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ABSTRACT

The aim of this thesis is to understand the motigéghe European Union (EU) as a
multilateral donor and whether its aid allocati@me in accordance with the stated goals and
objectives. The research question \hich motives determine the aid allocations of the
European Commission, and are the allocations iroedance with its stated goals?

The research question’s relevance lies in thetfettthe EC is the world’s largest multilateral
donor. Also, the international donor community étinag new and ambitious goals to work
together for poverty eradication, such as with Miennium Development Goals (MDGS).

Furthermore, the EU is different from other mutilal donors as it is based on a regional
constituency. It thus becomes necessary to evaluat¢her the goals of the donor or its own

strategic interests determine the direction offlas.

The theory states a three-fold of donor motivesipient needs, strategic interests and
recipient merits. Moreover, theoretical postulasiagmdicate that multilateral donors are more
likely to follow their goals than bilateral donomss they are supposed to be independent of
member states’ interests. Nevertheless, the thasoystates that multilateral donors are likely
to be influenced by major shareholders or the agggecof member states’ interests.

To answer the research question, the thesis candugtialitative case study of the European
Union as a multilateral donor. The analysis is Hase data on aid flows from the OECD,
reports, treaties, agreements and existing litegatlihe thesis finds that the development
policy of the EU has changed from focusing on styatally important former colonies to
focusing on poverty eradication and embracing falhe world’s poorest countries. However,
the actual disbursements from the EC have movetearother direction; while the strategic
areas were in focus, the poorest countries bedetfite most, whereas when poverty
eradication became the main goal, the strategghbeurs of the EU were the main recipients.
The thesis shows that the EU has a long way toajor® it fulfils its objectives. The EU
seems to be more preoccupied with rhetoric thaoraa the field of development policy, at
least towards the poorest countries of the world.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The European Community, which in 1992 became thefaan Union (EU), contributed to
approximately 12 percent of total aid from 19752@03. This makes the organisation the
world’s largest multilateral donor of aid to deveilog countries (Hansson 2007: 196}s an
aid donor, the EU likes to give an impression th& a benevolent and altruistic actor in the
global community. Slogans such as “Together for edteld world” and statements like
“Development policy is at the heart of the EU’'satens with all developing countries” are
vigorously used, and the goals for poverty eradoatet in the development policy are
highly ambitiou$. Yet, research on the European Commission’s (E€)akocations has
shown that the EC tends to allocate aid basedsostriategic interests. From this, | draw my

research question:

Which motives determine the aid allocations of Ehgopean Commission, and are the

allocations in accordance with its stated goals?

The focus on how the EC’s aid policy corresponds wie actual aid allocation is analysed in
light of existing theories on aid allocation. THeoretical framework can be summarised
through a distinction of donors and motives. Itigiait must be noted that it is difficult to
capture donor motivation. However, this thesis vépproach this issue through three
theoretical categories of donor motivesrategic interestsrecipient needsand recipient
merits Furthermore, the thesis will analyse whethessitne Member States, common EU
interests or the goals and objectives in the dewent policy which influences the aid
allocation. Thus, the aid allocation of the EC Vol analysed by looking at its history, goals
and the direction of aid in order to understandclvimotives has influenced the aid allocation.
Another assumption is that there is a differencieveen the incentives for allocation of
bilateral and multilateral donors. This theory wclaithat bilateral donors will allocate aid
primarily based on strategic interests, while nhatiéral donors tend to follow their goals, and

hence focus on the needs of the recipients andieatimerits. While allocating aid according

! The European Community was created in 1967 wheRAKDM, the European Economic Community and
the European Coal and Steal Community were fuskd.Eluropean Union was established with the Ma#stric
Treaty, which was signed in 1992 and entered iotoef in 1993.

2«Together for a better world” is a slogan presdrda many of the EU’s web-pages on developmentiesli
and the statement “Development is at the heati@E&U’s relations with all developing countrieswstten in
the European Consensus on Development. The aobigioals of the EU will be elaborated on in chafiter.



to recipient needs is often associated with altnyigid allocation based on donor interests is
often implicitly or explicitly associated with thedtruistic counterpart, self-interest. The EC
stands out from the typical multilateral donorsijtas a donor with a regional constituency. It
is therefore natural to assume that the EC will awitas a typical multilateral donor, being
primarily altruistic, as it must take security iesy commerce and political ties into
consideration. | will analyse the motives for damgtaid from 1960 until 2008, to see
whether the motives have changed with time. Alseilllevaluate whether the aid allocation
corresponds with the goals and objectives setHerEU’s development policy. Though |
conceptualise the EU as a multilateral donor, tkk i€ responsible for its aid allocation.
Hence, it will refer to the EC when speaking of theltilateral allocations of the EU. When
referring to the Union as a whole, and when spepkinits goals and objectives, the notion

EU will be used as these are applicable to theesbknion.

The thesis uncovers a quite striking paradox, figdihat the allocations of the EC have
become less poverty-oriented while the policieseh@hanged from strategic areas to
including all of the world’s developing countriesdaa focus on poverty eradication. This is
displayed through the two-fold role of the EU asalegional organisation with geo-political
and commercial interests, and 2) a multilateralodpwith overarching goals to followhis
combination explains how the EC motives cannotXjatned based solely on one category.
This thesis will elaborate on how this can be exgld through changing priorities in the EC,

due to both internal and external historical trends

1.1 AIDIN THE CONTEXT OF THE EU

Since the Treaty of Rome in 1957, the EU has evbared grown in scale and scope, as new
Member States have joined and new policy areas haea added. The EU’s development
policies have throughout the ®@entury grown from being limited to its coloniag, to
focusing on all development countries. Furthermdre, role of the EU as a global actor is
constantly growing in importance, as more Membeaxtest are joining and the budget for
development assistance is increasing. It therebm®omes interesting to investigate what
determines the aid allocation of the EC, whether dlocations are in accordance with the
stated goals, and how historical events might lddnamged the direction of aids this thesis

is an in-depth study of the EU as a multilaterala it is important to note that aid from the



EU comes both in the shape of bilateral aid diyebtbm each Member State, but also as

multilateral aid from the EC. The latter is theds®f this thesis.

The common aid policy of the EU is directed by tbemmission, which is the executive
branch of the EU. However, decision-making on tlenmon policy involves decision-
making both within the Member States and amondettianstitutions (Olsen 2005: 578). The
Commission is an independent body of the EU, wisatominated by its Member States, and
charged with representing and upholding the intsre$ the EU as a whole (World Bank
2009). It is also responsible for the EU budgee HC is a large multilateral donor, as the EC
provided eleven percent of global Official Develagg Aid (ODA) in 2004 (while the EU’s
overall share was 55 percent) (World Bank 2009k Wain tasks of the EC are to be the

designer and manager of EU policies, with a monppght to propose legislation.

1.2 THE IMPORTANCE OF AID RESEARCH

Aid has become a vital measure in helping develpmountries fight poverty; both in
reducing short term problems such as natural éismasind famine, and in assisting them in
establishing infrastructure and institutions susthaspitals and schools. As aid has become a
central part of the relationship between wealthyintbes and developing countries, the
effects of aid and the determinants of aid allarathave also become important research

areas.

According to Alesina and Dollar (2000: 34), theeign aid literature can be divided into two
parts; One part considers the effect of foreignadthe receiving country, while the other
part looks at aid allocation, namely who gives taidvhom and why. In this thesis the focus
will be on the latter. First of all, research oml allocation is important because of the
increasing focus on poverty eradication in the wadmmunity. Aid has traditionally been
aimed at increasing economic growth, but in themegears, the broad aim has changed more
towards poverty alleviation. This can be seen e fllennium Development Goals and the
European Consensus on Development, which both aimirect aid at reducing extreme
poverty, through measures such as health careagdocreducing diseases and promoting
gender equality (European Union 2006; World BanBB0How aid is allocated is therefore a
very relevant topic, as aid is becoming a larget pidonor countries budgets, while poverty

still prevails as an enormous problem in the wottdlay. The creation of common



international objectives such as the Millennium Blepment Goals make this an even more
current topic, as donors now work together to abtheir goals, and reduce poverty. This
research is important, as it will reveal whethes #id policy actually determines the aid
allocation, or if it seems to hold empty promiséasth the world community setting new and
ambitious goals for eradicating poverty, it becomesessary to evaluate how the donors

perform according to their own development policy.

Secondly, research on aid allocation give a diffeangle to understanding why aid can be
said to be effective or ineffective based on thergsts of the donor. According to Masud and
Yontcheva (2005: 4) one of the main reasons whglissuon the effectiveness of aid have
given disappointing results is that aid is misalec. They argue that because many donors
give aid for strategic reasons but to the wrongprents, aid effectiveness studies have not
shown promising results. This argument supportsvibe of Alesina and Dollar (2000: 33)
who believe that a great deal of foreign aid iste@sas it only leads to unproductive public
consumption. They find evidence that foreign aiddistributed largely as a result of the
political and strategic considerations of aid dendrheir main argument is that donors who
give aid based on strategic and political interaglisnot consider the “correct” incentives in
the receiving country, namely economic opennessd golicies and income levels, but rather
help politically friendly former colonies that migimot have these “correct” incentives in
place. Thus, allocating aid by considering strateggid political issues may cause aid to be

ineffective in terms of economic growth or poveatieviation.

Aid allocation is highly influenced by the motive$ the donors, and these motives differ
between the various donors. Neumayer (2003: 7)earghat donors have the power to
allocate aid so that it becomes more effective. @ag donors can do this is through focusing
more on allocating aid based on development aitemd less on self interests. The
understanding of aid allocation motives is therefoery important in the effort towards
reducing poverty. This argument shows that theystifdaid allocation is highly important,
both in order to learn how to increase the efficienf aid and to assess donor behaviour.
Research on aid allocation in itself is also imaotto assess what donors consider when they

decide who to give aid to, or if they simply folldheir stated goals.



1.3 SCIENTIFIC RELEVANCE

Research on aid, both in terms of aid effectivereass aid allocation, represents a very
comprehensive and quite complex literature. As chatieove, these two different literatures
compliment each other in the research on poveduatton. The research on aid allocation
searches to understand who gives aid to whom arydAlesina and Dollar 2000: 34). Many
scholars have analysed the motives of donors, whffegent statistical models and analysing
different donors or groups of donors. Qualitativeseaarch which goes beyond simple
description has been more limited. Also, the stafiyndividual multilateral donors has not
received as much attention as bilateral donordd@ker motives are complex and made up by
a number of factors which are not all easily meadstatistical analysis will conceal part of
the picture. The existing literature has often gsedl aggregates of bilateral or multilateral aid,
therefore, studying them individually is importaiat reveal specific characteristics of the
donors. Most of the previous research also takes an sielly quantitative approach to
explaining the motives for aid allocation, and thligynot explain the donor behaviour based
on the historical and political background or themposition of the donor. Furthermore,
despite the economic and political significance B development policy, it is an
understudied area of EU politics (Arts and Dickszd04: 3). By applying a qualitative
comparative research design, this thesis seekqatyse and explain how the EC as a
multilateral donor with a regional constituencyldmees its aid policy between the conflicting
issues of political interests and striving towabdhaving in a manner of solidarity. Hence,
this thesis thus seeks to contribute to the exjditerature by analysing the aid allocation of
the EC, evaluating how well the goals set in theettgment policy are followed, and how

historical events may have influenced the directibaid.

1.4 LIMITATIONS

George and Bennett (2005: 74) argue that specdditat the problem and research objective
is an important first step in the research procéssthe field of European development
politics is very wide and comprehensive, it is resesey to clarify what this thesis doest
focus on. First of all, this thesis solely consgdgre multilateral dimension of the EU, that is,
aid administered by the EC, hence leaving out titeebpal aid flowing from its Member
States. That is because the focus of the thesis isnderstand how the EU acts as a

multilateral donor, and why it can be said to Hédent from other multilaterals.

% For a list over previous research on aid allocatize Neumayer 2003: 21-29.



Second, the EU has a presence on the global stéwgeh is manifested in four broad ways:
trade policy, development policy, foreign policydainterregional dialogue (Rosamond 2000:
175). However, the aspect of trade will not be gsed. Although trade is a large and
important part of the EU’s external actions, anel éineas of trade and aid sometimes tend to
overlap, the topic of trade is somewhat at thelisideof what this thesis searches to analyse.
Though both these aspects are important to the rsirageling of the EU as a global

development actor, the inclusion of these aspecatddwender the thesis too comprehensive.

Third, the thesis does not aim to explaowthe EC works to fulfil its development policy. It
rather seeks to evaluate whether the EC seems wotkeng towards its goals, based on its
actual aid allocations. The EC has a multitude idf iastruments, and it would not be
expedient to elaborate on all of these (DegnboltiMassen and Engberg-Pedersen 2003).
Therefore, specific aid programmes of the EC wdl discussed where necessary, but they
will not be elaborated at length.

1.5 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

Chapter twoestablishes the theoretical framework by discgssioncepts, and presenting
theories and previous research on donor motives tAdories are based on three categories of
donor motives, namelgonor interests, recipient needsd recipient meritswith a fourth
category,possibilities for influencewhich aims at explaining who decides the direcionh

allocations.

In chapter thred present the method and data material used irthibss, especially focusing
on the case study and the choice of case. | algdyjuhe choice of method and discuss the
methodological trade offs. Furthermore, this chaptesents the data material used in this

thesis, and operationalises the dimensions foyaisal

Chapter fourgives a description of the history of aid and baekground of the European
Economic Community and the European Union. It isessary to get a thorough overview of
how aid policy has evolved, as both internatiomal anternal historical events has influenced

and sometimes changed the trail of thought of thieods, and thus the direction of aid. A



description of the history of development aid ahd historical background of the EU in

particular is therefore a necessary first stemidenstanding the EC’s donor behaviour.

Chapter fivegives an analytical description of how the Euregp€ammission, the institution
of the European Union which is responsible for #ilecation of aid, is composed, and
whether the composition opens for Member Statau@mite. This chapter also presents the
development policy of the EU, as stated in its titesa and internal and international
agreements. It further discusses how the statets goa objectives for development policy

are obtainable and measurable.

Chapter sixpresents the analysis in light of the dimensionss@nted in chapter three.
Moreover, it discusses the findings, and how tldeadlocation of the EC corresponds with the

goals of the EU.

Chapter severroncludes the thesis and summarises the findiFigslly, some suggestions

for further research are given, and implicationstiie future for EU aid are discussed.



2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: IDEALS OR INTERESTS?

This chapter presents the theoretical frameworkitier motives of aid allocation. First, the
central theoretical concepts of the thesis, spadifi aid, multilateral and bilateral donors,
will be defined. Thereafter, the existing theoratiramework on donor behaviour will be
explained and elaborated upon. These theories eativided into three categories of donor
motives: recipient needs, donor strategic and maipmerits, along with the category
possibilities for influence, which explains who iniginfluence the directions of aid.
Furthermore, the normative perceptions of donocshaow research has displayed differences
in donor behaviour is discussed. Finally, critiqoeprevious research will also be given a

brief presentation.

2.1 CONCEPT CLARIFICATION

2.1.1 Whatis aid?

“Aid” is a concept widely used in politics, the ni@and the like. But what does aid really
entail? In order to clarify the focus of this thest is important to explain what is meant by
the concept of “aid”, and what type of aid | wik lzoncentrating on in my research. Not all
types of monetary disbursements are counted asAads, by the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economicoperation and Development (OECD),
referred to adsOfficial Development Assistand@ereinafter referred to as ODA aid).
According to the OECD (2009a), aid is:

Flows of official financing administered with thegmotion of the economic development and welfare
of developing countries as the main objective, aich are concessional in character with a grant
element of at least 25 percent (using a fixed l1@qre rate of discount). By convention, ODA flows
comprise contributions of donor government agenaesll levels, to developing countries (“bilatera
ODA") and to multilateral institutions. ODA recegptomprise disbursements by bilateral donors and
multilateral institutions. Lending by export crediigencies—with the pure purpose of export

promotion—is excluded.

Following this definition of aid, the subject ofaysis is thus the amount of ODA flowing

from the European Commission (EC) to a recipienintty, leaving out aid flows that do not



qualify as ODA. However, this thesis will also include the aniysf Official Aid (OA),
which are flows that meet conditions of eligibilityr inclusion in ODA, other than the fact
that the recipients are Part Il of the DAC list a@ifl recipients (OECD 2010a). OA is
assistance primarily going to Eastern European @adtral Asian countries in transition
(Neumayer 2003: 41). Including OA in the analysisi¢cessary in order to get the full picture
of EC aid allocation, especially because of thatr@hship the EU has had and still has with

the democratic transitional countries in Easterroge.

As this thesis analyses the allocation of aid diree, one must note that the definition of
ODA has changed in two major respects since itegtion. First of all, the activities to be
considered as promoting economic development atfdneenas changed since the definition
of ODA was adopted in 1969 (IDA 2007: 32). It thalfowed distinguishing development
assistance from other flows without developmentecibyes. The list of activities to be
considered as promoting development and welfarebbas widened substantially over time.
Inter alia, cost of refugees in donor countries, costs oflestts from developing countries,
internally paid interest subsidies, promotion ofe&lepment awareness, and the recording of
debt forgiveness on military debt along with othen-ODA debt were all added to the list of
activities (IDA 2007: 33). Secondly, the DAC list aid recipients has also been subject to
changes (IDA 2007: 32). Until 2005, the list of OD&cipient countries only accounted for

countries in the “part I” group of aid recipientgnce leaving out the “part II” countries.

Table 2.1: lllustration of Part | and Part 1l cotes

Part | countries Part Il countries*
Type of aid Official Development Aid (ODA) Official Aid (OA)
Type of countries “Traditional” developing countries  More advanced veleping
countries /Transition countries
Included in aid Always Sometimes
research
Included in this Yes Yes
analysis

Source: Based on OECD
*The Part Il list of recipient countries was abbbsl in 2005.

* Aid flows that do not qualify as ODA are Other @il Flows and Private Flows.

® |t would have been interesting to include how maayntries are listed as part | and part Il counfrimut as
countries have been moved from one list to anotiied, even taken out of the lists, this is unfortalyanot
expedient. However, the better part of aid eligitdentries are in the Part | list.



As illustrated in Table 2.1, the part | countriesrey “traditional” developing countries, which
therefore were eligible to receive ODA. Table 2ldoasshows that the part Il countries were
“more advanced” developing countries, often Easteunopean, whose aid was recorded
separately a®fficial Aid (OA) (OECD 2009b). The DAC list of aid recipierduntries has
been reviewed every three years, so that only cesnbelow the World Bank High Income
Country threshold were included in the list of phadountries (OECD 2009h) However,
since 2005, the DAC committee converted to using smgle list of ODA recipients,
abolishing the part Il list. This was done becatise part Il countries became more
prosperous, several of them joined the EU, and énghe aid flows to part Il countries
declined (OECD 2009Db).

The difference between these groups is importamiote, considering that previous research
on aid allocation has been based on this distindigtween “part I” and “part 1I” countries. In
some research, OA has been included, whilst inrdtheas been left ot This leads to an
inconsistency of previous research. Countries presly categorised as “part II” are now part
of the total list of ODA recipients, and thus, newesearch results may vary from research
done before 2005. By studying aid to all recipiemithin both of the lists, one will get a more
complete and realistic picture of how aid is alteca For the case of the EU, the divide
between “part I” and “part 11" countries will congepart of the picture on how money is

allocated, as the part Il countries mainly conslisteEU neighbouring countries.

2.1.2 Categorising donors

There exists a large variety of donors, who allehdifferent donor behaviours based on their
different objectives and motives. The tradition@iglon of donors has been betwdglateral
donorsandmultilateral donors Bilateral donors are countries who give aid directly to aaoth
country.Multilateral donorsare composed by member countries, which distribideamong
several recipient countries. These multilateralatennclude development banks such as the
World Bank, the United Nations agencies, and reagigmoupings such as the EU and Arab
agencies (UNESCO 2009).

® The World Bank High Income Country threshold \pas capita annual income around USD 9 000 at the. i
" In Neumayer's (2003) analysis of bilateral and titaieral aid, OA was included, while in Berthélem2006)
analysis of bilateral and multilateral donors arlde@’s (2005) article on EU aid OA was excluded.
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However, Berthélemy (2006: 77) argues that a fold-8ivision is more appropriate than the
dichotomy of multilateral and bilateral donors. Bases his four categories on the donors’
composition, claiming that aid allocation may véwya large extent from one donor group to
another. The four categories are Hilateral donors 2) multilateral donors with regional
constituencies(such as the EC), 3jnultilateral donors with regional clientgregional

development banks) and #ily multilateral donors

By using the four-fold division of Berthélemy, ietomes easier to explain how the EC stands
out from the “typical” multilateral organisationsich as the World Bank and the United
Nations. They are similar in some aspects as theylhcomposed by member states and are
responsible for allocating their member states Aldng with the World Bank and the United
Nations, the EC is one of the world’s largest nhatiéral donors (IDA 2007: 4). Still, the fact
that the EC is regionally based entails that it $surity concerns, commercial interests, as
well as a colonial heritage to consider this respect, the EC has features which are more
typical to bilateral donors than to multilaterals.

