
however agreed that greater donor coordination is needed on BS, particularly 
addressing the need for greater monitoring of the democratic scrutiny capacities of the 
various stakeholders. Another important element in using BS is that the results 
Oriented approach is much stronger and visible. In this regard, it is wrong to claim that 
BS is an easier aid modality compared to project or sector approaches. It requires 
many skilled resources to implement effectively and accompany credible processes. 
Until 2013, there will be a maximum of 25% of all EC ODA that will be transferred 
through budget support. Ownership cannot be imposed but in relation to partnership, it 
is pushed further with the EDF than with budget, which can become a problem in time 
of crisis when co-decision may paralyse the situation. 

 
Persistent ideas about EC aid are incorrect. EuropeAid disbursement rate (28%) is higher 
than the DAC average and even than some strong performers, the African Development Bank 
and major other donors (the AFD…). 40% of EC aid is directed to LCDs and OLICs; this is 
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higher than what DAC is doing and close to DfID (i.e. the UK Department for International 
Development, whose policy mantra is poverty reduction). Figures seems to refute the common 
idea that the EC aid effectiveness is impeded by bureaucracy and that it is not enough 
focusing on poverty reduction. This tends to confirm that the EC is not communicating enough 
about its aid programmes, or rather it does it in way that does not manage to pass on the right 
messages. It was agreed that the WECA project is in this regard an interesting opportunity to 
better advocate EC aid results towards the other stakeholders of EC aid (EU Member States, 
recipient countries, local NSA, NGOs, etc.), IFIs and the other global donors. Finally, the issue 
of the impact evaluation of this aid still need to be addressed  
 

Regarding coordination, there are indeed considerable efforts to make with a view to 
ensuring compliance with the Code of Conduct on Division of Labour. But it will not 
happen yet as there are still power positions that won’t be given up and perhaps some 
MS are looking into lowering their risks by focusing on ‘good deliverers’ rather than 
improving coordination in practise. Besides, New Member States show particular 
resistance to adopt principals such as untied aid, complementarity between donors, 
etc. arguing that Old Member States are imposing systems on them which do not allow 
then to gain the benefits of aid programmes that old Member State already achieved 
(access for their business, development of diplomatic and economic relations etc.)  
 
This is an explanation for the Member States’ reluctance to agree on further steps for 
deeper coordination of aid. The participants show scepticism on the ability of the EC in 
Brussels or at Delegation level to play a federating or even a coordinating role. It was 
claimed that the EC is at least taking the lead on ownership promotion and 
transparency of programming, and that a pragmatic approach is the key to gradually 
increase coordination. 

 
5. The role of the EC in the global agenda on development aid: 

Has the EC the ability to take the lead on debate on development aid reform? 
There is a serious risk that the 3rd High Level Forum of the Paris Declaration that will 
be held in Accra in September 2008 will come up with nothing new but additional 
declarations and promises from donors to meet their commitments for the MDGs. The 
EC has to take the lead and drive a new dynamic with a very concrete action plan. The 
EC has a role to play as ‘developer’ of development policies. However, 90% of the 
additional aid that has been pledged by EU Member States in 2005 - if it comes - will 
be directly managed by EU Member State, the EC getting the 10% left (a decreasing 
proportion of overall European ODA). That is also a reason why EuropeAid argues that 
EU Member State aid should be considered in the WECA process, not only EC aid.  
Prior to Accra, civil society organisations have a role to play in lobbying the EU 
Member States for deeper coordination and collective accountability. But they have to 
make their self-criticism. NSAs in the developing world benefit from EC aid via NSA 
support programmes (the example of the NSA support programme for the civil society 
in Benin - 7 M€ - was cited). 

 
 

6. Within the context of the Lisbon Treaty and the creation of the European External 
Action Service (EEAS), participants expressed their views about a possible reshuffle 
of desks, tasks and competences between the DGs External Relations, Development, 
Delegations and the EuropeAid Cooperation Office. Development should be kept out 
of EEAS, with a strong Director General in charge of programming and implementation 
policy. Desks would move to the EEAS. Participants commonly agreed that the 
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establishment of EuropeAid as a separate agency would result in a loss of political 
weight, which they oppose. The future might be the creation of a European (ie full EU) 
Agency for Development, WB model-based, embracing the MS development agencies. 
One participant conceded: “The EC is indeed bureaucratic but we have learned to 
work with it”. 

 
 
It was agreed that more comments on the note could be sent to the project team after the 
roundtable. Comments and suggestions can be posted on WECA’s dedicated website: 
http://weca-ecaid.eu

5. Participants  
 
List of participants: Roundtable at DG Aidco of the European Commission 
12 March 2008 10:00-12:30 
 
From ActionAid:  Joanna MAYCOCK (EU Representative), Romain PHILIPPE (Policy 

Assistant) 
From ECDPM:  Gwénaëlle CORRE (Policy Officer)  
 
Luc BAGUR Head of Unit 01, Organisation strategies, Aid 

effectiveness and relations with bilateral donors 
Aristotelis BOURATSIS Director of Unit F1, Thematic operations  
Mehtab CURREY Unit 01, Organisation strategies, Aid 

effectiveness and relations with bilateral donors 
Jean-Louis CHOMEL Head of Unit 03, Evaluation 
Dominique DAVID Head of Unit C3, Coordination Intra-ACP and 

OCTs, pan-African issues and horizontal 
aspects 

Dominique DELLICOUR Head of Unit E4, Governance, security, human 
rights and gender 

Marco FORMENTINI Programme Manager, Unit E1, Macro-economic 
support  

Jean-Louis LACUBE Head of Unit E1, Macro-economic support 
Koos RICHELLE EuropeAid Director-General 
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