2.2 THEORISING DONOR MOTIVES

The study of aid allocation searches to find whiattors influence the donors in deciding
why and to whom aid should be distributed. Theti@ship between donors and recipients is
more complex than it may seem. Grilli and ReisOt9471) argue that the geographical
distribution of aid by industrial countries has quaex roots, which are due to the
multidimensional political economy that lies behitheém. There are many factors that may
influence the allocation of aid, such as the histébrrelationship between the donor and the
recipient country, the donors need for raw matsyitde needs for import or export markets,
the poverty of the recipient country, and good @e$ and institutional stability of the
recipient country. Within this field of researcleth has also been a focus on the difference in
the distribution of aid from bilateral and multgaal donors, and how these donors seem to
have different motives for allocating aid. A bileteor multilateral donor can follow the goals
set for aid allocation, which normally include m@eint needs or recipient merits, or base their
allocation on strategic interests. Below, Table 2@ws the theoretical categories for aid
allocation motives that will be elaborated in thisapter, and that also will lay the basis for

the dimensions used in the analysis.
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Table 2.2: Comparison of theoretical categories

Recipient needs  Donor-interests  Recipient merits  d3sibilities for

influence
Category topics  Poverty Commercial and Good governance Interests of major
geo-political shareholders,
interests aggregate of
Member State
interests
Explanatory GDP per capita, Imports, exports, Rule of law, Commercial or
variables child mortality, historical ties, democracy, political interests

life expectancy  security issues  stable institutions, of member states
respect for human or aggregate of

rights member states
interests
What influences Organisation’s Organisation’s Organisation’s Organisation’s
direction of aid goals common interests/ goals common interestg
Member States Member States
interests interests

2.2.1 The original two: Recipient-need and the dorsirategic models

In their seminal work “A Foreign Policy model of &) Bilateral Aid Allocation”, McKinlay
and Little (1977) separated the goals of aid atiocainto two alternative categories, the
recipient-need based category and the donor-sicatategory, which respectively have also
been referred to as the idealist paradigm anddhlest paradigm (Schraeder et al. 1998: 298).
This distinction between two main aims of why andmhom donors allocate aid has since
been much used to analyse aid allocation of bd#tdoal and multilateral donors. The first
category, recipient-needs, is based on an alttwstw of the donor, where the donor gives
aid based on the humanitarian needs of the re¢igenntry. Humanitarian needs can be
difficult to define and conceptualise, but gengrdfiey involve a measure of poverty in the
recipient country, either per capita GDP or nonnecoic measures such as child mortality,
life expectancy and/or literakyThe second category, donor-strategic, is basetth@mlonor
giving aid according to their own foreign policytenests and hence emphasises the
instrumental utility of aid (McKinlay and Little I&: 407). These interests can include
security issues, the need for an export markepeciic imports from the recipient country,
the historical relationship between the donor dmal recipient country, and power-political

interests.

8 An example of how this has been measured is tysi€ Quality of Life Index (PQLI).
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Maizels and Nissanke (1984) used the recipients\@@d donor-strategic categories to test
whether there was a difference in the allocatiorbitdteral and multilateral donors. They

found that bilateral donors tend to give aid acowdio the donor-strategic categories,

whereas multilateral donors primarily focus on pemit-needs in their aid allocation. They

also argue that aid allocation based on eithepi@ui-needs or donor-strategies may have
effects that complement the other category, thabghis unintended. Maizels and Nissanke
(1984: 437xstate this through saying that

Aid given with national interests taken into accb@maintaining spheres of influence, political or
military alliances or promoting their own exportide), may be used to accelerate the development
process, but from the point of view of motivatidnstis an incidental effect. By contrast, aid given
primarily for humanitarian or altruistic reasonsayn- or may not — contribute to the foreign policy

objectives of the donor, but this again would beéraidental effect.

This shows that aid allocation based on donor ésteor recipient needs may have effects that
are not taken into consideration in the decisiokinta processes of the donor. However,
these effects should not be taken into account vdsermining the donor motives, as they
are indeed incidental. Still, this can render thecpss of understanding donor motives more

complicated.

Initially, the categories were tested in separateleis. Measuring donor motives based on
two models has been subject to criticism, as théve®of most donors arguably include both
recipient-merit and donor-strategic interests (Nayen 2003: 6). Grilli and Reiss (1992: 472)
also argue that the models of “recipient-need” ‘@lwhor-interest” have shown rather modest
results, because they are considered as competthglernatives explanations. Their overall
explanatory power has generally been limited amdsthtistical significance of some of their
key variables has often turned out to be quite wewmit allowing clear-cut validation of

hypothesis about the importance of the variousrdetants of aid distribution by country

(Grilli and Reiss 1992: 472). Combining the varegbin one model will therefore give more
concise result. Therefore, these models have bledorated, but the creation of these two

basic models still stand as an important contrdsuto the literature of aid allocation.
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2.2.2 The continuation of the basic models: recipienerits

The seminal work of McKinlay and Little (1977) stiolds its grounds, as most scholars still
use the “recipient-needs” and “donor-strategicegaties when they analyse donors’ motives
for aid allocation. However, there are new perspeston why donors allocate their aid. The
traditional models have therefore been elaboratedeav aspects and categories of donor
motives such as “recipient merits” and “influentsidareholders” have become important to

include in the analysis.

The concept of “recipient merits” denotes a catggunich includes measures for how well
the recipient country performs in governance arel like. This category is therefore also
often referred to as “good governance”. The conoéptcipient merits stems to a great extent
from the quite influential work of the World Banksearchers Burnside and Dollar (2000).
They found that the effectiveness of aid on ecowognowth is determined by the level of
good policies and stable institutions of the reampicountries. Their work has had an actual
affect on the aid allocation of multilateral aidndes, as donors themselves now claim that
developmental criteria is given higher priority ard allocation (Neumayer 2003: 6). It has
thus become common for scholars to include vargafde the category “recipient merits” to
measure how great a role “recipient merits” playhe allocation of aid for different donors.
However, this category can be difficult to measae;good governance” criteria are difficult
to define (Berthélemy 2006: 78). Neumayer (2003afjues that “good governance” can
include variables such as democracy, respect fonahurights, non-excessive military-

expenditures and the general quality of public@ettanagement.

Just like Berthélemy (2006), Ram (2003) discusbkeset aspects which may differ among
bilateral and multilateral donors. These are danotives, aid conditionality and closeness of
the relationship between the donors and the redpi@Ram 2003: 96). Ram has thus left out
the aspect of “recipient-need” and chosen to famushe donor-recipient relationship. Ram
argues that most bilateral donors choose not tesfon aid conditionality when allocating aid
(Ram 2003: 97). Ram also argues that on the basreeadonor’'s motives, the nature of the
relationship between the donor and the recipiefikédy to be different between multilateral
and bilateral donors (Ram 2003: 98).
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2.2.3 Possibilities for influence

Another important continuation of the basic modelsthe inclusion of new variables to
explain the category of decision-making strategiesultilateral donors. These variables are
referred to as thmmfluence of major shareholdeemndaggregate of member states’ interests.
Measuring donor interests for multilateral dononsstmaturally differ from bilateral donors,
as most multilateral donors are not geographichilyated or has commercial interests.
However, this does not necessarily entail that rthdtilateral donors are autonomous or
altruistic. Because multilateral donors are usualigverned by their member states,
Berthélemy (2006: 77) argues that they are far fiotependent actors, as their decisions are
in the end made collectively by the governments toastitute their membership. Thus, the
countries which arenajor shareholdersn the multilateral organisations might influenbe
decision-making process of which countries showdeive aid. The influence of major
shareholders has been measured by variables sucbnasercial interests of the member
states with the most votes. Still, the influencesath country is not always equal, as some
member states have more votes than others. Thisnamf assumes that the motives of aid
allocation for the multilateral donors may be, temaaller or greater extent, influenced by the
preferences of one or several of their member st&erthélemy argues that various attempts
at testing the influence of multilateral agenciesérshown that multilateral aid allocation is
significantly correlated with United States comni@rinterests (Berthélemy, 2006: 99). For
the case of the World Bank, where the votes aredrsttibuted proportionally, Fleck and
Kilby (2005) find that US commercial interests sfgrantly influence financial flows by the
World Bank to developing countries. For the EC,tB&emy found that its aid allocation is

significantly and positively correlated with Briicommercial interest (Berthélemy 2006: 97).

The fact that the votesre distributed equally among the Member States irB@Gehas lead to

a variation of this theory, and Schneider and Taf2@09) go a step further in trying to
explain what determines the allocation of aid, lbgsenting their theory oaggregate of
member states’ interesAs Berthélemy, they argue that the interestshef member states
influence the decision-making of multilateral dos@nd that the patterns of aid allocations
are strongly influenced by the political decisioaking process within multilateral aid
institutions (Schneider and Tobin 2009: 7). Accogdio Schneider and Tobin (2009: 2),
multilateral aid institutions not dominated by agle actor, such as the EU, should be more
likely to distribute aid according to recipient dee That implies that it is not the influence of
one major shareholder that will decide the aidcatmn, but the aggregate of interests of
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several of the member states. Schneider and Tol209) theory claims that the
beneficiaries of aid from multilateral donors depem the member states’ interests: whether
the interests are heterogeneous or homogeneotise linterests of the member states are
heterogeneous, the poorest and neediest countitlegaeive the aid, because, if there are no
aggregates of interests among the member statedoties tend to follow their stated goals
for aid allocation. In contrast, if the interestistbe member states are homogeneous, their
interests will converge, and then aid will be gitercountries that are strategically important
to the politics and economy of the donor countridence, their theory is related to the
assumptions of Ram (2003) who believes that sti@tegnsiderations and self-interest is
important for bilateral donors, because a multtitelonor with homogeneous interest will

resemble a bilateral donor.

This is confirmed by the statements of Schneidat @&nbin (2009: 4), who argue that
governments want their aid to go to countries that strategically important, and
consequently, the geographical distribution oftbilal foreign aid in most countries accords
with national political, military and commercialtarests. They believe that because of the
strategic interests of bilateral donors, multilatesid is more likely to benefit the neediest

countries:

A multilateral aid agency’s aim is to implement thevelopment goals established by its member states
and, accordingly, the multilateral agency shoulstriiute aid based on economic needs rather than

strategic interests (Schneider and Tobin 2009: 5).

According to Schneider and Tobin’s (2009: 12) tlyeon multilateral aid allocation, the
multilateral aid agent has an interest in implenmgnthe official goal of the organisation, as
long as the member countries have heterogenearests. Hence, EU multilateral aid should
display strategic characteristics when there isdgeneous coalitions among Member States
and when the EC cannot insulate itself from thesedgeneous interests. Schneider and
Tobin (2009: 12) test their theory afyjgregate of member states’ interests the EU as a
multilateral donor, to if its Member States intésemfluence the decision-making process.
They test whether homogeneous interests have ndfadethe aid allocation before and after
the Cold War. This is due to their hypothesis thatEU Member States during the Cold War

had heterogeneous interests and would thus beggiviost of its aid to the poorest and
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neediest countries in the ACP grdu@fter the iron curtain fell however, and the East

European countries became strategically importanthé EU in both an economic and a
political sense, the interests of the EU MembeteStaonverted to be more homogeneous.
Hence, aid from the EU then fell for the pooresirddes, and aid to the Eastern European

countries rose (Schneider and Tobin 2009: 4). Téwmipirical work supports this hypothesis.

Schneider and Tobin are not the only ones who assbat the Cold War has influenced the
policy of aid allocation. McGillivray (2003) is amg those who argue that the Cold War lead
to changes in aid allocation. However, he belidhas the end of the Cold War has lead to an
increasing amount of aid to the neediest counthks.argues that aid has been transferred
from strategic goals, because aid allocation was edréised on ideological aspects such as
assisting those who opposed the USSR, to the retedirintries (McGillivray 2003: 5).
These arguments leads us to assume that the Caldh&¥ahad effects on the policy of aid

allocation, but that it has influenced various dwsna different ways.

2.2.4 Theorising EU aid allocation

There are relatively few theoretical contributiotieat aim at explaining the European
Community’s policies toward the Third World (Ols@005: 577). The attempts made are
primarily based on explaining whiacttorswithin the EU determine the aid allocation, rather
than whichfactorsthat are important. One way of explaining the extavolved is through
the theory of “Liberal intergovernmentalism” by Mascik, which can be presented as a two-
step sequential model of preference formationhénfirst step, national leaders aggregate the
interest of their domestic constituencies and waldie national preferences regarding
European development policies. In the second stgpional governments bring their
preferences to the intergovernmental bargainintg tabBrussels where different agreements
reflect the interests and the relative power ofhedMember State. In this latter step,
supranational organisations such as the EC mayisreimited or a great deal of influence

depending on the specific policy field (Olsen 208%8-579).

Based on this theory, Olsen argues that the EW&ldpment policy can be explained by

general European (national) interests, on one hand, more narrow elite-based interests

° The term ‘poorest and neediest countries’ refetbé countries with the lowest GDP per capitaybich score
the lowest on the PQLI index.
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expressed in the bureaucratic policy-making onadther hand (Olsen 2005: 578). While the
European interests explain the general policy &amahanges, the minor and more specific
parts of the policy and its changes can be expllame bureaucratic policy-making, which
will reflect the interests of the narrow elites ahved in the development policy (Olsen 2005:
578).

2.3 NORMATIVE PERCEPTIONS OF DONOR MOTIVES

The categories for aid allocation motivations tha¢ described also imply, implicitly or
explicitly, some normative perceptions of what &errect incentives” for aid allocation.
Although the theoretical motives are divided inewveral categories, the normative approach
is characterised by a two-fold perception of donwstives, namelyaltruism versusself-
interest Donors who allocate aid primarily based on “resmp needs” are often described as
altruistic. Stokke calls the altruistic donor behaviour “humarternationalism” (Stokke 1996
in Siraj 2009). One is driven to perceive, howewerch implicitly, that the opposite motives
for aid allocation, especially “donor interestshetefore are decided tself-interest.Siraj
(2009: 10) describes this as the “two extremesdif avhere the first-mentioned is a “moral
case, the obligation of the rich to help the paosiich ways as are open to them” and the
latter being “bridgeheads for Northern exploitagbrSuch a divide is somewhat extreme, and
a donor basing its aid allocation on solely ondhafse is rather unlikely. Siraj (2009: 10)
further argues that “A donor country providing &ica variety of developing countries across
the globe cannot be driven by a single motive wgthsre is some benevolence”.

This divide is transferred to the dichotomy of telal and multilateral donors. Most authors
find that the determinants of bilateral and muiéifal aid are quite different and one cannot
explain the two together (Alesina and Dollar 2088). The perception is that multilateral
donors are moraltruistic in their aid allocation than the bilateral donarganing that their
aid allocation is first and foremost based on gjvaid to the countries that need it the most.
In general, previous research has shown that detnategic motives are usually typical for
bilateral donors, while recipient needs are mompacslly the motive of multilateral donors
(Berthélemy 2006: 78). For bilateral donors, setéiest motives have the most influence,
and within this category, commercial interests prethates geopolitical motives (Berthélemy
2006: 99). Berthélemy (2006: 88) argues that “shiggests that bilateral aid motives are, to a
large extent, egoistic rather than altruistic”.
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The multilateral donors however, are generally wered less hegemonic than bilateral
donors (White, 1974 and Lister, 1997 in Siraj 2000:Schneider and Tobin (2009: 6) argue
that the empirical literature even claims that matkral aid is more effective in reducing
poverty than bilateral aid, because their conddliiby carries more weight in the developing
country’s policy-making. This is in line with Bedlemy’'s (2006: 78) argument that
multilaterals, especially the World Bank, give heghiveight to good governance than bilateral
donors, because they are more detached from vestedksts that might influence the
decisions of bilateral donors. However, there avmes exceptions to this dichotomy of
normative donor behaviour and the categories ofiiath and self-interest are by no means
exclusivé’. In fact, research has shown that the combinatforecipient needs and donor
interests to quite an extent explains donor behavand the mix of donor interests and
altruism in a donors aid allocations may vary frome set of circumstances to another, as
well as over time (Selbervik 2003: 35Yultilateral donors also represent quite differing
donor behaviours, which Berthélemy argues wouldifjusstudying them individually
(Berthélemy 2006: 77). According &iraj, the EU has a multilateral dimension whenalte

is channelled through the EC. The fact that thepEtyides most of its aid in grant-form also
adds to the perceived benevolence (Siraj 2009; 7)

2.3.1 Critique to previous research

Research on aid allocation motives has shown differesults. Much of this is due to the
issues of research being based on aggregates othadalready discussed problems of
separation between “part I” and “part 1I” countriefferent (statistical) methods, and to an
inconsistency in choice of variables. The resedated on aggregates of donor categories is
meant to present a generalisation of the typichdbm®urs of multilateral and bilateral donors.
But, as Berthélemy (2006) showed with the EC, them® great differences between the
individual donors. These aggregates thus only shogeneral picture of a group’s donor
behaviour, while important characteristics of thdividual donor are camouflaged. Therefore
it is necessary to analyse individual donors sdplrao reveal these differences and explain
the different donors’ behaviours based on theitonyswith developing countries. Also, the

presented categories can include a range of vasalbhe choice of variables has differed in

19 According to Neumayer (2003) the Nordic countta® to allocate aid based on recipient needs.
M Grants are transfers made in cash, goods or ssp\ior which no repayment is required (OECD 2010b)
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previous research, along with differences in congdfsations of these variables. Results will

vary according to which variables are chosen.

According to the traditional models on motivaticies aid distribution, one would expect
multilateral EC aid to follow a pattern in whichetmeeds of recipient countries assume a
larger relative weight than in the case of bildtaid, with the help of which specific donor
interests can be more easily and effectively puts(@rilli and Reiss 1992: 471). This
assumption makes the previous findings that EQCaicesponds relatively little neither to the
needs nor the merits of the recipient quite stgkiBerthélemy argues that the major influence
in EC aid allocation is geopolitical, as it refle¢he preferential treatment towards the ACP
countries (Berthélemy 2006: 107).

24 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter has clarified the concept of aid, arglained the need for including both
Official Development Assistance and Official Aidtime analysis. Furthermore, the theoretical
framework for analysing which factors determinee #id allocation of the EC has been
presented. There are three main categories of dontives, namely recipient needs, donor
interests and recipient merits. A fourth catega®ks to explain whose interests influence the
decision-making, and hence the direction of aidcations. Moreover, theory states that
multilateral donors are more likely to allocate &idsed on their goals, because they are
supposed to be independent of member state irdeiMdsttilaterals are therefore perceived to
be more altruistic than their bilateral counterpdtevious research has shown that these
motives are weighted differently by the various al@n and that the aid allocation of the EC
has tended towards being primarily influenced bwatointerests. The method and data
material used to investigate which theoretical gaties determine aid allocation will be

elaborated in the next chapter.
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3. RESEARCH DESIGN

This thesis searches to analyse the European Wisianmultilateral donor over time, in order
to see which motives have influenced the allocatwithe European Commission in different
time periods. By comparing the development polieigh the actual allocations of aid, one
will see whether the EU actually follows its goakated in treaties and agreements, or if
strategic interests seem more important than dbtpithe goals. This chapter presents the
method of analysis and the data material usedismthiesis. It commences by discussing the
case study and justifying the choice of case. leuntlore it also discusses the research goal
and the time aspect of the thesis. It then move® @mesenting the data, as well as discussing
the issues of validity and reliability. Lastly, tHependent variable and the dimensions used in

the analysis are presented and operationalised.

3.1DESIGN - QUALITATIVE CASE STUDY

This thesis is a case study with a comparative aggbr. The analysis builds primarily on
gualitative information from a variety of sourcésit it will also include statistical data from
the OECD which describes the direction of aid flodscording to Lumsdaine (1993: 134),
whatever ends the donor has in mind, it should stjewn where they spent the aid. Therefore,
it is necessary to evaluate which groups of incontech region and which sectors received
the largest portion of ODA. Pennings et al. (200®) argue that a single case study can only
be implicitly comparative, but not in terms of extal validity. The comparative approach of
this thesis lies in the examination of which grogbscountries and which sectors that are
prioritised in the European Commission’s aid altaoaprocess, and what decides why these

groups have been prioritised at a given time.

3.1.1 The case study

This thesis is an in-depth case study of the Ed auultilateral donor, as expressed through
the aid allocations of the EC. As explained in th&oduction, the case includes only
multilateral ODA and OA flowing from the EC, thusalving out all bilateral aid from the
Member States of the EU. According to Ragin (20025), case oriented researchers see

cases as meaningful but complex configurationsvehtes and structures. The historical and
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political background of the EU is exactly that: qadex. In order to study how such intricate

contextual factors influence the aid allocatiorthed EC, the case study is an appropriate tool.

A case study, according to Yin (2003: 37), searchmsinvestigate a contemporary
phenomenon within its real life context, where thmundaries between phenomenon and
context are not clearly evident. This case fulfiiese criteria as the relationship between aid
allocation and its determinants are neither givem @vident. Moreover, Gerring (2007)
argues that a case study typically focuses on mvithse variation, which for this analysis is
the changing aid flows of the EC over time in lightossible determinants for these changes,
and how these can be viewed in a theoretical petispe While the EU as a multilateral
donor is the case of the thesis, the units of amalgre the different groupings which receive
aid from the EC.

Skocpol (2003: 416) argues that “In-depth caseaapbns, (...) should not be considered a
mere second best way to establish simple corresteonong generally framed ‘dependent’
and ‘independent’ variables”. Furthermore, Skocpojues that “Comparative historical
analysis is a much more effective way to develagotatically general and empirically rich
causal knowledge than large-N studies that rely umnealistic assumptions about the
‘homogeneity of the territory™ (Skocpol 2003: 419)he case of the EU being as complex as
it is, considering historical events, the goals ahfctives for development policy will give a

more empirically rich knowledge about the case thanld a statistical analysis.

Also, a case study allows detailed investigationd #heoretically defined comparisons that
enables the researcher to go beyond establishmpglesicorrelations. Skocpol (2003: 416)
argues that a case study approach is often baiterdsto available data than statistical
methods that in practise make unrealistic demamlsawailable sources of evidence.
Therefore, a case study of the EU as a multilatel@hor will facilitate a thorough
investigation of the EC’s donor behaviour. Howeue detailed explanations which are
obtained in a case study involves trade-offs wlih goals of theoretical parsimony (George
and Bennett 2005: 31). Gerring (2004: 342) arghasd case study is an intensive study of a
single unit for the purpose of understanding adargass of (similar) units. Though not
directly transferable to other donors, the knowkeddgtained from studying the EU as a
multilateral donor might tell us something abow tionflicting interests that other regionally

based multilateral donors might face. However,ekiernal validity of case studies are poorer
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than for cross-case studies, as a single case studis a lack of representativeness (Gerring
2007: 31, 101). Instead of a limitation, this shiblé considered as a trade-off with statistical
research, as choosing a qualitative approach withsingle case will give empirically rich

knowledge about the determinants for aid allocatibthe EC. Furthermore, as discussed in
chapter two, the research on aid allocation by ystgdaggregates of donors hides large
variations among these. It is necessary to uncthesrvariations in the behaviour between
donors, and avoid placing them in theoreticallydifired groups. Therefore, this thesis seeks

to display important differences between the EC @hédr multilateral donors.

3.1.2 The case of the European Union as a multilaiedonor

Ragin (2004: 127) argues that social scientistdysthe cases they do because they in some
way are historically, politically or culturally sigficant. Considering the EU’s increasingly
important role both within Europe and on the inédional arena, the case undeniably fulfils
these criteria. Furthermore, George and Bennefd?5283) argue that one should choose a
case which is relevant to reaching the objectiviegoar study. Based upon these guidelines
for case selection, there are several reasonshfwsing the case of the EC in order to study

the determinants for aid allocation.

First of all, the case is chosen because of thes B@tus as one of the largest multilateral
donors in the world today, accounting for about gé€rcent of all multilateral flows
(Berthélemy 2006: 77). The EC being a major muéiial donor entails that it distributes
enormous amounts of money, which also brings gesgtonsibility. Previous research (Grilli
and Reiss 1992; Neumayer 2003; Berthélemy 20063 khewn that the EC tends to allocate

aid more according to their own strategic interésas the needs of the recipient.

Second, the EC is an interesting case becaus#atsdfrom other large multilateral donors
such as the World Bank and the United Nations (UiNseveral respects, and because of its
rather specific pattern of aid allocation, whichedonot resemble the typical multilateral
donors. Based on the categories of Berthélemy'6gR@onor types, the World Bank and the
UN are categorised asily multilateral donors while the EC is categorised asnultilateral
donor with a regional constituencyrhis entails that the donor has overarchinguisiiic
goals to follow, and that it is supposed to allecaid according to these goals. At the same

time it has interests similar to that of a bilatetanor, such as security interests, commercial
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interests and ties to former colonies. This makewcessary to evaluate whether the stated
goals or its own self-interest takes precedencenveliet is allocated. Just like the World Bank
and the UN, the EU was also created in the aftdrrobthe Second World War, when the
international climate was beneficial for coopenatiand several new organisations were
formed. However, the intention of its creation was that of being an aid donor, and today it

still has many tasks and responsibilities aparnftbe donor role.

Third, the EU is an actor which has an increasiiigience on the global arena. Development
policy is an arena where rich and powerful orgaresa such as the EU have the possibility
to influence developing countries, especially inm® of aid conditionality. Its position also

enables it to take the role as a leading selflessfeaternal donor, and stand out as a good

example. Also, development politics is an arenare/fiee EU can play out its power politics.

Lastly, the EC is a multilateral donor based ornestaembership, which is supposed to be
independent from member state influence. As Scleneidd Tobin argue (2009), multilateral
donors are more likely to allocate aid accordingheir stated goals, and hence recipient
needs, exactly because they are independent frata siterests. Thus, it is necessary to
investigate whether the Member States of the Ellientce the aid allocation, or whether
common EU interests or the stated goals deterrhméitection of aid.

3.1.3 Understanding donor behaviour

This thesis, in line with a growing literature ol @llocation, searches to find the reasons
why a donor behaves in a certain manner, be iistic or acting from strategic interests. The
goals of case-orientated investigations are ofteth listorically interpretive and causally

analytic (Ragin 1987: 35). However, causal comjeis not easily unravelled (Ragin 1987:

26). The goal of this thesis is to understand thveod-behaviour of the EC by analysing the
historical and political determinants and potentalises for changes in aid allocation. This is
in line with the understanding that the goal ofessh should always be inference, and
preferably causal inference. King, Keohane and ¥ei1094: 75) argue that descriptive

inference alone is often unsatisfying and incongl®tuch of the qualitative research done on
the EU aid and its relationship with developing mimies has been descriptive in nature. This
analysis adopts a qualitative case approach, lartlses to go beyond simple description.

Research is meant to be explanatory, that is, myakipossible to draw logical conclusions,
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and explaining coherences. However, as King €1304: 34) argue, the relationship between
description and explanation is interactive, and @a@not construct meaningful causal
explanations without good description. Therefonegrder to get a complete picture of the EU
as a multilateral donor and the causal relatiorsstaghorough description of the EU’s history,
development policy and goals, and the compositibthe EC are necessary. One of the
critigues against statistical analysis is also diféculty of identifying causal mechanisms,

whereas case studies have a better capacity foesgidg causal complexity (Gerring 2007,
George and Bennett 2005). In this case, the insigiat the causal mechanisms which
influence the motivation for aid allocation will brore valuable by applying a qualitative

method.

Qualitative research tends to be historically iotetive (Ragin 1987: 3). Usually, the
combined effect of various conditions and theierséction in time and space, produces a
certain outcome (Ragin 1987: 27). The aspect dbtyswill be given much weight in the
analysis of the EC’s aid allocations, as it isljkéhat changes both within the EU, along with
international events might have influenced aid c@tmn. Skocpol (2003: 416) argues that
comparative historical analysts “never assumes aentity of equivalence or
representativeness of specific cases; instead xtenteof similarity or difference between
cases is considered a crucial part of the investiga The role of the EU as a unique donor
has already been elaborated upon. Furthermor&his also an increasingly important actor
on the world stage. These factors make the studlyeoEC’s behaviour necessary in order to

understand how its aid allocation affects the paroa of the EU as a global actor.

3.1.4 The time aspect

The motives for providing development assistan@ngk over time (Stokke 2005: 33).
Including a time aspect in the analysis is theeeforecessary as many events, both
internationally and internally in the EU, as wedl policy changes might have influenced the
direction of aid throughout the history of the BRlerson (2003: 179) stresses the importance
of the time aspect by stating that

(...) the causal processes claimed to generate oesominterest may of may not unfold over a short
period. The outcomes themselves are equally subgeeariation, with some transpiring over a very

short time while others themselves out completebr@ very extended period.

25



This entails that changes in the actual aid digiuents might not be visible immediately
after a historical event or a policy change. Stagyhe EC’s aid allocation over time creates a
more complete picture of a donor’s aid allocatiofiqy, as it allows the researcher to observe
changes over time. A natural starting point wikkréfore be the Treaty of Rome in 1957,
when the first initiative for European Community védpment assistance was taken.
Evaluating the EC’s aid allocation over time allowssto view the changes within the EU and
how this has affected the development policy. Qierang that the European Community
began as an economic cooperation between six ¢esintme cannot expect this cooperation
to be leading within the area of development polisg the size of the EU along with its
ambitions on the world stage has grown, aid froe BC has increased, the development
policy has become more ambitious, and more devadpopountries have been included.

The data presented shows the ODA and OA allocatidrtte EU over time. Historically,
there are some time points which can be regardedsmsble decisive events. Potential events
which might have influenced aid allocation are émargements of the European Community
and later the EU, with the inclusions of Great &rit Ireland and Denmark in 1973, Greece in
1981, Spain and Portugal in 1986, Sweden, FinlardAaustria in 1994, the inclusion of ten
new member states in 2004 and lastly Romania aridaBa in 2007. The economic
situations of the countries which have been indugtethe EU have varied, as have their
spheres of interest. The enlargements in 1973 vedaively rich countries, as opposed to the
inclusions of Greece, Spain and Portugal. Thesentdes were themselves in need of
assistance, as they were relatively poor, as sealleav democracies. The enlargement in 1995
brought an additional three relatively rich cousdtriwhile the last two enlargements of 2004
and 2007 consisted of many newly independent amak pountries. The inclusion of
relatively poor countries brings possible implicas for the aid allocation of the EC, both
before and after the inclusions, as the need feis@asice to the new Member States and
Member State candidates would be considerable. Aswil see in chapter four, the
enlargements of the EU have also lead to changdiseirdevelopment policies along with
prioritised countries and regions. The inclusiorGoéat Britain to the European Community
lead the development policy to expand to the Conweafth, while the inclusion of Spain
and Portugal entailed a greater focus on Latin AecaeiThe fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 as
well as the international economic crises due ¢odih crises of the 1970s and the 1980s also

2 The ten new member states of 2004 were CyprusCFeeh Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithaani
Malta, Poland, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia.
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represents such possible decisive events, as #fiested the international environment and

economy.

3.1.5 Complementing statistical research

There will always be a trade-off regarding whiceaarch method is chosen, as the different
methods have different qualities. However, it ipartant to note that when different methods
are used on the same area of research, the stuiliesomplement each other. Hence, by
applying different research methods to the sanié fieresearch, one sheds light on different
aspects of the topic. It is important with non-statal thinking and research activity in all
research domains, even those dominated by classatadtical data analysis (McKeown 1999:
162). Considering that there is done a fair amaidrquantitative research on this field, the
gualitative method applied in this thesis will @hrithe research field as the case of the EU as
a multilateral donor is examined more in-depth. gxeviously mentioned, much of the
existing qualitative research done has to a gre&ne been descriptive. Furthermore,
previous research has to a great extent been bast@ study of multilateral organisations in
aggregated measures, with less focus on individiaalors. Studying the aggregate of
multilateral donors will hide variations betweere tdonors, but also variations within the
single cases. Therefore, this thesis will lookhat EU as a case which differs from the group

of “multilaterals”.

One of the advantages of case methods it the paltdat of achieving high conceptual
validity (George and Bennett 2005). Concept validitmore easily preserved in a qualitative
research design, as it does not have to operasenahriables in a simplistic way, which
Skocpol argues often is necessary in large-N stud&kocpol 2003: 416). Applying a
qualitative design to this thesis allows for corta@prefinements (George and Bennett 2005:
19). This entails a more precise interpretatiowlét the theoretical categories include for the
case of the EC, and hence potential for achievingigher level of validity, whereas a
statistical approach would run the risk of “concegtstretching” which would enhance the
coverage of a concept, while giving it less prexigiSartori 1970: 1035). The concepts might
be stretched so far that the variable no longersomea what one thinks one is measuring

(Adcock and Collier 2001: 530). This is an advaetdgr qualitative research, as the

13 Such as: Maizels and Nissanke (1984), Berthél@@9§), and Neumayer (2003).
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theoretical concepts can be defined and operaismthprecisely, and not simplified in order

to match the data available.

By applying a qualitative approach as well as idolg quantitative measures, and in this
manner thoroughly study the aid allocation motieésthe EC over time and whether it
corresponds with the EU’s development goals, thissis searches to contribute to the
literature and research on aid allocation. Thoughouuld be useful for the analysis to apply
statistical analyses in addition to the qualitatargalysis, this would render the work too

extensive and time consuming.

3.2DATA MATERIAL

Ensuring the quality of data is important in maegpects. King, Keohane and Verba (1994:
23-26) present five guidelines on how to ensure amgbnce data quality. These are 1) to
record and report the process by which the datgemerated, 2) in order to better evaluate a
theory, to collect data on as many of its obseealplications as possible, 3) maximise the
validity of our measurements, 4) ensure that tha-dallecting methods are reliable and 5) all
data and analyses should, insofar possible, beagpt. The data material will be presented

along the lines of these guidelines in the follayvparagraphs.

The first guideline is to record and report thegess by which the data are generated: Both
guantitative and qualitative data are used in thesis and there are three types of data
sources which lay the basis for analysis. Firstlbfthe analysis builds on existing academic
research. There exists a fair amount of researchic@llocation, which makes theories and
results from previous research available. Secondfgrmation on the EU and the EC, its
goals, decision-making processes and history,akentfrom their web-pages, reports, treaties
and agreements. Much information on the donor eafobnd here. Thirdly, statistical data on
aid allocation is drawn from the OECD.Stat databases database presents data from 1960
until 2008 on aid flows from different multilateraind bilateral donors to the respective
recipient countries. As debated in the theory alrgghe OECD has until recently divided
ODA recipients into two groups, part | and partduntries. Much of the previous research
has solely focused on flows which qualify as ODAdahus only the part | countries. The

OECD.Stat database provides information on aid $ldéav both part | and part 1l countries,
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which allows me to compare and evaluate a widegeaf aid disbursements, and reveal the

whole picture of what EC aid allocation consists of
The database also divides recipient countriesdiiferent income and regional groups, which
makes it easier to study the aid flows compardtieadonor goals and theoretical dimensions.

The groupings are displayed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Aid recipient groupings

Regional groupings Income-groupings Other groupings

Africa, North of Sahara Least developed countries  African, Caribbean and Pacifig
(LDC) (ACP)

Africa, South of Sahara Other low income countries Central and Eastern European
(OLIC) countries (CEEC)

North and Central America Low middle income cowedri New Independent States (NIS
(LMIC)

South America Upper middle income countries
(UMIC)

Middle East More Advanced Developing
Countries and Territories
(MADCT)

South and Central Asia

Far East Asia

Oceania

Source Based on the groupings in OECD.Stat.

As shown in Table 3.1, the income groupings aredivinto: 1) Least developed countries, 2)
Other low income countries, 3) Low middle incomeumies, 4) Upper middle income
countries and 5) More Advanced Developing Countrdesl Territories. The regional
groupings are divided into 1) Africa, North of Seda2) Africa, South of Sahara, 3) North
and Central America, 4) South America, 5) Middlestz®) South and Central Asia, 7) Far
East Asia and 8) Oceania. The database also psogidgouping for the African, Caribbean
and Pacific (ACP), the Central and Eastern Europeamtries (CEEC), and the New
Independent States (NIS). These groupings areyhigievant in order to evaluate how aid
flows from the EU are distributed according to gtated prioritised areas, and whether the
directions of the disbursements have varied inedsffit time periods. The aid flows to the
different income groupings, regional and sectoraligings will be presented in tables. The
data which will be presented in the analysis ugenilimbers and groupings presented in the
OECD.stat database.
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The numbers for aid allocation to regions, inconagegories and ACP countries will be
reported with a time interval of five years. Theoperation with development countries
started with the Treaty of Rome in 1957, and th& flear documented in the OECD database
is 1960. This will therefore be the first reportgelar. The years of focus will therefore be
every five years from 1960 until 2005, also inchglithe last year with available data from
the OECD database, 2008, which thus presents shgdar of the analysis. For aid allocation
to part Il countries data is available from 199@20as the part Il list of recipients was
abolished in 2005. Data for all the years will beegented. They will be presented in
categories for Central Eastern and European Casn{CEEC), Newly Independent states
(NIS), Most Advanced Developing Countries and Teries (MADCT) and total Official Aid
(OA). For aid allocation according to sections, #wailability of data is varying. Therefore,
they will be presented with five year intervalgrr 1985-2008, minus 1990, as there are no
data for this year or time period. The fact thatada available for groupings such as regions,
income categories, ACP countries, CEECs, NIS affdrdnt sectors enables comparison of
the aid allocations between the alleged prioritiged non-prioritised groups.

The second guideline is, in order to better eval@atheory, to collect data on as many of its
observable implications as possible. In order {6l finis criterion, this thesis makes use of
both qualitative and quantitative data. The qu@liéadata | have used are mainly secondary,
as | have investigated public documents such asrésies of the EYf, The European
Consensus on Development and The Millennium Devetp Goals. | have also made use of
information on the web-pages of the EU, OECD, W&#hk and the United Nations. Lastly,
information from previous research, articles anddschave been useful for understanding the
EU as a multilateral donor. The quantitative datéhe reported numbers on the OECD.Stat
database, DAC2a and ODA by Sector (OECD 2010d).uBwg both qualitative and
guantitative data, the data materials complemettt ether, and enrich the information in the
analysis.

The third guideline is to maximize the validity ofir measurements. Ensuring validity is a
crucial point in the research process. Validity aams bothconcept validityand external
validity. The challenges of ensuring external validity, viahmgeans that one should be able to

generalise the results to other similar cases,d@ady been discussed. Concept validity

14 The Treaty Establishing the European Economim@anity (Treaty of Rome), the Treaty on European
Union (Maastricht Treaty), the Amsterdam Treatg, Mice Treaty and the Treaty of Lisbon.
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concerns measuring what you are supposed to me@sidreck and Collier 2001: 530; King
et al. 1994: 25). In this thesis there are manycepts which are necessary to operationalise
properly. As the dimensions used in the analyssdaawn from the theoretical concepts, it is
essential to ensure that the concepts are the d#&ahdity is necessary in order to avoid bias
in the results, and because good conceptualiségams to a better formulation of theories
(Adcock and Collier 2001: 532). One of the problemith studying ODA over time is the fact
that what is included in the definition of ODA habanged. The same accounts for the
countries included in the DAC lists of “part I” afigart II” countries. This was not changed
until recently and hence previous research hastedisome of the aid as “Official Aid” (OA)
and by so leaving some countries out of the egunakarthermore, | will use the theories on
donor behaviour as the basis for the dimensiortd thdl apply in the analysis. Ensuring that
these dimensions capture the meaning of the costikpt‘recipient-needs”, “donor-interest”,
“recipient-merits” and “strategic shareholders” eéssential. These dimensions will be

elaborated and clarified later in section 3.3.2.

The fourth and fifth guidelines state that one $tt@nsure that the data-collection methods
are reliable, and that all data and analyses shdyddssible, be replicable. Reliability means
that applying the same procedure in the same wéyalays produce the same measure
(King et al. 1994: 25). Hence, one can say thatummg reliability is to ensure the potential
for retesting. Using quantitative data from an amkiedged and respected source such as the
OECD will enhance reliability, as will using sousceuch as original documents on treaties,

agreements and such, as these can be found ontinderefore are easily available.

3.30PERATIONALISING THE VARIABLES

A case is comprised of several dimensions (var&gpleach of which is built upon an
observation or several observations (Gerring 2@32). This last section will present the
variables or dimensions that are used in the aisallygst the dependent variable is presented
and operationalised, before | explain the dimerseamd how one can evaluate whether these
have influenced the direction of aid flows. | walso discuss potential problems of the
concepts.
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3.3.1 Dependent variable — development aid

The dependent variable is, as noted in the thebapter,development aidThis variable is
measured in Official Development Aid (ODA) and ©fél Aid (OA). The measures are taken
from the database OECD.Stat, DAC2a and ODA by settas variable is the most obvious
choice, as | analyse the motives for developmesis@sce flows to different recipients. The
availability of data for this variable is also veggod, as ODA-flows from a wide range of
donors to different recipients and groups of remps are documented in the OECD.Stat
database from 1960 onwards. OA-flows are availablthhe same database from the 1990s
until 2004°. This measure has also been used as a dependeiiesin earlier research. For
example, Berthélemy’'s (2006) dependent variable th@s commitment of aid from the
various donors to the different recipients. It isoaimportant to note that the types of aid in
OECD.Stat are presented as both commitments abdirdesnments. This thesis presents the
“disbursements” variable from the OECD, becausebutsements “record the actual
international transfer of financial resources”paposed to using the “commitments” variable,
which captures the obligation a donor has madeadimat® a certain amount of aid to a

recipient country (OECD 2010c, 2004). The aid flaws presented as current US dollars.

3.3.2 Dimensions for analysis

Table 3.2: Dimensions drawn from the theoreticaégaries

Theoretical categories/dimensions for analysis Explanatory factors of the dimensions

Donor-interests Colonial ties
Commercial interests
Security issues

Geographical proximity

Recipient needs Poverty reduction
Goals
Recipient merits Rule of Law

Human Rights
Democracy

‘Good governance’

Possibilities for influence Influential shareholsler
Aggregate of member states interests

5 Because, as noted in chapter two, the part lbfisecipients was abolished in 2005.
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Table 3.2 shows us which dimensions the theoretiatdégories can be divided into. The
analysis will be organised along these dimensiamsch are the explanatory factors for the
direction of aid flows. As shown in the theory cteapdonor motives have been divided into
three categories, nametgcipient needdonor-interestandrecipient merits Furthermore, a
fourth categorypossibilities for influencewhich aims at explaining which actors influence
aid allocation, is added'his category seeks to investigate whether therests of Member
States or common EU interests influence the aatatlon. As the concepts used in the theory
chapter are quite wide, and hence might includeers¢\explanatory factors, | will, where

suitable, break these down to more narrow dimesgsion

The first dimension is focus aecipient needsAs explained in the theory chapter, recipient
needs normally include aid to the poorest and msediountries. However, what is to be
regarded as the “poorest and neediest” countriesoi® difficult to define. Information on
how and whether the EU focus on the “poorest anebliest” countries is what will be
referred to as the “goals” of the donor’s developtrolicy. These goals can be found in the
treaties of the EU, as well as in internal andrmaéonal agreements. The set goals and
objectives of the EU will therefore be analysedind out what make up the primary areas of
priority for the donor. Is the EU focusing mainly ¢he poorest countries, or are certain
geographical areas prioritised?

The second dimension tonor-interest This dimension holds many potential explanatory
factors. As seen in the theory chapter, this catebas often been divided into “geopolitical
interests” which includes security issues, and “cwmrcial interests”, which captures the
possibilities for economic gain. Berthélemy (20081) argues that one can analyse
geopolitical interests by linking historical andogelitical factors, i.e. the colonial legacy and
geographical proximity, which could be consideredeaogenous factors. Aid may also be
used to deepen the commercial linkages with a iedipand not only political alliances
(Berthélemy 2006: 82). By studying the history leé donor, one can find geographical areas
or groups which might have been treated prefergnteither because of geo-political factors
such as geographical proximity or security interestbecause of commercial interests. The
self-interest of the donor explains the possibility the donor to gain something from
allocating aid to other countries, be it accessaw materials or potential for increasing

security and political stability in fields of in&st. Theoretically, this concept has both been
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called “self-interest”, “strategic interests” andohor-interest”. In the analysis it will be

referred to as strategic interests.

The third dimension isecipient merits As noted in the theory chapter, what can be ceghr

as recipient merits is good governance, stablétutisihs, democracy and human rights. As
with the dimension of recipient needs, the goals$ tamaties of the EU’s development policy
will form the base for understanding what the EUsiders as recipient merits. Recipient
merits are difficult to measure, as stable ingbng and good governance are concepts that
are rather loose and undefined. The EU’s on recipieerits will be assessed by analysing
how the EU has incorporated recipient merits datento its programmes, and whether
conditionality has been used if these criteriareremet.

The last dimension igossibilities for influenceThe theory chapter showed that this category
both included “influential shareholders” and “aggage of member states’ interests”. Theory
claims that “influential shareholders” are courdri®r members of the multilateral
organisation that have the power to influence theision-making process, and hence the
direction of aid flows. The aid allocation will telbe influenced by the strategic interest of
certain member states. In previous statistical arese this category has been based on
analysing the correlation of multilateral aid altions with the export intensity of their
principal shareholders (Berthélemy 2006: 96). Ttiissis evaluates how the scope of
countries included in the EU development policy baen influenced by specific Member
States. It also analyses whether certain areashwdrie of interest to specific donors have
received preferential treatment throughout histd8y. studying the composition of the
decision-makers and the decision-making processescan assess whether there are, or have

been, opportunities for single Member States toase influence.

The theory of aggregate of member states’ inter@stsimes that the combined geo-political
or commercial interests of the donor's member sthteve taken precedence over following
the goals for development policy, as Schneider Bolgin hypothesised happened in the EU
after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The influence afyjgregate of member states’ interests is
evaluated by investigating what can be consideredaanmon “European interests” across
Member States. Such interests might have introdnegdpolicies that have taken precedence
over the objectives and goals. Hence, by evaludtistprical events which might have been

crucial to the EU’s common interests, while at slaene time evaluating how well the goals
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are followed, it is possible to observe whetherdfgregate of member states’ interests have

influenced the aid allocation.
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4. CHANGING PRIORITIES

This chapter gives a brief historical presentatidrthe evolution and development of aid
policy. The history of the EU’s aid policy will lgarticularly discussed. In order to see which
trends may have influenced the aid allocationiefEC, the international and internal aspects

are explained separately.

4.1 DEVELOPMENT OF AID POLICY

Aid architecture can be defined as the set of raled institutions governing aid flows to developing

countries. While aid has an architecture, it hasingle architect (IDA 2007: 1).

4.1.1 Emergence of development cooperation

The emergence of international aid policy and fagtins has not happened overnight, but has
resulted from decisive events since World War 2 (2yWstokke (2009) shows that Official
Development Assistance (ODA) has changed and ed@dgea response to the international
political and economic environment during the desaftom the 1940s to the 206DsViost
fundamentally, the policy of donating aid emergedaaresponse to 1) the decolonisation
process and 2) the needs that were the resultseoérherging Cold War (Stokke 2009: 4).
The Cold War period, from the end of WW2 until ta# of the Berlin wall in 1989, has been
described as one of the main “architectures” ofgticy (IDA 2007: 1), meaning that the

political climate in this era heavily influencedemational development policy.

Also, in the aftermath of WW2, several new intetoradl institutions were established, many
of which were inspired by the success of the Mdf$Han. Amongst them, the creation of the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Rarwere important to the

institutionalisation of aid policy (Stokke 2009:6)The World Bank was established already
in 1944 to help rebuild Europe after the war. Itsvedso after WW2 that one of the greatest
contributors to aid in the world today, the Eurap&tonomic Community (now the EU), saw

the light of day. Th&JS administration along with other major westernggaments were the

18 For a thorough overview of the history of aid, dav Stokke (2009).

" The World Bank and the IMF are known as the BreW¢oods institutions after the conference meetiigo
countries in Bretton Woods, USA, in July 1944. Theyre established to help rebuild the post-war esgnand
promote international economic cooperation (BreWéoods Project 2007).
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main enthusiasts, architects and initiative takdrghese new institutions (Stokke 2009: 7).
Donating economic aid to developing countries cdatdlecome common in the way we know
it today until after WW2, but it was first duringeg 1960s foreign aid “took off”, meaning that

aid amounts increased substantially (Boone 1996).

The primary focus of development policy in its egesrce was reconstruction and technical
assistance, not direct monetary aid. The intentiodevelopment aid was to help developing
countries industrialise, and thus reduce poverty emhance economic growth (Boone 1996:
289). Stokke (2009: 43) states that the Generakmbyy of the United Nations (UN)
recognised the responsibility of the UN to ass@he member states by providiegpert
advice“in the various fields of economic, social andtatdl development”, and that this was
justified by the recognition that development waportant for world peace and prosperity.
The main objective behind the development assistavas to promote economic and social
development in “underdeveloped” countries and megjid owards the end of the 1940s, the
UN became especially important in the establishnoérthe idea of development assistance
and in the institutionalisation of aid (Stokke 20@®). The focus eventually shifted from

technical assistance to economical aid.

However, Stokke (2009: 44) also argues that theionsof providing development assistance
was not merely idealistic, as the UN was a “majena for power politics and the pursuit of
foreign interests”. One should keep in mind thattiN was created in the aftermath of WW2,
a time when there were strong tensions betweelkEdst¢ and the West. Within this context,
“aid became an instrument for fortifying old retats, establishing new loyalties, containing
the influence of rivals, and ensuring the supergeiveconomic and strategic interests and
ideological concerns” (Stokke 2009: 44iraj (2009: 5) argues that the Marshall plan, in
addition to helping rebuild Europe, is also asdedavith the US trying to steer Europe away
from Communism. He further argues that the Marspiah therefore inspired the donors to
pursue some agenda, hidden or explicit, which migiit coincide with the interest of the

recipient.

The two major trends that characterised the pesfdd®40s and 1950s, the decolonisation and
the emergence of a bipolar international systemticoed on into the 1960s. In this decade,
the tensions and the increasing rivalry betweenghast and the West continued to affect,

motivate and form the major donors’ aid policy (&® 2009: 7). In 1960 the Development
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Assistance Group (DAG) of the Organisation for Epg@an Economic Cooperation (OEEC)
came into being, to help coordinate and faciliteabesultation among the major western
donors about assistance to developing countriekk8t2009: 7. In the 1970s, a separate
target of spending 0.7 percent of GDP on ODA byrthiédle of the decade was set (Stokke
2009: 10). Interestingly, this is one of the ainish@ Millennium Development Goals today,
set to be achieved in 205 This decade also brought a focus on pro-poorcpolivhich
meant that the donors’ aims and objectives wereddaselirect aid towards the poorest and
neediest countries. In the 1970s the focus alspeturfrom simply striving to achieve
economic growth, to more focus on the considerati@ihimproving concrete areas such as
health, education, and income distribution (Aid W&af009). In the 1980s, ODA had a
downfall caused by international economic crisi$ich turned into a development crisis.
Stokke (2009: 11) argues that this developmentiscngas caused by the fact that:
“Stagflation and a changed ideological current iangnwestern countries led to increasing
protectionism and scarce resources for aid”. THetiso for these problems led to what is
called the first generation of aid conditionalityhich entailed that the Bretton Woods
institutions had to make the developing countrg®a to a structural adjustment programme,
because of the developing countries’ problems waying their debts. These incentives were

a fundamental change in the policy of ODA.

4.1.2 Development policy in a new world order

The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 led to what theternational Development Assistance
(IDA) refers to as the “Post Cold War Architectyr&ihich is still prevailing today (IDA
2007: 1). With the end of the Cold War in the 1998kat in chapter two is referred to as
“recipient merits”, such as good governance, hunngints and democracy, gained ground in
aid allocation (Stokke 2009: 12; IDA 2007: 38). $keconditions are also referred to as
second generation conditionality. In this type ofditionality, aid can be seen as a reward or
a ‘carrot’ when the recipient country adopts doapproved policies (Riddell 1999: 324). The
emphasis on second generation conditionality caseba through the 1993 DAC presentation
of an orientation on “Participatory Development a&dod Governance”, where the DAC
countries acknowledged these principles and olestas “areas for action” (OECD 1993: 2).

18|n 1961 the Organisation for European Economicp@oation was superseded by the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), ardtbvelopment Assistance Group was superseded by
the Development Assistance Committee.

¥ The Millennium Development Goals will be discus$edher in section 5.3.3.
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It stated that: “It has become increasingly appatieat there is a vital connection between
open, democratic and accountable systems of gaveenand respect for human rights, and
the ability to achieve sustained economic and sdexelopment” (OECD 1993: 2).

Therefore, it was acknowledged that participatayaedopment and good governance must be
central concerns in the allocation and design ekligment assistance (OECD 1993: 2). In
this decade, fighting poverty became the overadirtd of development assistance. In the
1990s, the World Bank’s and the IDAs role as thennchannel for multilateral ODA was
surpassed by the EC and the United Nations (IDA720dowever, alleviating poverty met
new challenges, as intra-state wars heavily inftednand affected the direction and use of
ODA. Resources were turned from social and econaemelopment to emergency and
security issues such as relief assistance to refjgend the resolution and prevention of
conflicts (Stokke 2009: 13). The focus was alsaight to involving the developing countries
in the global economy. In 2000, new efforts weredenan terms of coordinating and setting
new targets for international development policyth¥he UN Millennium Summit, the heads
of state of 147 countries were gathered along atitfer major aid-providing institutions. This
resulted in the creation of the United Nations B&fithium Declaration, from which the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were establasiiBtokke 2009: 14). The MDGs set
out to eradicate poverty within 2015. Stokke (2009) argues that “(...) the commitments
made in the United Nations Millennium Declaratiore @he world’s biggest promise, and
attaining the results contained in the Millenniurav@lopment Goals is the world’s biggest

challenge”.

4.2DEVELOPMENT OF EU AID POLICY

The European Economic Community was also createthéntime period after WW2,
primarily as an economic cooperation between thengmber states: France, Germany, ltaly
and the Benelux countries. At its emergence, thmiies of the European Community were
themselves receivers of development assistancthéAsountries rebuilt after the destructions
of WW2, and the European Economic Community greveagope and scale, the European
Commission and its Member States became imporidmiamors themselves.
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4.2.1 Funding of development aid

The EU development aid is divided into two mairegatiies, both of which are administered
by the Commission in Brussels (Olsen 2005: 574# fliist category is the African Caribbean
and Pacific group (ACP), while the second categowyers the rest of the world; Latin
America, the Mediterranean, Asia and Europe (OR@D5E: 574).The latter category of the
Community’s aid is financed by the ordinary budgat is therefore subject to the annual
political infighting. The ACP group and the Otheoudtries and Territories (OCT) are
covered by the European Development Fund, whicthesmain instrument for providing
Community aid for development cooperation to treasas. The European Development Fund
was set up in 1958, whose disbursements are marmggbe Commission, under supervision
by the Council (Neal 2007: 179; European Commissii®9a). It is not part of the
Community’s general budget, but the contributioresmade by the Member States of the EU
(Europedia 2010)It is the aim of the common aid policy to secure tpradual and
harmonious integration of the developing countimés the world economy. The fight against
poverty also has high priority, along with the a@onpromote democracy, human rights and
the rule of law (Olsen 2005: 537).

4.2.2 Preserving colonial ties

The colonial past of Europe has been of great itapoe to the EU development aid policy.
In the time after WW2, the Member States agreegksist their former colonies economically,
especially in Africa, as this would help to sectheir independence (European Commission
2007: 4). The formal cooperation started as easlyhe Treaty of Rome in 1957, which in
articles 131 and 136 recognised the obligationdVlember States to help their colonies
economically, along with arranging for an assooratof the former French and Belgian
Colonies with the European Community (Neal 200R; Man Reisen 2007). The cooperation
was based on the principles of association as @gpde assimilation, and on non
discriminatory trade between access by other Eamopéember States (Van Reisen 2007: 33).
There was also established a free trade area hetihee European Community and the
colonies, giving the right to establishment to rand nationals from all parties.

The Yaoundé Conventions from 1963 to 1975 arranigeda cooperation between the

European Community and 18 former colonies in théPAgZoup, and it was signed to cover
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aid disbursements by the European Development Buadthe next five years (Neal 2007:
179). The notion “ACP-states” comes from the “AQBup of states” formally established in
1975 with the Georgetown Agreement, which wasatitisigned by 46 African, Caribbean
and Pacific states (European Union 2010). Theioelship between the EU and the ACP
countries has grown and strengthened during thesysiace the Yaoundé treaty, as the
number of Member States in the EU has increased,tlams the number of ex-colonies,
trusteeships, or overseas territories for whichEheMember States feel some responsibility
(Neal 2007: 180). Through the Yaoundé Conventid963-1975), Lomé Conventions (1975-
2000) and the Cotonou agreement (2000-2020), the-BC cooperation has been formalised,
and the number of member states in the ACP grogpghawn to 79 members, 78 of which
has signed the Cotonou agreement (European Unib®)20The members of the ACP group
are deemed eligible for preferential treatmentané¢ and aid (Neal 2007: 180).

One of the principle reasons why the relationsbighte developing countries was of such
importance for the European Community was thetfzatt the European countries needed raw
materials and resources for the development of feurdts export markets and its labour

forces were also of vital importance for the EUn\Reisen (2007: 59) also argues that “it has
been recognized since the inception of the EU itegirosperity is dependent on and closely
associated with the EU’s ability to cooperate wiie countries of the South”. Further, Van

Reisen argues that “the EU is dependent on thehSbutt wants to fulfil its aspirations to

becoming a global player” (Van Reisen 2007: 59).

Though the non-associated countries in Asia andnLAmmerica were included in the
European Development policy in 1976, the resouotdhis budget line remained limited in
scope (Van Reisen 2007: 42). However, when thesaawe agreements with Spain and
Portugal were signed, this had a provision that@idatin America would be increased (Van
Reisen 2007: 45). With the enlargement of the EemopCommunity to include UK, Ireland
and Denmark, even more countries were includedhée ACP-group. This represented a
turning point of the European Community’s developmmessistance as the ACP-EC
cooperation grew to become quite extensive. Furtbez, agreements signed with the
Mediterranean countries and the successful negwotgaton the Lomé Convention now
ensured that the whole of the African continent eabraced (Van Reisen 2007: 44).

2 yaoundé | (1964-9), Yaoundé Il (1969-74), Lom&975-9), Lomé Il (1980-4), Lomé IIl (1985-9), Lorhé
(1990-4), Lomé IV revised (1995-9), Cotonou | (2R00
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The relationship between the EU and the ACP groap ¢hanged and evolved with the
different conventions and agreements. First, theris in the 1970s forced the European
Community to re-evaluate the relationship with h€ P countries. During the 1970 the

Community’s development policy also took on an é@agingly global perspective (Van

Reisen 2007: 43). The relationship with the develprountries now became a part of the
European economic strategy, because the EuropeamGoity still needed to import energy

and raw materials. Second, in 1988, the Europediafa&nt insisted on increasing resources
for the aid programmes, and that financial andnezh assistance should be strictly poverty
oriented so that the neediest countries would lettef most (Van Reisen 2007: 45-46).

Third, an emphasis on human rights, good governandedemocracy was included in the
Lomé IV Convention of 1990. Also, the Cotonou agneat established poverty eradication
as the principal objective, assigned a greatertootbe participation of civil society as well as

reinforced the political dimensions of relationgvibeen the ACP countries and the EU (Van
Reisen 2007: 56).

4.2.3 Inclusion of the non-associated countries

Although the ACP group has received much attentrorEU development policy, non-
associated countries have also been inclu@led.history of the EU’s involvement with non-
associated countries dates back to the 1970s, aigdsbal development policy was launched
by the Commission through the Paris Declaratiorl®f71. It involved the broadening of
policies’ range implemented at the time, in additito a call for coordination and
harmonisation with Member States’ individual stgis (Birocchi 1999: 4). The first piece of
legislation dedicated to non-associated countrias tihe Council Regulation of 1981 on
financial and technical aid (Birocchi 1999: 2). dlshe European Community initialised a
general system of preferences in 1971. This ingninwould provide global application of
preferential market access for imports from th@assed countries. Though this measure was
intended to expand the development policy from dpeestricted to merely European-African
cooperation, the increased use of instruments igaapreferential treatment quickly eroded
their value to the partner-countries (Van Reisedi’2@2).

In 1984, with the accession negotiations with S8paid Portugal, the Commission made

proposals to substantially increase the budgetafmistance to non-associated countries,
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including the Mediterranean countries (Van Reis6Q72 45; 2002: 12). There were made
proposals for increases in this budget line, degpi¢ fact that the existing resources already
were not fully utilised (Van Reisen 2002: 12). farmore, in 2000, the three EU institutions
adopted the first fully-fledged policy in developmie&ooperation for all developing countries.
It stated that “the main objective of community dieypment policy must be to reduce and
eventually, to eradicate poverty” (Van Reisen 208G}). However, Van Reisen (2007: 56)
argues that at the same time, there was a rival tdat EU development policy should be
focused on and limited to Africa. This idea seentedain ground in the allocation of aid and

the implementation structures.

According to Birocchi (1999: 2), the EU’s approaatd attitude toward the Asian emerging
economies have been mainly defensive, due to #reofeaggressive commercial competitors.
The aid policy of the EU has also shown defenseatures towards the Newly Industrialised
Countries (NICs) such as Brazil. Still, aid towaksian and Latin America (ALA) has been
limited in scope, especially if compared with thEA

After the fall of the Berlin Wall, the Central amithstern European countries (CEECs) were
also included through tHehareprogramme, which commenced in the early 189@ox and
Chapman (2000) argue that this programme marked beginning of significant EC
cooperation with this region. Furthermore, the Nedependent States (NIS) of the former
Soviet Union were embraced by the EC developmelntypthrough theTacisprogramme of
1991 (Cox and Chapman 2080)

4. 3CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter shows that the policy of developmessistance emerged after WW2, and its
initiation was far from cautious. Since then, de@distorical events such as wars, economic
crises and changes in the international politiiahate have affected the allocations of ODA.

Two major trends have influenced the internatiatiahate for ODA; The first trend being the

% The Phare (Assistance for Economic Restructurirthé Countries of Central and Eastern Europe)
programme became operational in January 1990 obasis of a Council Regulation to support the psece
transition to market-orientated economy, originatitended for Poland and Hungary, but later caniadiude
the Bulgaria, the former Czechoslovakia, the for@BIR, Romania and the former Yugoslavia. In 1994ais
extended to include Albania, Estonia, Latvia antthliania (Cox and Chapman 2000: 11).

%2 The Tacis (Technical Aid to the Commonwealth afdpendent States) was formally established by Gbunc
regulation No 2157/91 of 15 July 1991, and alsduitked Mongolia (Cox and Chapman 2000: 13).
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decolonisation process and the second trend bkeen@old War period. ODA policy has also
changed from focusing primarily on technical assise, to having a more pro-poor focus.
This historical presentation also shows that tregeetwo generations of aid conditionality.
The first generation aid conditionality was that tlevelopment countries needed to agree to a
structural adjustment programme, while the secoederation aid conditionality was the
donors’ focus on good governance, human rights,odemcy and the like in the recipient
countries. The history of the European aid poliag Bhown a great focus on cooperation with
the associated countries. However, the historieitions do not solely entail that the EC’s
aid allocation is based on strategic interestshasdevelopment cooperation has grown to
include developing countries throughout the whotelek The next chapter will explain how
the development policy of the EU has changed awnti’ed throughout the same time period,

and how the decision-making process of the devedopmolicy is laid out.
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5. ASSESSING GOALS AND COMPOSITION

This chapter commences with a brief introductiontlo& composition and decision-making
process of the European Commission, which is tlty loo the EU responsible for allocating
the EU’s multilateral aid. This will show whetharyaspecific actors have a greater possibility
of influencing the decision-making than others. Toenposition of the EC and possibilities
for Member States to affect the decision-makingcesses will be necessary to evaluate
whether the EC is truly independent from its MemB&ates’ interests. Next, a presentation of
the stated goals and objectives of the developmpelity of the EU as a whole will be given.
These goals are divided into those which are agrgexh in the treaties of EU, internal
agreements, and international agreements whichpkcable to the EC. The donor’s stated
goals and objectives for aid allocation and aic&fieness will show how recipient-need
oriented the EC’s intentions are, as well as dateng howthe EC defines “poverty oriented
aid”. Knowledge about goals and composition, alentp the history presented in chapter
four, is vital to understanding the developmentted EC’s aid allocation, and enables us

continue with the analysis.

5.1THE EU’S TWO-FOLDED ROLE

Through aid, the EU has acquired a unique intesnati role, one which reflects its self-imposed

responsibility to share the benefits of developnweitit the world's poorest countries (Lambert 198)7:

One might say that the EU has a two-folded rolemibeomes to aid; the EU as a regionally
based organisation with geo-political and comméiairests, and the EU as a multilateral
donor with overarching goals and objectives. Farsl foremost, the role of the EU does not
consist solely of being a multilateral donor. Bexmwf its status as a large regionally based
organisation which includes an ever increasing remalb policy areas, it is natural to assume
that the EU also wants to preserve its global @disrin the aid allocation policy. Unlike the
World Bank and the UN, the EU has a regional ctunesticy, which makes it more probable
that it has clearer cut strategic interests, sscbommercial and security interests. This is the
primary factor that separates the EU from othestutiial multilateral donors. Although the
number of Member States in the EU is lower thanWwld Bank and the UN, the ODA
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flows from the EC has surpassed them (SchneidefTabih 2009: 33°. As argued in chapter

two, multilateral donors are less likely to be uhced by strategic interests and more likely
to be affected by recipient merits and recipiergdse Theory assumes that a multilateral aid
donor’'s aim is to implement the development goaistdished by its member states and,
accordingly, the multilateral donor should disttdwaid based on economic needs of the
recipient country rather than its own strategieiasts (Schneider and Tobin 2009: 5). The
EC as a multilateral donor is meant to be independéits Member States, and also has a
stated development policy to follow. Thus one sHoekpect that EC aid is to be more
focused on recipient needs, as multilateral aidneigs were established to support the
economic development of the poorest and neediasitges, and their missions and goals
reflect this approach (Schneider and Tobin 2009:T8g next sections will elaborate on

whether the composition of the EC creates posséslifor Member States to influence the

direction of aid, and the goals and objectivesrséte development policy of the EU.

5.2DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

As mentioned in the introduction, the European Cdssion is the EU’s executive arm,
which is seated in Brussels. It is responsibleifgplementing the decisions of the European
Parliament and the Council of Ministers, throughpliementing its policies, running its
programs and spending its funds (European Unio®R0he EU is governed by the Council
resolutions which define strategic poverty alleioiatand people oriented goals (Cox et al.
2000: 37). The Council of Ministers consists of istiers from each Member State. It has co-
decision with the European Parliament on legishatamd the annual budget, and it has a
special focus on development policy twice a y&&re European Parliament consists of 758
members elected by 27 Member States, and it haggteto co-decision with the Council on
development legislation and the annual EU budgetwéver, it is the Commissions
responsibility to manage important instrumentstiegato the developing countries (such as
trade and aid) (World Bank 2009).

3 The EU has 27 Member States, whereas the Worl& Bas 186 Member States, and the UN has 192 Member
States.
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5.2.1 The special role of the European Commission

The Commission is responsible for representingetieon the international arena and, among
other things, negotiates international agreememtsemalf of the EU. The Commission’s role
in the EU’s development policy is formally governbg the “campaign against poverty”
mandate enshrined in the Maastricht Treaty andCiencil resolutions of 1993 on the fight
against poverty, and of 1996 on Human and Sociae@pment (Cox et al. 2000: 25). The
members of the Commission are called “commissidnarsd the Commission is composed
by one commissioner from each Member State. Themdesioners are not elected, but
appointed by the Member States, and the commissigrledge to be independent of their
governments. Furthermore, they are committed tanaitte interests of the Union as a whole,
and not take instructions from their national goweents (European Union 2009). The
commissioners are often portrayed as unaccountablaocrats, because they are unelected
(Peterson 2006: 81). Hence, it is difficult to hateem responsible if the policies are not
followed, though the EC has become increasinglyactable to the European Parliament
(Peterson 2006: 97). Despite this independences &mtl Dickson (2004: 6) argue that the
interests of Member States permeate the Commis3iois. entails that the commissioners
must find a balance between the impartiality they supposed to display, common EU
interests, and national allegiances. Hence, sectibthe Commission might have competing
interests, despite the overall goal to eradicateeqiy, especially in the South (Arts and
Dickson 2004: 7). Still, the Commission has thesgmbBty to exercise great influence in
development policy, as this area does not normallge too much political sensitivity
(Hoogne and Nugent 2006: 153).

The administrative structure of the Commission ligaaised around Directorates-General
(DG) (Hoogne and Nugent 2006: 149). The DGs areeslbonsible for different parts of the
EC'’s policies, and the number of DGs and serviasdhanged throughout the last decades.
The area of external relations is covered by foGsDDG for Development, DG for External
Relations, DG for Enlargement and DG for HumaratariAssistance. The DG for
Development is responsible for the relationshiphwilie ACP countries, sets development
policy and federates European development policgsacthe globe (European Commission
2010c). The DG for External Relations is respomrsibl the Commissions relations with the
outside world, including the European Neighbourhqudicy. It further ensures that the
programmes for specific countries are in accordavite the overall EU development goals.
The DG for Enlargement is responsible for finanaial to potential and future EU Member
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States, while the DG for Humanitarian Assistancevigles emergency relief to victims of
disaster and war outside Europe (European Commisa@iOc). The bureaucrats in the
different DGs work on instruction from their resgdsle commissioner and elaborate on the
proposals made by the commissioners (Nes 2009:113his way, the bureaucrats are also
involved in the forming of politics. The fact thidte DGs do not share common nationalities
or party loyalties makes the establishment of comfU interests even more difficult (Arts
and Dickson 2004: 6).

5.2.2 Possibilities for influence

The size of the Commission has increased as maretroes have joined the EU, and the
internal composition and responsibilities have geah The Commission was initially made
up of two commissioners of each of the Member Statigh the largest populations and one
commissioner from each of the other Member Ste®asce the Treaty of Nice, this was
changed to one commissioner from each Member Stfaleis, there are now 27
commissioners. A larger Commission would naturahtail smaller possibilities of single
Member States influencing the decision-making pseceas there is a greater diversion of
interests. However, groups of like-minded Membeaté&t could still get together and
coordinate their priorities in order to try to prota their interests in the Commission. A
strong argument for following a common coordinapedicy is its importance for the EU in
order to exercise greater influence in internati@fi@irs (Arts and Dickson 2004: 6). The fact
that the DGs are responsible for different partthefEC’s external actions could also entail
that the actual outcome is due to bureaucraticgases, not influence of individual Member
States. The next chapter analyses how Member Sdtatesommon European interests have

influenced the aid allocation.

5.3 DEVELOPMENT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The European Union has through several forums, bathin the EU and within the
international community, stated their goals forugdg poverty, increasing and improving
their aid, and making aid more efficient. The intrgoals of the EU are stated in the articles

130u-130y in théreaty on European UniofMaastricht treaty) and tHeuropean Consensus
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on Developmerif. Internationally, the EC makes great efforts tacte the Millennium
Development GoalgviDGs) of the UN from 2000.

5.3.1 Development policy from the Rome Treaty te thsbon treaty

Development policy in the EU has changed and edosiece its initiation, while influenced
by the EU’s own internal metamorphosis (Siraj 2000:This can be seen in the description
of how changes like the signing of new treaties exjiansions of the EU lead to changes in
the development policy. Table 5.1 displays the fesuvhich lay the basis for the goals and
objectives of the EU development policy.

Table 5.1: Objectives of treaties and agreements

Poverty oriented Focus on recipient Areas of focus
goals and objectives | merits
Treaties
Treaty of Rome, 1957 | Promote economic ang/None. ‘Overseas Countries
social development, and Territories’.

establish close
economic relations.

Treaty on European | Sustainable economic| Promote democracy, | Enhancing the

Union, (Maastricht and social human rights and the | development among

Treaty) 1992 development, rule of law. the developing
campaign against countries, particularly
poverty, integrating the most disadvantaged
developing countries of them.

into the world
economy, comply with
EU approved UN

objectives.
The Lisbon treaty, Poverty reduction and| Promote democracy, | Developing countries
2009 poverty eradication, | human rights and the | as well as assisting
comply with EU rule of law. third countries other
approved UN than developing
objectives. countries.

% The European Consensus on Development is valithéoEU as a whole, that being both the MembeleStat
and the European Commission.
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Table 5.1 continued

Agreements

The European
Consensus on
Development, 2005

Poverty eradication,
sustainable
development, work to
achieve the MDG's.

Promote the values of
respect for human
rights, fundamental
freedoms, peace,
democracy, good
governance, gender
equality, the rule of
law, solidarity and
justice.

Developing countries,
including both low
income countries and
middle income
countries. Focus on the
least developed and
other low income
countries.

Millennium
Development Goals,
2000

(United Nations
Millennium
Declaration)

Increase aid to 0.7% @
GNI by 2015.

Eight goals including
fighting poverty,
achieving universal
education, improving
health, promoting
gender equality,
economic
sustainability and

global cooperation.

f Good governance,
strengthen respect for
human rights,
democracy.

Least developed
countries, Small island
developing states,
landlocked developing
countries, heavily
indebted countries,
Africa and fragile
states.

The development policy of the EU has existed stheeTreaty of Rome was established in
1957. In Part IV, “Association of the Overseas Gades and Territories”, Articles 131-36, it
is stated that the European Community shall prorfetenomic and social development of
the countries and territories and to establisheclesonomic relations with them and the
Community as a whole” (European Community 1857)hese countries and territories are
limited to those who “have special relations witkeldum, Denmark, France, Italy, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom” (European Comigul1957). The European
Development Fund (EDF) was created to financiadlyist these regions (Van Reisen 2002:
12). The beginning of the development policy wagsthmited in scale, with only some
twenty countries and territories included. The Tyed Rome also had a strong focus on trade
relationships, by abolishing customs duties on irtgpbetween the countries and territories
and all Member States. However, as shown in theique chapter, the group of associated
countries, and thus the number of countries emdrdme the European Community’s

development policy, expanded throughout the 19%0s38s.

% The full length of articles 131-33 of the Rome dtyeare added in the appendix.

50



With the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, a legal basisthe EU development policy was created,
and the development cooperation was through thestvielat Treaty fully integrated into the
EUs acquis communautaif&(Van Reisen, 2007: 47). The objectives for develept in the
Maastricht treaty were to promote sustainable eeomoand social development, the
campaign against poverty and the harmonious intiegraf the developing countries into the
world economy (Van Reisen 2007: 47; European Udig®2: art. 130u; Olsen 2005: 573)
Hence, the union also took on a more global devety approach trough the Maastricht
Treaty. Still, article 130w safeguarded the speéi@lP-EU relationship (European Union
1992). The Maastricht Treaty also stated that teekbpment aid of the Community was
supposed to work together with the bilateral dgmedent policies of the Member States
(Olsen 2005: 573; European Union 1992). This iso aksiown as the principles of
coordinationandcomplimentarity where the first aims for the EC and the Membetest to
coordinate their activities, and the latter stateat the programmes of the EC should be in
addition to the programmes of the Member St@témn Reisen 2002: 13). The Maastricht
Treaty also set a focus on enhancing the developarmaong the most disadvantaged of the
developing countries. The cooperation with othematoorganisations was also emphasised,
by stating that “The Community and the Member Stateall comply with the commitments
and take account of the objectives they have aggrav the context of the United Nations
and other competent international organizationstirggean Union 1992: art. 130u, 3).
Through this article, the EC commits itself to MM®Gs, which will be elaborated later on in
the chapter. Through the Maastricht Treaty, thedi€0 stated that the development policy
shall contribute to the objective of the rule ofvJehuman rights and fundamental freedoms
(European Union 1992: art. 130u, 2). The EU thusirodted to allocating aid based on
recipient needs and recipient merits. The developmpelicy was consolidated in Amsterdam
Treaty of 1999, art. 177-181, while the Treaty a¢eNof 2001 added a new title, XXI, with a
new article 181aThe new title in the Treaty of Nice was added ideorto ensure a legal
basis for aid to the former countries of the Wargaet (Van Reisen 2007: 48).

The objectives of the development policy of the Edye again been revised in the Lisbon
treaty, which entered into force on th&df December 2009. The changes are not significant,

and the emphasis on poverty elimination is continaes Article 208 part 1 clearly states that

% The EU’s acquis communautaire is the legal prowisialready negotiated in earlier EU treaties. ddngis
communautaire is the body of EU laws and regulation
27 Articles 130u-130y of the Maastricht Treaty areled in the appendix.
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“(...) Union development cooperation policy shall baas its primary objective the reduction
and, in the long term, the eradication of povef&tropean Union 2007). Moreover, Article
208 part 2 continues to emphasise the cooperatittntihe EU and the UN (European Union
2007). The most notable change is the fact thaiclar209 of the Lisbon treaty has not
reproduced the sentence on the special statug &@P-EU Convention, which was stated in

the Maastricht Treaty.

5.3.2 The European Consensus on Development

The European Consensus on Development (ECD) washedain 2005 when the

representatives of the EU Member States in the G@huhe Commission, and the Parliament
met to decide on common goals for development policthe first part of this statement, the
EU commits to “poverty eradication, ownership, parship, delivering more and better aid
and promoting coherence for development” (Europdaion 2006: 2). The statement also
gives a description of what the EU perceives asepgy According to the ECD, the core
aspects of poverty include people of either gemndbo are deprived or perceived as
incapacitated in different societies and contextserms of economic, political, socio-cultural
or protective capabilities. Moreover, poverty refatto limitations within areas such as
consumption and food security, health, educatiaghts, the ability to be heard, human
security especially for the poor, dignity and ddcgark (European Union 2006: 3). Cox et al.
(2000: 27-28) argue that the EC uses a relativeaqmnof poverty, with a wide concept of
deprived people and those who are marginalised disctiminated against. This broad
perception of poverty is displayed in the defimtiof poverty introduced in the ECD. The
consensus also emphasises the importance of devehdolicy, stating that it is “at the

heart of the EU’s relations with all developing otiies” (European Union 2006: 1). In the
ECD the EU acknowledges that there is more thanogealnobligation to aid, as it is an

important measure in promoting peace and secuymiogperity and stability.

The EDC also states that the primary responsititydevelopment lies with the developing
countries themselves, but that the developed cesratso share this responsibility (European
Union 2006: 1). The consensus continues the foduthe treaties on the thought that
development cooperation is a shared competenceebatthe Community and its Member
States, and that the Community policies in thisesphare meant to complement the

development policies of the Member States. The [Etbgnises its responsibility as a
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substantial contributor of aid, and therefore statdocus on increasing the assistance, along

with its effectiveness and quality (European Ur2006: 1).

Furthermore, the EDC states that the least develamintries and other low income
countries (LDC and OLICs) will be prioritised, inrder to achieve more balanced global
assistance (European Union 2006: 2). The agreeaisotemphasises delivering more and
better aid as an important objective. Another intgoar aspect of this objective is reducing
transaction costs of aid in order to provide besiel, along with working with developing
partner countries to use increased aid flows mtieetevely (European Union 2006: 5). The
EU will also work for less volatile and more stabld to development countries, so that the
partner countries will receive predictable aid whiwill make planning easier (European
Union 2006: 5).

5.3.3 Millennium Development Goals

The primary objective of EU development cooperai®the eradication of poverty in the context of
sustainable development, including the pursuit loé tmillennium development goals (MDGS)

(European Commission 2007: 10).

The Millennium Development GoaldVDGs) are stated in the United Nations Millennium
Declaration, an agreement reached by the MembeesStaf the UN in 200¢?. The
declaration was signed by 189 countries (World B&009a). In this declaration, the UN
Member States acknowledge their collective resynilitgi to create a more peaceful,
prosperous and just world. The MDGs were a histodmmitment to eradicate absolute
poverty, which also included concrete and measeraygets in areas which would have an
immediate impact on the lives of people living iovprty (Van Reisen 2002: 7). The MDGs
set a time limit for obtaining the stated goalsisTimit is set to be the year 2015. Eight main
goals are the primary focus of this declarationtolg¢radicate extreme poverty and hunger, 2)
achieve universal primary education, 3) promotedgerequality and empower women, 4)
reduce the mortality rate of children, 5) improveaternal health, 6) combat HIV/Aids,
malaria and other diseases, 7) ensure environmentdhinability, and 8) develop global
partnership for development (European Union 20Q06TRough my analysis focuses on the

EU as a multilateral organisation, not the bildtegavernments who actually signed the

% The Millennium Development Goals are a resultssbiution 55/2 adopted by the General Assemblpief t
UN in 2000.
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agreement, the MDGs still can be seen as a go#éhéEC, because the EU clearly states the
MDGs as a goal for the entire union, which thududes both the Member States and the
Commission (European Union 2006). The EU’s supfoorthe MDGs is also implicitly stated
in the treaties, which state that the Union andMleenber States shall apply with their UN
commitments. Furthermore, the EU has also explisithted that it fully supports the MDGs,
and the EU has committed to following up the MDGig4l 2007: 183; European Union 2006:
2). According to Neal (2007: 183-84), the goalsu®n people rather than infrastructure
projects, and they require cooperation by the reotpstates in forming feasible action plans.
Furthermore, the EU expects that the recipientge@shuman rights, follow the rule of law,
and abide by international rules governing trade famance. In this way, the EU applies the
success of its accession strategies for the tenMember States, to its client states (Neal
2007: 184).

The EU’s work towards the MDGs includes some ambgigoals for the target date in 2015,
drawn up by the Commission (European Union 2008)es€& include to: 1) set new

intermediate targets for growth in official aid lyeds by 2010 with a view to achieving the
overall target of 0.7 % of gross national incom&{(Gby 2015; 2) speed up reforms that will

improve the quality of aid; 3) rethink the way thtae EU influences the conditions for

development; and 4) ensure that Africa is the numibmee beneficiary of these new

approaches and seize new opportunities for pahipebetween the two continents (European
Union 2008).

5.4  DEFINITE GOALS OR INTANGIBLE AMBITIONS?

The EU’s development policy has changed, evolvetig@own to include much more of the
world’s developing countries since its cautiousrtstaith limited span. The initial
development policy displayed in the Treaty of Roma&s clearly based on the European
Community’s relations with its former colonies, ahavas therefore a mode of preserving its
strategic interests. The changes in the developpaity throughout the Z’Ocentury have
shown a greater focus on recipient needs. Whilél'tkaty of Rome claims the promotion of
“social and economic development” and establisl@ngose economic relationship with the
overseas countries and territories, the Maastiicbaty is more characterised by prioritising
recipient needs. It focuses on “the campaign agagmaserty’, integrating development

countries into the world economy, poverty eradmatand encompassing all developing
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countries (European Union 1992; European Commub@y7). Hence, the eradication of
poverty and promotion of sustainable developmemt pcevail as the main goals of the EU.
Since the Maastricht Treaty, the development potiag also included “good governance”
criteria and a focus on the rule of law, human tsghnd fundamental freedoms for aid

recipients, and by so it has brought the attertbharecipient merits.

The goals and objectives of the EU developmenicpare ambitious in the sense that they
seek to eradicate poverty, achieve sustainablela@went and integrate the developing
countries into the world’s economy. Poverty erafificais not impossible; however, these
goals are not easily achievable. Furthermore, ¥ bedifficult to measure the performance
of the EU towards its goals. As Van Reisen (2002argues, the challenge lies in turning
long-standing commitments into measurable actiond eesults. Hence, a problem in
assessing development policy and donor performamaecordance with their goals, are the
vague and wide definitions of focus-areas. Van &e{2002: 21) states that the Commission
is working on a methodology on how to measure ttugness of the poverty focus of the
Community development cooperation. There are howeathodological challenges, as it is
impossible to isolate the impact on poverty frone amdividual donor in a specific country,
because the indicators may be influenced by marmgenous factors. There is also the
problem of a time lag between input and expectsdli® (Van Reisen 2002: 21).

In one way, the goals of the EU will not be fuill until poverty is eradicated. In another
sense, part of the development policy includes ncorecrete and measurable objectives, as
concrete goals are set for increasing the amourticbfto 0.7 percent of GNI, prioritising

Least Developed Countries and Sub-Saharan Africaveder, much of it has room for

interpretation and arbitrary evaluations on howle EC performs. The upcoming chapter
will give us an indication on how the aid allocatsoof the EC can be explained by the
theoretical dimensions, and whether the aid allonadf the EC is in actual correspondence
with these goals. Furthermore, it will evaluate thiee the goals have determined the aid

allocation to a greater extent than the strategeréests displayed through history.
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6. ANALYSING THE EC’S AID ALLOCATION

This chapter presents the results from the anabfdise European Commission’s motives for
aid allocation since the 1960s, and assesses wh#tbeaid allocations have been in
accordance with the stated goals, presented int@hdie. First, the data on EC’s aid
allocation is presented for the different regioaadl income groups is presented for part I, the
traditional developing countries, and part Il, theore advanced developing countries,
respectively. The analysis also takes a closer labkhe African Caribbean and Pacific
countries (ACP group), and EC aid to different gext The data on the EC’s Official
Development Assistance (ODA) allocation is presgnteterms of actual disbursements in
percent of total aid to developing countries, arffic@l Aid (OA) in percent of total aid to
part 1l countries. The empirical material is prasenand discussed in relation to the
dimensions that were elaborated in the method ehapamely recipient needs, donor-interest,
recipient merits and possibilities for influenceher historical background along with the
stated goals and information on the compositiothefEC can provide valuable information

on why the EU allocates aid the way it does.

Second, the findings are summarised, and the dosloaviour of the EC is discussed. This
will indicate whether its behaviour can be percdias altruistic or self-oriented. Lastly,

motives for EC aid allocation is analysed aid adoay to the goals and objectives presented
in chapter five. This displays how well the actaa allocations correspond with the stated

goals and objectives.
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6.1EC AID ALLOCATION

Figure 6.1: Total EC ODA allocations
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Source:Based on OECD.Stat, DAC 2a.

Notes This list includes only ODA, and hence leaves ©4t The numbers are ODA disbursements, presented
in current US dollars. The part Il list of recipienwas abolished in 2005. The figure presentscadall trecipients,
total, which includes both aid to developing coigstrand aid to multilateral part | recipients.

Figure 6.1 shows a considerable increase in ODMftbe EC from 1960 to 2008. The

increase reflects how the number of developing t@sembraced by the EU throughout the
last six decades has grown, as well as the groategomy of the EU due to the inclusion of
several new Member States in the same time period.

Figure 6.1 provides indications on how the inteoral trends presented in chapter four
might have influenced the total aid disbursemeifitthe EC. First, in the years of the two
international economic crises, the aid flows do s&¢m to have decreased or stagnated as
might have been expected. Actually, aid allocatimcreased with almost 500 million US
dollars from 1970 to 1975, and the increase in OddAtinued until 1980. Second, in the
1990s, following the end of the Cold War, one miglsb have expected aid flows to stagnate
or decrease due to the increased flows of OA td&Et®pean part Il countries. However, the
fall of the Berlin wall in 1990 was not followed lmecreasing or stagnating aid flows either.
In fact, total amounts of aid increased substdgptiabm 1985 to 1990, and almost doubled
from 1990 to 1995. Third, since the MDGs were dsthed in 2000, and until 2008, the
amount of ODA from the EC was almost tripled. 1m020the part Il list of recipients was
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abolished. This entails that Official Aid was rejgar as ODA from 2005, which might partly
explain this drastic increase in ODA. The next isast will elaborate more closely on how

these resources have been allocated.

6.1.1 Targeting recipient needs

As discussed in section 5.3.2, poverty is a contegt is not easily defined. It may entail
many aspects of a person’s, community’s or cousitlije. Poverty may be defined both as
absolute which refers to people in lack of basic necessifor survival, orelative, which
refers to people who live below the general stasglaf living in the society (European Anti-
Poverty Network 2010). The EU definition of povedtated in the European Consensus on
Development includes a wide aspect of what maydoegived as deprived people, and a wide
range of policy areas that are considered to infleethe level of poverty. This definition
facilitates a wide understanding of what kind otvgmy areas the EC intends to focus on.
However, the overall goals of the EU, presentedhapter five, clearly state a focus on the
most disadvantaged and least developed countieselgoals tend towards the definition of
absolute poverty, while at the same time making shiat the countries with relative poverty
are also included. The most precise way of meaguhea EC poverty focus, is to analyse the
amounts of aid that is allocated to the pooreshtras and regions. Moreover, the definition
in the European Consensus on Development emphagisess to health, food and education,
focus areas which are also stated in the MDGs. y&irad whether these areas are also the
focus of the EC aid allocation is done by evalugativhich sectors are prioritised in the aid
allocation. Combined, this will give insight as wether the EC focuses on poverty when

allocating aid.
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Table 6.1: EC allocation to income-groupings

Recipient/ 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985
Year

LDCs 87,75 % 55,88 % 50,59 % 55,45 % 54,43 % 41,81 %
Other LICs 0,57 % 12,66 % 9,39 % 9,14 % 5,92 % 3,59 %
LMCs 5,13 % 14,85 % 24,41 % 24,14 % 20,71 % 20,88 %
UMICs 0,28 % 5,66 % 9,04 % 1,4 % 3,83% 3,85 %
MADCTs . 0,15 % 2,76 % 1,9% 1,79 % 0,6 %
Part I, 6,27 % 10,8 % 3,81 % 7,97 % 13,32 % 29,27 %
unallocated

by income**

Developing 3,51 110,31 179,88 677,32 1043,42 1319,98
countries,

total

Recipient/ 1990 1995 2000 2005~ 2008
Year

LDCs 45,2 % 32,91 % 22,93 % 33,31 % 31,04 %
Other LICs 11,62 % 7,4 % 3,11 % 6,57 % 5,23 %
LMCs 24,3 % 25,88 % 32,42 % 26,68 % 25,93 %
UMICs 4,29 % 8,82 % 21,81 % 11,65 % 19,91 %
MADCTs 0,77 % 1,82 % 1,36 % 0,02 % .
Part I, 13,82 % 23,17 % 18,36 % 21,77 % 17,88 %
unallocated

by income**

Developing 2 562,86 4722,79 4 414,01 8 686,53 14 427,68
countries,

total

Source Based on OECD.Stat, DAC 2a.

Notes The numbers are ODA disbursements, presentecr@em of total ODA to developing countries. The
total amounts are presented in current US dollars.

* The part |l list of recipients was abolished iD05.

** “Unallocated by income” means that the funds catmeoplaced into the DAC categories of Income Groups
because the recipient of the funds is unknown determined at the time the aid agency is repodiddlows.

Table 6.1 shows the EC’s aid allocations accorttingcome groupings. First of all, the focus
on the least developed countries (LDCs) in theadliocation of the EC until the 1980s is
apparent. One observes that until 1985, the ECillis¢d the better part of its ODA, more
than fifty percent, to the LDCs. Considering thetfiat the focus areas of the Community’s
development policy at this stage primarily werenfer colonies, this suggests that many of
the associated countries were also among the goéresn 1985, aid allocations to the LDCs
declined, and reached is lowest point in 2000, witty approximately 23 percent of the total
amount of ODA going to the LDCs. Simultaneouslye tipper middle income countries
(UMICs) experienced a sudden growth of ODA, froom@d$t nine percent in 1995, to
approximately 23 percent in 2000. Flows to the oltv income countries (Other LICs) have

remained relatively low throughout the time peribldwever, this is not too disturbing, since
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there are fewer countries in this gréupThe low middle income countries (LMCs) have
experienced stable aid allocations from the 197t today, amounting to more than 20

percent each year throughout this period. Van Re{@002) argues that this shift in aid

allocations is due to the changes in nature othibenatic budget lines. Also, Table 6.1 shows
that aid allocations to the more advanced counamekterritories (MADCTS) have remained

very low throughout the entire time period from @36 2008. This corresponds with the fact
that, at least from the 1990s, most MADCTSs recei@@dand not ODA.

This suggests that the EC has allocated substamtidlows to the poorest countries, at least
when counting LDCs, OLICs and LMCs. This weakenstlBdemy’s (2006: 107) argument
that the EC is insensitive to recipient needs. &elit, the focus on absolute poverty has been
weakened, but still the relatively high allocatiots LDCs until the 1990s show a
considerable focus on poverty until the fall of Berlin Wall. What is more, this shows that
while the development policy was primarily focusad colonial ties, the poorest countries
were also the main beneficiaries of developmenis@sse. But, while the development
policy increased its focus on poverty eradicatibie, aid allocations to the poorest countries
decreased. This finding is interesting considetiingt the EU to a great extent has been

labelled a strategic actor based on its associatitmthe former colonies.

As seen in Table 5.1 in the previous chapter, the development policy through the
European Consensus on Development states a foca#l developing countries including
LMCs and UMICs, while the Treaty on European Ungiates a focus oall developing
countries, but particularly the most disadvantageeels. In this regard, the actual allocation of

the EU is in accordance with the aims of the dgualent policy.

However, it seems like the declining aid allocasiao the LDCs are not solely a trend within
the EC. Norberg (2000) argues that overall aid ftbe OECD countries to the LDCs has
decreased from 38 per cent in the mid-1980s toeBXent in 1997. Thus, a variety of donors
might have changed their priorities in the aftetmat the Cold War. Riddell (1999: 324)

presents another explanation to this change; Heearthat the increase of aid to the middle-

income countries could be due to the donors’ iddocus on allocating aid to the countries

29 According to the OECD. Stat listing of 2010, thare 12 countries and territories in the Other LtGuging,
whereas 49 countries and territories in the LDQgrel8 countries and territories in the LMIC grodp,
countries and territories in the UMIC group andc®dntries and territories in the MADCT group.
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with the greatest market potential. Hence, disbuesgs have shifted from the poorest
countries to the middle income countries, as taderand investment potential is more likely
to be greater in these countries.

6.1.2 Changing regional priorities

The poverty focus of the EU can also be assessemh@lysing which regions are prioritised,
as most of the world’s poorest countries are latate Africa, more specifically in Sub-
Saharan Africa. Furthermore, the MDGs state thaicafis a region which should be given
priority. The development policy of the Europeam@aunity has also given a greater focus
to some regions more than others. The Treaty of &Rdéocused primarily on overseas
countries and territories, which were primarily isém countrie¥. However, Table 6.2 shows
that the number of countries embraced by the dpwabmt policy of the European
Community and later the European Union has growhne with the changes made.

Table 6.2: EC aid allocation to regional groupings

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985
Europe 10,43 % 2,74 % 0,41 % 2.4 % 0,69 %
North of 0,20 % 4,20 % 1,26 % 4,34 % 6,04 %
Sahara
South of 89,74 % 86,47 % 72,53 % 54,98 % 60,13 % 53,62 %
Sahara
North and 0,15% 3,11 % 2,28 % 4,9 % 2,92 %
Central
America
South 2,58 % 2,01 % 1,20 % 0,9 % 2,15 %
America
Far East Asia 3,99 % 0,11 % 2,50 % 1,77 % 262% 2,07%
South and 5,30 % 29,23 % 13,35 % 7,55 %
Central Asia
Middle East 2,64 % 3,34 % 2,01 % 1,18 %
Oceania 0,57 % 1,16 % 0,18 % 1,41 % 1,13 %
Developing 5,7% 0,06 % 3,81 % 5,34 % 7,94 % 14,54
countries,
unspecified***
Developing 3,51 110,31 179,88 677,32 1043,42 1 319,98

countries, total

% These countries and territories were: Senegahdfr&udan, French Guinea, Ivory Coast, Dahomey,
Mauritania, Niger and Upper Volta; Middle Congo,aigi-Shari, Chad and Gabon; Saint Pierre and Mamyel
the Comoro Archipelago, Madagascar and dependeraiesch Somaliland, New Caledonia and dependencies
French Settlements in Oceania, Southern and Antdretritories; The Autonomous Republic of Togolamte
trust territories of the Cameroons under Frenchiagtnation; The Belgian Congo and Ruanda-Urundiie T

trust territory of Somaliland under Italian admtrédion; Netherlands New Guinea (European Commuifiy7).
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1990 1995 2000 2005* 2008

Europe -0,72 % ** 5,82 % 26,82 % 12,55 % 20,73 %
North of 4,78 % 6,26 % 7.4 % 8,3 % 7,87 %
Sahara

South of 59,04 % 37,75 % 24,93 % 36,85 % 33,79 %
Sahara

North and 4,49 % 8,55 % 4,39 % 3,81 % 4,03 %
Central

America

South 4,97 % 4,16 % 2,98 % 3,33 % 3,13 %
America

Far East Asia 3,78 % 4,34 % 4,56 % 3,67 % 3,1%
South and 6,11 % 8,6 % 6,74 % 9,46 % 8,62 %
Central Asia

Middle East 2,1% 4,63 % 5,07 % 5,94 % 7,12 %
Oceania 2,43 % 1,68 % 1,21 % 0,98 % 0,65 %
Developing 9,31 % 16,73 % 14,21 % 11,46 % 10,10 %
countries,

unspecified***

Developing 2 562,86 4722,79 4 414,01 8 686,53 14 427,68

countries, total

Source Based on OECD.Stat, DAC2a.

Notes This table shows only ODA, excluding OA. The nwardbare ODA disbursements presented in percent of
total aid to developing countries. The total ODAd&veloping countries is presented in current Uado The
numbers do not add up to 100 % of EC aid to dewefppountries, as minor aid allocations to unspedif
regional groups are excluded.

*From 2005 the Part Il list of ODA recipients wasosished.

*Net disbursements will be negative for years véheepayments on loans made by the recipient country
exceeded ODA disbhursements to that country. ODAantg + loans — repayments of loans. In DAC stasist
loan payments are recorded as negative.

*** “Developing countries unspecified” indicates thia¢ aid went to developing countries, but that ékact
recipients were unknown at the time of reporting.

Table 6.2 shows that the EC aid allocation to AfriSouth of Sahara has been high,
amounting to more than fifty percent of total axddieveloping countries until 1995, when the
amounts dropped dramatically to 37 percent of tOf2A to developing countries. Since the
agreement of the MDGs in 2000, a year that also avesv point for the EC-Sub Saharan
Africa allocations, the allocations to Africa sowthSahara have increased somewhat, but it
has not reached the heights of previous allocatidnsever, just like the downfall in ODA to
the LDCs, the decrease of aid to African countisesot merely a European trend. ODA from
the OECD countries to Sub-Saharan Africa actuallyffom 31 percent in the mid-80s to 27
percent in 1997 (Norberg 20000hese trends are also interconnected, as most LAEs

located in Sub-Saharan Africa.
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The explanation to the decreasing allocations tb-Saharan Africa lies in the change of
focus towards the EU neighbouring countries. Tleisdmes clear in Table 6.2, which shows
that from 2000, the European region experiencedrafisant increase in aid allocation. The
ODA allocations to Europe were very low (exceptl®65) until 2000, when it suddenly
increased to almost 27 percent of total ODA to t®iag countries. This was even before
the part Il list of recipients was abolished, whidleans that until 2005, the aid presented in
Table 6.2 was in addition to the OA flows to Eurdpes year. The situation in Europe in the
1990s with the turmoil in the Balkans can to aaerextent explain the sudden rise of aid to
Europe, considering that Bosnia-Herzegovina, Seflrieatia and Macedonia were among the
main recipients (OECD 2010d). Rebuilding Balkan waportant for security in Europe, as
these countries were torn by war and conflictsoAld was allocated to these areas to help
stabilise the situation because the instabilitthese countries also added a fear for increased
immigration to the EU (Olsen 2005: 583). These toes were also poor, but more in terms
of the relative concept of povetly Another country that received substantial amoofiid
form the EC during this time period was Turkey, eigthg 15 percent of total aid to
developing countries in 2000 (OECD 2018d)As shown in Table 6.2, the Middle Eastern
countries also experienced an increase of aidatltmts from 1995, continuing into the 2000s.
Cox and Chapman (2000: 73) argue that the steapase in aid to the Middle Eastern
countries and Turkey was due to the special sugpesge countries received after the Gulf
War. However, Turkey was a special case to thedsUt had long been an applicant for the
European Economic Community. In 1999, the EU gawekdy candidate status, which

entailed that it received pre-accession finan@alstance (European Commission 2010b).

Olsen (2005: 576) argues that the end of the Colar Witroduced new priorities that
influenced the EU policy towards poor countriese3énwere characterised by two trends; 1)
widening aims, from the original goal of promotisgcial development towards an increasing
focus on the promotion of stability, security arehebcracy, and 2) a changing geographical
focus, from its former emphasis on Sub-SahararcAfto higher priority of North Africa and
Europe. It is evident that these trends are intereoted, as the main reason for the increase
in aid to the neighbouring countries of the EU w@icrease stability, promote democracy,

and ensure security close to the EU borders. Heheestrategic interests of the EU shifted

31 These countries were listed as low middle incomentries in 2000 by the DAC, except for Croatiajakh
was listed as upper middle income. Serbia was mawére UMIC group in 2008.
%2 Turkey was listed as an upper middle income cqumjrthe DAC in 2000.
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from helping its former colonies, to a focus on thgeo-political importance of its
neighbouring countries. With this change of focilme EU aid allocation also became less

focused on helping the countries in absolute pgvert

Aid from the EC to the developing world outside h€P group has traditionally received
little attention and political priority (Laffan 199 169). Table 6.2 shows that the aid
allocations to South America were relatively love thntire time period from 1960 to 2008.
Olsen argues that the Latin American countries waoé included in the initiation of
European Community development policy becauseefabk of direct colonial ties to any of
the Member States (Olsen 2005: 584). This is dygglan the very limited aid disbursements
to the region until 1990. However, the accessieatir with Spain and Portugal in 1985 had a
provision that aid to Latin America would be insed (Van Reisen 2007: 45). This can be
seen from the increased aid to South America fr@8b1o 1990. Still, this increase was not
substantial, as it amounted to an increase of mvibypercent of total ODA to South America,
and in fact decreased again after 1990. The As@mtdes were not a priority to the
European Community either, which is more puzzlingsidering the fact that this region had
colonial ties with Europe (Olsen 2005: 584). In 89&e European Parliament insisted on
increased resources to aid programmes, and setsepaaate co-operation scheme for Asia
and Latin America, while at the same time statihgt tthe cooperation should be strictly
poverty-orientated (Van Reisen 2007: 45-46). Howeas opposed to South America, actual
aid disbursements to Asia did not seem to increlmséact, aid to South and Central Asia
decreased from almost 30 percent in 1975 to apm@&bely 6 percent in 1990, whereas Far
East Asian aid had a small increase from 1,77 peioel970 to 3,78 percent in 1990. Aid to
all these regions have remained relatively stabiledeclined somewhat since 1995 and
onwards. Van Reisen (2002: 16) emphasises thalbeations to Asia have been very low,

especially considering that the largest amountooi people live in Asia.

The decreasing focus on the Asia and Latin Americagions can be explained by a
Commission statement in 2003, which expresseddéatlopment policy was no longer the
basis for its activities in Asia and Latin Ameriddne statement was followed by a decision to
move these regions from the chapter on developtoghe chapter on external relations (Van
Reisen 2007: 57). This is in line with Géran Hydeptediction:
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Indeed, foreign aid is likely to cease being anangnt global activity because most countries ithbo
Asia and Latin America will have developed to aelewhere other forms of capital and expertise will
be more attractive (Hyden in Riddell 1999: 309).

Based on the ODA allocations shown in Table 6.8, ftcus areas of the EC seem to have
moved towards the European countries after theofalhe Berlin Wall, and away from the
poorest countries. The EU has thus been forcednsider its interests as a regionally based
organisation, at the expense of its altruistic dayaals. The change of focus also entails that
the poverty-orientation has tended towards the melegive definition of poverty in the past
two decades. The next section will provide insigho how the ACP countries have been

affected by the changing regional priorities.

6.1.3 EU relations with the ACP countries

As shown in chapter four, the EU has had a speelationship with the African Caribbean
and Pacific (ACP) countries since the initiationtefdevelopment policy, when the Treaty of
Rome established an association with the formesnies. Van Reisen describes the origin
and development of the ACP-EC cooperation by sathiag “It can be shown that Europe’s
relations with developing countries were built ampanded upon the basis of previous
colonial connections” (2007: 31). Since then nexaties have been created and the objectives
of the development policy have ceased to includg imcluding associated countries. At the
same time, the relationship with the ACP counthias expanded, and the group of associated
countries has grown to include a majority of thelad/s poorest developing countries. Is the
EU’s relationship with these countries as prefea¢nas its critics claim, and does it
correspond with the goals of the EU? In order tangxe this, one must take a look at what

types of countries are actually included in thisoagation.

Table 6.3: Dispersion of ACP countries in incomeugs
LDC OLIC LMIC UMIC MADC

T
Total of ODA eligible countries and 49 12 48 43 27
territories*

ACP 40 6 11 21 1

Source Based on OECD distribution of countries and terigs into different income groupings and listA&ZP
countries.

Notes:This table is based on which income group the AGfhtries belonged to in 2010.

* Some of the ODA eligible countries and territarare overseas territories of European states.
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Table 6.3 shows that of the 79 countries in the AfEdup, 40 of them are least developed
countries (LDCs¥>. This leaves only nine out of a total of 49 LDCsieh are not in the ACP
group. Six ACP-countries are other low income coaat(OLIC), eleven ACP countries are
low middle income countries (LMIC), 21 countrieg aipper middle income countries (UMIC)
and only one country, Bahamas, is in the most amk@mleveloping country and territories
grouping (MADCT). This shows that a substantial amtoof the ACP countries are also
among the poorest, as approximately 58 percernteo€ountries are found in the low income
groupings. Of these countries, the main benefiesavere all in the low income groupings
(OECD 2010d".

Table 6.4: Dispersion of ACP-countries in regiogiadups

Sub-Saharan North and South Far East Asic Oceania

Africa Central America
America
Total of ODA 51 30 13 18 19
eligible countries and
territories*

ACP 48 14 2 1 14

Source:Based on the OECD continent groupings, ODA el@gitbuntries and territories (2010), and list of ACP
countries.
* Some of the ODA eligible countries and territorées overseas territories of European states.

As for regions, Table 6.4 shows that 48 countrieshe ACP groups are located in Sub-
Saharan Africa, while 14 are located in North arai@al America, 14 are located in Oceania,
two are located in South America, and one, Eastor,ins located in Far East Asia. This
shows a great focus on Sub-Saharan Africa, as #rerenly three ODA eligible territories in
this region which is excluded from the ACP grdug-urthermore, Cox and Chapman (2000:
51) notes that in the ACP group the Sub-Saharantdes have been the main beneficiaries
of EC aid.

The discussion about the preferential treatme®@®P countries has focused on the colonial
status of the member states, which has overshadtheealctual income status of the group’s

members. In reality, the ACP countries include maoyntries in the lower income groups,

33 A table of which ACP countries belong to the diéfet income groups or regions is added in the agipen

34 Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Democratic Republic of@bago, Cote d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya,
Madagascar, Mali, Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, Nifjggeria, Senegal, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Haiti.
% The eligible territories are East African CommuynNMayotte and St.Helena. Mayotte is French tenyitovhile
St.Helena is British territory.
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although 22 countries in upper-middle income groagsalso included. This suggests a more
nuanced picture of the EU’s aid allocations to AP group being strictly strategic rather
than poverty oriented. Also, the fact that coustoé interest are also poor countries makes it
difficult to assess whether it is the poverty o thterest in the ACP countries that create the
motive for aid allocation to this group. It mighe tiboth. This is in line with Lumsdaine’s
(1993: 73) argument that different motives, likevelepment motives and colonial ties,
sometimes work together, and should therefore len s complementary, instead of
mutually excluding explanations. Furthermore, ia #970s and early 1980s the cooperation
under the Lomé agreement was admired as innovaina as an example for future
regulations of the North-South relations, not anlfeurope and the developing countries, but
also within a broader international audience (DefiMartinussen and Engberg-Pedersen
2003: 127; Hewitt and Whiteman 2004: 136). Thus tbklationship between the ACP
countries and the European Union has also beeripetcas a well-functioning cooperation,

and not only as a tool for strategic politics frdme EU’s part.

Table 6.5: EC aid to the ACP-group

Recipient/ 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980
year

ACP countries in 89,74 % 88,65 % 73,74 % 55,35 % 60,56 %
percentage of total aid

ACP-countries 3,15 97,79 132,65 374,89 631,9
Actual disbursements

Developing countries, total 3,51 110,31 179,88 677,32 1 043,42
Recipient/ 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005* 2008
year

ACP countries in 4979% 6459% 41,73% 23,88% 35,37 %33,51 %
percentage of total aid

ACP-countries 657,29 16554 1970,61 1054,24 3072,614 834,56

Actual disbursements

Developing countries, total 1319,98 2562,86 4722,79 441401 8 686,5B31427,68

Source:Based on OECD.Stats, DAC 2a.
Notes:The numbers are ODA disbursements presented rardudS dollars.
*From 2005, the part Il list of ODA recipients walsolished.

Table 6.5 shows that the aid allocations to the AGEntries were very high in the 1960s.
This is not surprising, as the Treaty of Rome state emphasis on the associated countries
during these years. According to Smith (2004: @6¢ ACP countries were at top of the
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Community’s ‘pyramid of privileges’ during the CoMVar, which is displayed in the high
allocations to this group in the Cold War yeardarg&ider and Tobin (2009) argue that aid to
the ACP countries decreased after the iron cuf@inand new poor Member States were
admitted to the EU. They argue that the focus ethifrom the ACP countries to the new
Member States in the EU, because they were mategically important to the EU than the
ACP group. Still, ODA allocations did not decreasbstantially in the aftermath of fall of the
Berlin wall. Table 6.5 shows that in 1990 the OAthe ACP group remained quite high;
amounting to approximately 65 percent of totaltaidleveloping countries. These allocations
did not decline substantially until 2000, when oabout 24 percent of ODA was allocated to
the ACP countries. As discussed in the previouisedhe sudden drop of ODA allocation
to the ACP group in 2000 must be seen in relattornthe increased focus on Europe in the
same time period. However, it was the Balkan coemtand Turkey that were the main
beneficiaries of these allocations, not the new MenStates. These countries also received
substantial amounts of aid, but as they were inpn¢ 11 list of recipients, their allocations
were listed as Official Aid, not ODA. As shown iection 6.1, the total aid allocations to
developing countries did not decline due to thedathe Berlin Wall. Hence, the allocations
to the part Il countries were not part of the reasar the change of priorities in ODA
allocations. Considering that the ACP group inctudeost of the LDCs and Sub-Saharan
countries, the relatively high ODA allocation teeti®ACP group until the 1990s can to a

certain extent correspond with recipient needs.

6.1.4 New priorities: EU and part Il countries

The allocations of Official Aid started in 1990eafthe fall of the Berlin Wall, when several
states were made independent from the Soviet Unitwerefore, as noted in the theory
chapter, including OA in the analysis is importaag EC indeed has spent substantial
amounts on aid allocations in these regions, aseTé6 indicates. Apart from seeing how
OA is spent, it is interesting to see whether ti#e dlocations have seemed to influence the
size of the ODA allocations in this time period rthermore, the direction of OA can give us
an understanding of what has motivated the EUlaxate aid to these regions, and whether

these allocations can be seen as correspondinghveitEU’s goals.
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Table 6.6: EC aid to Part Il countries

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
CEEC 100% 80,71% 62,67% 68,82% 70,46% 50,20% 66,02%
NIC 19,29%  37,33% 31,18% 29,54% 44,58% 20,41%
MADCT -0,09%
Total percent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94,78% 86,34%
Part Il, total 397,46 156096 818,98 707,69 123457 1216,26 1434,48

disbursements

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004*

CEEC 66,57% 7551% 78,56% 81,29%81,55% 79,86% 78,84% 84,19%
NIC 26,19% 19,73% 17,39% 14,85%13,37% 19,28% 13,6% 10,04%
MADCT 3,83% 2,15% 2,31% 1,98% 2,29% 0,82% 2,39% 2,47%

Total percent  96,59% 97,39% 98,26% 98,039897,21% 99,96% 94,83% 96,7%

Part Il, total 1440,65 2409,46 281755 2801,62682,7 18524 3169 4 233,7
disbursements

Source:Based on OECD.Stat, DAC2a.

Notes: The numbers are ODA disbursements, presentedriertuJS dollars. The numbers do not add up to
total part Il aid, as minor budget lines are exehiid

* 2004 is the last year with reported numbers fé, @s the part Il list of OA recipients was aboéighin 2005.
Part Il list countries are reported as receiver®D® from 2005.

** A list of which countries received aid from tt&J within the different regions is added in the epgix.

The data for part Il countries were recorded from 19A86.seen in Table 6.6, the part Il
countries were mainly comprised by Central Easéemh European Countries (CEE®snd
New Independent States (Nf8) with small amounts flowing to the MADGY Table 6.6
shows that the CEECs have been the principle tmaeés of Official Aid throughout the
1990s until 2004. As noted by Cox and Chapman (200)) the commencement of tReaare
programmein 1990 marked the beginning of significant EC me@tion with the Eastern
European region. The decision to allocate suchtaotial amounts to this region corresponds
with the fact that, with the exception of Albangl, of the countries in the CEECs group were
part of the new Member States included the EU i@42and 200%. The aid to the part II
group has, with the exception of 2002, increaseticerably since 1998. Cox and Chapman
(2000: 101) further argue that the rapidly incregsamounts to the CEECs underline the

responsiveness of the Phare programme to the siogegolitical and hence financial

% Central and Eastern European Countries whichvedeDA during this period are Albania, Bulgariag th
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuafaland, Romania, and the Slovak Republic.

3" New Independent States which received OA duriigypkriod are Belarus, Moldova, Ukraine and Russia.
38 MADCT countries which received ODA in this timerjoel have been transferred from the part | listL996
the following MADCT countries were transferred frahe part | to the part Il list: Bahamas, Brunbg tnited
Arab Emirates and Singapore. Form 1997 the follgWtADCT countries were transferred to the partdi:|
Cayman Islands, Cyprus, Falkland Islands, Chinespel, Hong Kong and Israel. In 2000, Aruba, Ndtmats
Antilles, Virgin Islands, Macao, French Polynesil &dNew Caledonia progressed to the part Il listnF2003,
Malta and Slovenia progressed to the part || GECD 2009b).

39 Albania has applied for membership, but is notayedfficial candidate country.
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demands that were made in this period. This ign@ With Smith’s (2004: 61) argument that
politicisation of EU aid began after the Cold Wathathe CEECs, and is displayed through
the strings attached to the Phare programme. Fitexia governed access to the programme:
establishment of the rule of law, free electiorspect for human rights, political pluralism,
and progress towards a free market (Laffan 1992). Mhile the CEECs received the brother
part of the OA allocations, substantial amountsenaso distributed to the NIS countries.
This was due to th€acis programmea technical assistance programme for the formerRISS
countries, which began its operations in 1991 (@od Chapman 2000: 111). Although the
end of the Cold War gave new incentives to emerdg@mocracies, it also caused the former
satellite states to erupt into conflicts and ciwlars (Malmqgvist 2000). The great
disbursements to these two groups of countries st@wvgeo-political importance of this
region to the EU after the fall of the Berlin Walltwo respects; First, ensuring security and
stability was important because of their geograghproximity to the EU, and second,
substantial assistance was allocated in order tomgte democracy and prepare these
countries for accession to the EU. The Commissiselfi has justified these types of
allocations, in stating that “By helping otherse tBU helps to make life safer within its
frontiers for its own citizens” (European Commissid007: 3). However, these allocations
have also been subject to criticism considering twtha main motive behind EU aid is.
Degnbol-Martinussen and Engberg-Pedersen (2003:ak86e that the high aid allocations to
CEECs and NIS indicates that poverty alleviationasthe overriding EU objective.

These countries were all fairly new aid recipiemtjch entered the competition for funding
against the more traditional recipients in Afriéagja and Latin America, the latter type which
had and still have, acute need for aid (Schraedalr €998: 294). Cox et al. (2000: 26) argue
that the decision to allocate increasing resoutagsart Il countries during the 1990s often
occurred at the cost of falling shares of total laudiget for the poorest countries. All though
Table 6.2 showed decreasing flows to the pooreggbms, total disbursements of ODA to the
developing countries continued to fiseHowever, with the abolition of the part Il list aid
recipients, the total ODA disbursements were alrtrggded from 2000 to 2008. It is therefore
difficult to blame the allocations to these grodpsthe decreased assistance to the poorest

regions. In this respect, it does not seem like @#e to part Il countries “covers up the

“0 Note that this thesis considers the aid disbursésnéhat is, the actual allocations of aid, antthe
budgetary commitments. The difference between camerits and disbursements can be substantial.
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picture” of how the ODA disbursements have chanddw sectoral allocations of the EC

might tell us more about the poverty focus of thé E

6.1.5 Which sectors are prioritised?

The EU’s development cooperation aims to give diaathged people in the third world control over
their own development. This means attacking thecssuof their vulnerability, including poor accéss
food and clean water, or to health, education abd and a sound environment (European Commission
2007: 10).

This statement in a Commission report displaysBleemphasis on improving certain sectors
within the developing countries. McGillivray argubst while it is widely acknowledged that
aid may reduce poverty through its impact on ecaoa@rowth, “it must also be recognized
that aid can reduce poverty through other chan(®sGillivray, 2003 in Thiele et al. 2007:
2). Spending aid in the pro-poor fields of basia@dion and basic health are often noted in
this context (Thiele et al. 2007: 2). Since yedd®ahe EU has through the MDGs committed
itself to give a special focus on eradicating powéirough the promotion of health, education
and environment. Furthermore, Thiele, Nunnenkang @reher (2007: 4) argue that most
donors’ sectoral aid composition appears to beina with a multi-dimensional objective
function rather than one that narrowly focuses @memic growth. This also seems to be the
case with the EC, as aid allocations are widelyeagracross different sectors. Hence,
analysing the aid allocation to different sectoighthfurther reveal whether the EU prioritises
the sectors they claim to focus on. It will alsdigate whether the EU from the year 2000 has

considered the MDGs to a notable extent when pisorg aid to different sectors.

When analysing the sectoral allocations, one mog that ODA can be given in various

forms, which can be directed at projects with défe goals of accomplishment. An important
distinction is the difference between humanitaaad development aid. Humanitarian aid is
applied to areas of crisis or emergency such as famnine or natural disasters, and aims to
save lives and ensure human dignity, by ensuriaggbople have food, water and medicine.
Development aid however, seeks to alleviate andldnirthe underlying socioeconomic

problems that may cause crisis or emergency, dsawénprove the general economic, social
and political climate of the developing country (Nerg 2000). This can be done through

building infrastructure such as roads, hospitathpsels and the like. Thus, one may say that
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humanitarian aid seeks to solve short term problevhist the goal of development aid is to
help build a society that is more self-supportinghe long term. While the objectives noted
in the development policy will be labelled as depshent aid, humanitarian aid is also a

necessary and important part of the aid allocatmth are recorded as ODA.

Some of the posts which are recorded as ODA adetsaiot be directly beneficial in terms of
reducing poverty in the recipient developing cowestr These posts are administrative costs,
refugees in donor countries and debt forgivenessiciEm has been given, especially from
international NGOs, to the EU for including thesests in the total ODA and hence
“inflating” the EC’s performance as a donor (Kovaad Wilks 2006). Kovach and Wilks
(2006) argues that one third of EU aid in 2005 dat provide any new resources for
developing countries, because these amounts instespent on debt cancellations and for
refugees and students in donor countridégey also argue that debt cancellations will ditelit
to fight poverty, and that these measures therefammot rightfully be called development
assistance, because they do not prowvielresources for developing countries (Kovach and
Wilks 2006). However, it is unarguable that promgliODA for sectors such as social and
economic infrastructure and services, productiancss and commaodity aid, can be said to be

directed against the goals of providing sustainaweial and economic development.
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Table 6.7: EC aid according to secfdrs

1985 1995 2000 2005 2008

I. Social infrastructure & services 12,89% 26,49% 25,29% 40,23% 27,29%
I.1 Education* 548% 2,03% 5,42% 6,56% 4,42%
|.2 Health* 0,79% 357% 4,08% 5,41% 2,06%
Il. Economic infrastructure and services 18,98% 16,84% 16,21% 17,09% 24,12%
I1l. Production sectors 37,18% 17,29% 8,60% 6,24% 6,32%
IV. Multisector/ Cross-cutting 6,93% 8,7% 5,48% 9,59%
IV.1 General environment protection 134% 19% 2,34% 2,23%
V. TOTAL SECTOR ALLOCABLE 69,05% 67,55% 58,8% 69,03% 67,33%
(I+11+11+1V)

VI. Commodity aid/General program assistance 14,68% 28,46% 20,68% 13,95% 18,69%

VI.2 Food aid 14,68% 594% 3,95% 1,94%
VII. Action relating to debt 0,49%
VIIl. Humanitarian aid 0,93% 3,94% 12,49% 11,15% 7,79%
IX. Administrative costs of donors 3,15% 255% 5,42% 5,18%
X. Support to NGO’s 0,003% 1,32% 0,01%

XI. Refugees in donor countries

XIl. Unallocated /unspecified 12,18% 0,07% 4,15% 0,44% 0,53%
TOTAL (V+VI+VIH+VIIHIX+X+XI+XII) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source Based on OECD.Stat, ODA by sector.

Notes From 1988-1994 and from 1996 to 1999 data orosalcaid allocation is unavailable. Humanitariad ai
in DAC by sector and DAC 2a do not correspond. Télide is based on DAC by sector.

*Education and health are sub-categories to Sotiastructure and services. Food aid is a subgoaeto
Commodity aid, and General environment protectioa subcategory to Multisector/Cross-cutting. Téyorted
numbers on these sectors are also included in #ie category.

By looking at allocations before and after the agrent in 2000, one can assess whether the
priorities have changed due to the MDGs, and whetieeEC allocations correspond with the
MDGs. The first MDG presents a wide target, ofdezating extreme poverty and hunger. In
the OECD ODA by sector, food aid is part of Comnipdiid. Table 6.7 shows that the
percentage of aid allocated as food aid has demdleagstantially since 1985, from more than
14 percent in 1985 to just under two percent in&®fealth and education are sectors which
are explicitly mentioned in the MDGs, and which atso possible to evaluate according to

sectoral aid allocation. Furthermore, as noted apthese sectors should be assessed as areas

“1 As seen in table 6.7, the numbers for sectoratatlon are incomplete, as reported numbers faratyears
are lacking. Therefore, the table has been rediecedmprising of five years from 1985 until 200&@®rted
numbers for the years around 1990 are non-existent.
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which contribute to reducing poverty. Targets twal dhree sets out to achieve universal
primary education and reduce gender disparitiesdircation, while targets four, five and six
seek to promote health issues, such as reducitdg) lortality and improve maternal health,
as well as to combat HIV and AIDS (World Bank 2Q0Bhe Commission also emphasises
that the its aid should support economic reformsalth and education, infrastructure
programmes and in some cases cooperation in aleagesearch and development and
environmental policy (European Commission 2007 H&wever, Table 6.7 shows that the EC
allocations to these sectors are limited, as educaias received around five percent of total
ODA to developing countries each reported yearJevaid to health sectors has been even
lower, with the highest allocation amounting to ward five percent in 2005. Hence, the
commitment to the MDGs in 2000 does not seem te hafluence the EC aid allocation to

these sectors.

The seventh goal of the MDGs focuses on environahetdbility. The focus on environment
is important as climate change causes naturaltdisasuch as draught, floods and storms,
which again may cause disease and lack of foodvatdr. Climate change will affect all
people, but it will affect the poorest people inopa@ountries the most. Hence, the fight
against poverty and climate change must be unifg&alheim 2010). However, Table 6.7
shows that the EC allocations to general envirorimpmtection have been very limited.

Cox and Chapman (2000: 126) argue that due toigieEC contributions to programme aid,
food aid and humanitarian aid, allocations to otbegtors tend to be lower than the OECD
average. However, Table 6.7 shows that, on aversgetor allocable aid constitute the
majority of EC aid. Aid to these sectors is digitdxl to primary, secondary and tertiary
industries, government and civil society, water aaditation, along with health and education.
These are all sectors which can directly help rechmverty in the recipient country. Hence,
the criticism from NGOs that the ODA levels werenflated” based on alleged high
allocations to debt-cancellation, administrativestsoand aid to refugees in donor countries
seems to be unreasonable, as the reported nurolibiesse sectors are insignificant. As noted,
most aid is sector allocable aid, commodity aid hadhanitarian assistance, which all aim at

reducing poverty.
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6.1.6 What about recipient merits?

Not only is Europe the leading international aiechalig but it is uniquely driven
not just by economic goals but by a philosophy dasethe democratic and
human values that are the bedrock of the Euromlantity (Lambert 1997: 2).

The EU’s policies on allocating aid to countrieshmgood governance, respect for human
rights, the rule of law and democracy, is closetked to its policies on using conditionality
in order to making the recipient countries complthwhese goals. According to Smith (2005:
23), conditionality is “the linking, by a state amernational organisation, of perceived
benefits to another state (such as trade or aidessions) to the fulfilment of economic
and/or political conditions”. Conditionality can pesitive or negative in kind, where the first
entails promising benefits to a state that fulfilset of conditions, whereas the latter involves
reducing, suspending or terminating such bendfitsel conditions are violated. Smith (2005)

argues that the EU’s use of positive conditiondiég increased.

Connecting aid with conditionality began after teed of the Cold War, with the new
programmes for aid to the CEECs and NIS. As no&glieg, the OA allocations to the CEECs
and NIS through the Phare and Tacis programmes pegtly intended to promote democratic
values such as human rights, rule of law, freetieles, political pluralism, as well as progress
towards a free econorffy With the CEECs, the EU had a carrot for making tecipient
countries comply with the criteria; EU membershifhis made it easier to monitor and
withhold assistance if the recipient countries mid comply with EU demands. According to
Laffan (1997: 169), the EU Member States recogniBedsiew that the EU could not impose
strict conditions on the former communist statethaut transferring these criteria to the other
developing countries. Thus, a human rights clause tnansferred to the ACP countries with
the fourth Lomé Convention, and from 1995 the Elédkened to suspend cooperation with
countries who violated human rights (Neumayer 203: In the 1990s, the EU more and
more often resorted to the use of sanctions agdeatloping countries that had disrespected
human rights, democracy and governance norms @dsDickson 2004: 10). There are some

examples of how conditionality has been used: 1841%e EU suspended negotiations on

*2The OA allocations to the CEECs and NIS also atediof aid financed outside of the Phare and Tacis
programmes, such as humanitarian assistance mahggke European Community Humanitarian Office
(ECHO) and food aid managed by European Agricult@radance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF). However,
the vast majority of allocations to these counthiage been made through the Phare and Tacis prowsaifCox
and Chapman 2000: 106, 111).
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financial transfers with ten ACP countries duehe tleteriorating political situation in those
counties (Laffan 1997: 168). Furthermore, in Novemh995, the Commission suspended
ECU 225 million in aid allocations to Nigeria undbe Lomé Convention after the execution
of nine human rights activists including the writéen Saro-Wiwa by the Nigerian military
regime (Laffan 1997: 16%)

Previous research has shown that the EC does netdeo recipient needs when allocating
aid (Berthélemy 2006). The European Centre for grmeent Policy Management (ECDPM
2002) has acknowledged the difficulties of follogrimp the “good governance” criteria.
Although the goals are quite clear, the challenges with the fact that effective
implementation is complicated. The ECDPM list saVeproblems the donors face in
implementing these policies: lack of detailed kneage about the political setting, lack of
insight into complex processes of political and isiat changes and lack of effective
coordination mechanisms, to mention a few (ECDPMZ2}0There is also another problem in
implementing ‘good governance’ criteria. As opposedhuman rights and democracy which
are protected by international law norms, good gumece lacks legal definition, and is
perhaps not a legal definition at all. This hagllemthe EU acting against ‘bad governance’
and hence violated relative international law (Aaisd Dickson 2004: 10). The EU has
therefore tried to legalise its actions by incogtimg detailed good governance criteria in its
cooperation agreements. This has been done indlm@Qu agreement of 2000, but still the
enforcement mechanism for good governance is apéc only for cases of serious
corruption (Arts and Dickson 2004: 10). These isssteow that, although the goals are quite
explicit, there are several challenges involvenhriplementing good governance criteria.

More recently, in 2007, the EU created a develogmamgramme called European
Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights, whiclvees all third countrie¥’. The
programme promotes and supports human rights throeugl society projects and through
supporting regional and international organisati@ueh as the Council of Europe, the
Organisation for Security and Co-operation in EerofOSCE) and the UN high
Commissioner for Human Rights (European Commis2i@it0d). Yet, the budget line is quite
limited, with 1.1 billion euro for 2007-2011 (Euregn Commission 2009b).

“3 ECU is European Currency Unit, a former Europaamency unit which was the predecessor to the duro.
consisted of a currency scale of all the MembeteStaurrencies.
* Third countries are all countries the EU has exterelations with.
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6.2 WHO HAS INFLUENCED AID ALLOCATION?

The sections above have shown that there havedreahchanges in terms of which regions
that have been prioritised. The analysis also shthas since the 1990s, the EC’s aid
allocation has been more focused on its neighbgustates. Hence, the focus has moved
towards a more relative definition of poverty, wées the goals and objectives have
increasingly been oriented towards the poorest tti@snand regions. This opens for the
guestion: Who has been responsible for the dinestiof the aid allocations? Assessing
whether the EU Member States or mutual EU intereat® influenced the aid allocation is

important and necessary both in terms of assesgmegher the EC is an independent actor,
and in order to understand how the EC acts as dilatedal donor. According to the

theoretical postulations, the independence of tBealso entails that it should follow the

stated goals for development policy, and that egjat interests should have no or little
magnitude in the actual aid allocations of the BE€ previously discussed, this hardly seems

to be the case.

The initiation of the development policy of the Bpean Community and the establishment of
relations with the former colonies, was obviousig tresult of the former colonial powers,
mainly Belgium and France at the time (Neal 200/R; Bretherton and Vogler in Van Reisen
2007: 30). Germany and the Netherlands were agtustongly opposed to the initial
proposals for “association” (Van Reisen 2007: 319wever, the Member States agreed to
share part of the financial cost of assisting t@mer colonies, especially in Africa, as this
secured their independence (European Commission: 200The finding by Berthélemy that
EC aid is influenced by British commercial poweas ©e seen in relation to the expansion of
the ACP cooperation, which with the accession efi in 1973 to the European Economic
Community expanded to include the Commonwealth. déwelopment assistance then grew
to include partners in the Anglophone Africa, thariGbean and the Pacific (Arts 2004: 102).
Furthermore, as noted in chapter four, the inclusidd Spain and Portugal expanded the
development policy to also include Latin Americaowéver, as shown in Table 6.2, the
allocations to these regions remained limited. Mwes, the formation of the EU’s
progressive aid goals and comprehensive aid instntation were heavily influenced by
Denmark and the Netherlands (Degnbol-Martinussed Bngberg-Pedersen 2003: 128;
Hewitt and Whiteman 2004). Siraj (2009: 8) noteatth development cooperation that
originates from a colonial dependency is in comtvath multilateral donors, while similar to
many bilateral donors. The scope of developing t@sembraced by the EU development
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policy seems to have been influenced by the importacus areas of the different new

Member States. This is displayed by the fact thatyeenlargement in the EU has increased
the scope for development cooperation, both in$eshregional coverage as well as the kind
of approaches adopted (Van Reisen 2007: 59). MerStees have often pushed for EU

action in their specific areas of interest, becatissupplements their own activities, and

because they together can make a greater globalkintipan what is possible for one country
alone (Smith 2004: 64).

There have also been changes in the prioritieeeElJ, which to a greater extent reflect the
interests of the EU as a whole, rather than thatai¥idual Member States. This especially is
the case for the changes made in the prioritisedsafor aid allocation after the end of the
Cold War. ‘Politics of scale’ are often recognissiEuropean interests, which are similar to
Schneider and Tobin’s theory on aggregate of merstiage interests. Smith (2004: 65) notes
that some types of interests can promote colle@ot®n by the EU. These are: sense of EU
responsibility, security, countering US hegemongnpoting human rights and democracy.
The action towards former colonies and the Eadkemopean countries has been labelled as
originating from a sense of EU responsibility. Qutiks of conflicts and wars have often
triggered the security aspect of collective EU @ttiThis has especially been evident when
the countries in conflict are found in geographisadximity to the EU. As argued in section
6.1.4, security aspects were important to the Elibmdowards its neighbouring countries,
and the conflicts in the Balkans and the afterntditthe Gulf War are examples of conflicts
that caused a rise in aid allocations to thesensgiChapter five showed how the promotion
of human rights and democracy has become an imypoaspect of EU external actions,
expressed in the Maastricht treaty in 1992, andifested in the EU’s relations with the
Eastern European countries. However, these inteheste also worked together and enforced
the common EU interests, especially towards thetefasEuropean countries, as aid
allocations to these countries were influenced Woghsecurity aspects, a sense of EU

responsibility, and promoting democracy.

As the Commission is charged with upholding thenests of the Union as a whole, it is
likely that it will prioritise common EU interestver the goals in the development policy
when this is necessary for the security of the bnidnother way of promoting common

Member State interests is through coordinatingriiés, in order to have a better chance of

having their voices heard and proposals adopteds A2004: 104) argues that the
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development ministers of ‘like-minded’ countriedenf consult each other before important
meetings in the Council of Ministers, the EDF cortted and other important bodies in order

to better promote their common interests.

Furthermore, it is important to note that the inmpéatation of the development policy and the
actual allocations has been controlled by EU buweds in the European institutions,
primarily in the Commission. This is evident thrbuthhe composition of the Commission in
chapter five, which has been subject to many teahmnter-institutional changes within the
Commission, with regard to the responsibilities di@velopment policy (Van Reisen 2007:
56). Olsen (2005: 580-581) argues that policy-mgkin development assistance is to a large
extent restricted to elite actors based in theonati aid bureaucracies as well as in the
Directorate General for development. However, apldiyed in this section, it seems like the

outcome of development policy has reflected com&0dnnterests, at least since the 1990s.

6.3 SUMMARISING THE FINDINGS

The analysis has shown that the strategic interestthe EC, especially expressed by
historical ties and geo-political issues such asusey and geographical proximity, have
influenced the EC aid allocation. However, throtigg development policy of the EU, the EC
strives to meet recipient needs by reducing povehgt like the development policy has
changed, so has the actual allocations. This seuatib first summarise the findings, and then
evaluate how well the EC aid allocation correspondb the EU’s development goals. The
main findings; the focus of the EC aid allocatiaesording to the theoretical dimensions and

the EU development policy are summarised in Tat8e 6
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Table 6.8: Summary of findings

Theoretical dimensions: Development policy: Actual allocations:

Recipient needs Focus on the poorest countriefocus until the 1990s.
and regions in the Maastrict
Treaty, the European Consensus
on Development, the MDGs and
the Lisbon Treaty.

Strategic interests Focus on associated countrieg-ocus on previous colonies
and territories in the Treaty of from 1960. This cooperation hgs
Rome. been expanded until 2000.
Focus on neighbouring
countries from 1990.

Recipient merits Focus on good governance, Implemented since the 1990s,
human rights and democracy instill challenges to implement
the Maastrict Treaty, the recipient merits criteria.

European Consensus on
Development, the MDGs and
the Lisbon Treaty.

Possibilities for influence The EC should be indefent  Influence by Member States in
of its Member States and upholdhe expansion of countries
the Unions interests. covered by EC aid allocations

until 1990s. Common EU
interests have influenced EC
allocations since 1990s.

6.3.1 The EC: Altruistic or egoistic?

The EU acts out of enlightened self-interest jgstrach as global solidarity
(European Commission 2007: 2).

This statement in a European Commission report ereldpment policy shows the EU’s
perception of itself as a global development ackiors obvious, both in the development
policy of the European Community and when lookihghe disbursements of ODA, that the
colonial ties of the EU Member States set the psenfor the EC’s aid allocations in its
inception. In this era, the development policy vpasnarily influenced by the interests of
single Member States. The initiation of the coopenawas limited, as it only included some
20 overseas countries and territories. This is asdine with the assumption that the
decolonisation process was one of the main trefdsternational aid at the time. Although
colonial ties were the motivation behind the EQts a@location in the early era, the recipient
countries were also among the poorest countri¢iseoivorld, as indicated by the high rate of
ODA to the LDCs until the mid-1980s. The analydisws that the EC has indeed given the
better part of ODA to low income countries and 8w-Saharan region, at least until the
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1990s. Another interesting observation is the caitjpm of the ACP group. The bias in
favour of this group has, as seen in chapter foeen explained by the EC’s colonial ties to
these countries. This has also been part of thensegtation for the EC being an actor that
bases its allocations on strategic interests. Beutet is another side to the coin: many of the
countries in the ACP group are both low income toes, as well as located in the poorest
regions. The allocation of aid to this group hasréfore been in line with the EC'’s
development policies, not just the outcome of sg@t considerations. Thus, to say that the
EC is insensitive to recipient needs when allocataid, simply based on the high
disbursements to the ACP countries, would be acegifradiction. This can also be explained
by White’s argument that “differing motives will\g rise to similar actiongWhite 1974: 34

in Siraj 2009: 3), indicating that aid given on th&sis of strategic motives also can benefit

the poor in the same way as aid given by altrursidtives.

With the enlargements of the European Communitinétude several new Member States
throughout the 2B century, the scope of developing countries emlokégethe EC also grew

substantially, while the development policy changgsdfocus to poverty eradication and
including all developing countries. The expansioin development aid to several new
associated countries and non-associated countrieatin America and Asia entailed that the
power of the EU as a global development player walanced, while it increased the
perception the EU as an altruistic and benevoletbra Still, despite the expansion of
development policy to include new countries, tHecaltions to the new geographical areas in

Latin America and Asia remained limited.

While the increased number of countries embraced thyy European Community’s

development policy until 1990 primarily was inflegd by the interest areas of certain
Member States, the end of the Cold War lead toveevicommon European interests. This
coincides with the fall of the Berlin Wall as a sed trend that is claimed to have influenced
the world’s donor community. In the case of the BEuUurned the EC aid away from the

poorest countries towards its European neighboucmgntries. Due to the new strategic
considerations, the allocations of the EC changa fa focus on absolute poverty, to a more
relative concept of poverty. This was due to a geaaf prioritised areas, which drew the
focus from the poorest and neediest countriesenSbuth, to geographically close strategic
areas. The main motives behind this shift werertmpte security and democracy close to
EU borders. ODA to Europe increased from the 198@% onwards, whereas ODA to Sub-
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Saharan Africa decreased substantially from 19920@0. These changes occurred despite
the fact that ODA to developing countries was mibr@n tripled from 1990 to 2005, and
despite the fact that the development policy chdrigem focusing on the associated areas, to
embracing all developing countries, and aimingrediate poverty. The change away from
recipient needs was also displayed in the fall BAQo the LDCs and other LICs, followed
by increasing ODA to UMICs and LMCs. It is importda note that these decreases were not
solely a trend within the EC, but also among a wiagpect of countries within the donor
community. Official Aid to part Il counties alsodreased from the beginning of the 1990s
until 2005. Apart from the fact that these recipieountries were of geo-political importance
to the EU, the shift in increased ODA and OA towgatide European countries strengthens
Schneider and Tobin’s (2009) hypothesis that tHeodfathe Berlin Wall was a result of
homogeneous interests within the EU Member Statlks. motives for increased aid to the
CEECs and NIS were mainly based on security isgezsyraphical proximity, the promotion
of democratic values and a sense of EU resporigibilhe high allocations to the CEECs
were also part of the preparation process to ircthése countries as EU members. With the
cooperation with the EU neighbouring countries friva 1990s, the development policy of
the EU also started to impose criteria for recipreerits. These criteria were later applied the
whole of the EU development policy. However, appdythem still remains a challenge for
the EU.

The analysis has displayed the special situatidghe@EU as a multilateral donor, and how the
two-fold role of the EC forces it to balance betwesolidarity in one end, and strategic
interests in the other. As previously discusseepth states that multilateral donors are more
prone to allocate aid according to their goals, hadce according to recipient merits and
recipient needs. The analysis has shown that the E@phasis on allocating aid to poor
countries has varied throughout time. The decliniogus on the poorest countries and
regions, and the increasing focus on strategicaste might tempt us to reject the vision of
the EC as an altruistic donor. Certainly, the EGnod be seen as a “typical” multilateral
donor solely driven by the needs or merits of tha@pient country. Therefore, it is perhaps
more appropriate to recognise the EU as a regioody with explicit political and economic
interests, rather than a multilateral agency (DegMartinussen and Engberg-Pedersen 2003:
142). However, as noted in chapter two, it is wilikthat any donor would make such

substantial allocations to a number of developiogntries unless there is some benevolence,
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and the fact that “there is no spirit moving thendis toseekopportunities for giving aid”
(White in Siraj 2009: 3).

White argues that a donors actions in a given pigtance is primarily determined by
“historical situations” in which the donor happédadind itself (White 1974: 34 in Siraj 2009:
3). The analysis has shown thmstorical events inside and outside of the EU haleged a
substantial role in the allocation of aid in twaspects. First, the decolonisation process
created the basis for the initiation of the Eurap€ammunity’s development policy. Second,
the number of countries embraced by the EU devetmpnpolicy expanded due to the
interests of Member States that were included enElJ. Third, the fall of the Berlin Wall
nurtured common European interests such as secdetyocracy promotion, and a sense of
EU responsibility towards their neighbouring cotegr This is displayed in the increased aid
to Europe and the Balkans around year 2000, whemerisy issues played a significant role,
whereas the high allocations of OA witnessed thpoitance of stability in neighbouring
countries. In this respect the overarching goafgessed by the EC as a multilateral donor
has not seemed to take precedence over its irgeass regional organisatidsiill, labelling
the EC as a donor that is solely preoccupied witlfilling its own interests would be

deceptive.

6.3.2 Rhetoric or action?

Donor commitments to poverty are not new, and camennts are not the same as what donors do in
practice (Riddell 1999: 315).

The previous chapter showed that the promises nmatlee development policy of the EU
have been grand, and they are characterised bgaa fgcus on helping the poorest countries.
When aid is goal- and results-orientated, this oups the quality of aid (Radelet 2004).
However, although the EC has changed its stratelyigsag the decades following the 1960s
in terms of which recipient countries has beenrgised, the analysis shows that the practice
of the EC’s aid allocation has not been as focusethese goals. The development policy of
the EC has changed from a limited scope, to inolyigiractically all developing countries of
the world. The most noteworthy observation is tinam the 1960s to the 1990s when the
development policy was primarily focused on the §€8Sssociated countries, most of the EC

aid went to the world’s poorest countries and regidlowever, while the developmeatlicy
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of the EU increased its focus on poverty eradicadiod allocating aid to the poorest countries
and regions, thactual aid allocations to these areas decreased sulashgntihile aid to
middle income countries increased. Thus, while dbeelopment policy made a turn from
strategic interests to focus on recipient needs atttual allocations changed in the opposite

direction.

Still, as the goals of the EU are ambitious, adnigthem is not a simple task. Although the
development policy has become increasingly focusethe poorest countries, the goals are
not solely directed towards the low income coustriehe Maastricht Treaty states a focus on
developing countries1 general, and the European Consensus on Develdstates a focus
on both low income countries and middle income toes, while at the same time they both
state a focus on the most deprived countries withese groups. Furthermore, the definition
of poverty stated in the European Consensus onlB@went is wide, and opens to a relative
understanding of poverty. Although poverty was wsjgtead among in the Balkan it was not
as widespread and extreme as is the case in waAfdcan countries. Hence, it is fair to say
that the EU has changed its actions towards a netave concept of poverty, as opposed to
absolute poverty, which prevails as the main goahe development policy. Based on the
wide definition of poverty and the large group oioptised countries, it is nearly impossible
to conclude that the EC has not followed its gadtisgether.

The EC'’s efforts to allocate aid according to thBG& are also relatively limited. In terms of
following the Millennium Development Goals, allowats to prioritised sectors such as
education and health have not increased sinceigheng of the MDGs. The MDGs state a
focus on Africa, an area which has received letmntn by the EC after the mid-1990s,
compared to previous years. Since the MDGs wembkstied in year 2000, the EC aid to
Africa has increased by eight percent of totaltaideveloping countries from 2000 till 2005.
Still, the allocations of the EC to Sub-Saharanaeafiare far from its previous highs. Radelet
(2004) argues that in order to reach the MDGs, rfmsign aid should be delivered to the
low income countries as these countries have tbategst needs and least access to alternative
sources of funding, while middle-income countriead to have more resources available.
Considering that the time limit for the fulfilmeat the MDGs is approaching quickly, the EC
focus has not been as poverty oriented as necassager to achieve the MDGs.
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The EU’s focus on recipient needs can thereforeldszribed as be two-faced. While the
development policy clearly targets developing caaatas the primary area of attention, the
term “developing countries” is very wide. The adtallocation to the poorest countries does
not correspond with the guidelines laid out in texelopment policy. In this respect, the EC
seems to be more preoccupied with rhetoric thanraagt attacking the eradication of poverty,
as the perceived benevolence which is stated oG dnemissions web-pages on development
is not transferred into their actual aid allocasidio the extent stated in the aims of the
development policy.
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7. CONCLUSION

This thesis has analysed the motives for aid dilocdy the European Commission and how
these motives correspond with the stated goals aiojelctives for the European Union’s

development policy. The main findings can be sunsedrin three points.

First of all, this thesis has shown that the aidcaltion of the EC has changed from the
poorest countries and regions to the neighbouriumties of the EU, even though the EU’s
development policy has changed from a focus oncésteal countries to world-wide poverty
alleviation. The change in the aid allocation iplamed by the new strategic interests of the
EU after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The end oktiCold War brought new security issues to
the agenda, as the EU wanted to secure stabilitylamocracy in its neighbouring states. The
decrease of ODA to the least developed countridsSab-Saharan Africa was mainly due to
the war in the Balkans, and increased aid to Turkéym the 1990s, OA flows to the CEECs
and the NIS increased. The CEECs were the primangficiaries of these allocations, as the
EU was preparing these countries for inclusionh EU. However, the ever increasing aid
flows to these regions did not seem to influeneeaimounts of ODA allocated. Nevertheless,
the change towards strategically important aredailed a change from allocating aid to
countries in absolute poverty, to countries intreéapoverty, which stands in contrast to the
set goals and objectives.

Second, the EC has been influenced by its MembaesSuntil the 1990s, whose interests
brought new countries to be covered by the EU dgrmént policy. This shows that the EC
has not been completely independent from MembeesStmterests. Furthermore, this entails
that the aid allocation policies may very well béuenced by the strategic interests of new
Member States in the future as well. However, &tterend of the Cold War, the EC’s aid
allocations has primarily been influenced by comniamopean interests, such as ensuring
security close to its borders, a sense of respiibgitowards its neighbouring countries, and
promoting democracy amongst the countries who vpeeparing for accession to the EU.
Although strategic interests seem to have beenmaim reason for much of the EC’s aid
allocations, inter alia for the expansions of tbardries included in the development policies;
it would not be fair to say that the EC has nobdtscused on recipient needs, even though

they may not always have been the driving forcerktine allocations.
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Third, the motives of the EU are displayed throtigh two-fold role of the EU, as something
between a multilateral organisation with altruisgoals and a regional organisation with
strategic interests. Although the goals of the Edvs the solidarity and altruism expected
from a multilateral donor, the aid allocations shdlat the interests of the regional
organisation tend to take precedence. The anahess shown that in terms of poverty
eradication, it is fair to say that the EU is méweused on rhetoric than on action, at least
towards the poorest countries and regions of thddwti is however, important to emphasise

that the efforts the EU has made towards its neighibg countries must not be undermined.

The answer to this thesis’ research question is that the aid allocation of the EC has
primarily been influenced by strategic interestiefE is a discernable change in how these
strategic interests are promoted over time: Fitst, prioritised areas were limited to the
countries where the Member States had colonial aesl second, common EU interests
promoted the cooperation with neighbouring coustrfiem the 1990s. Still, the poorest
countries and regions were the main beneficiamgs tne 1990s, which may entail that both
the motives of recipient needs and strategic isterkave worked together in determining the
EC aid allocations. The strategic interests wemngmily influenced by Member States until
the fall of the Berlin Wall, whereas after the CaéMhr, common EU interests provided the
incentive to allocate aid to strategic areas. Altiio allocating aid according to recipient
merits has become a dominant view for aid allocatioot only in the EU, but also
internationally, the challenges to fulfil this gaamain. Lastly, whereas the goals of the EU
focus primarily on absolute poverty, the aid alloma has been more concentrated towards
countries in relative poverty. These findings iradecthat the EC only follows its goals to a

certain extent, as the poorest countries haveplustity.

7.1SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Although the EC is an independent organ of the Whigse aid is described as multilateral,
the development policy, the goals and objectivesvatid for the EU as a whole. That is, as
described in this thesis, the development policplies cooperation between the Member
States themselves, as well as the Member Statésthat EC. Analysing the EC and its
Member States development policy combined wouldrbeteresting continuation in the line

of EU allocation research. As the treaties stadecthioperation and convergence of developing
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policy between the EC and its Member States, itlavdne interesting to analyse how these

work together, and whether these correspond.

This thesis has focused solely on aid as part ef dbvelopment policy. However, the
development policy and goals for development caatpmr extends beyond development aid.
As seen in the Treaty of Rome, much focus was puttrade relations and assisting
developing countries by abolishing custom dutiesngports. That focus was continued with
the Lomé and Cotonou agreements. McGillivray (2088argues that trade promotion in
particular should be a donor interest. Furthermitg,is the major trade partner with most
African countries, thus the primary economic influae on Africa (Goodison and Stoneman,
2005: 16). Hence, more effort should be used testigate how trade and aid work together

to promote development and eradicate poverty.

Moreover, this thesis has shown that the policieth® EU tend to diverge from its actions.
An interesting and necessary continuation of thesis would be to show exactly how the
bureaucratic processes in the EU institutions affiee creation and implementation of the

development policy.

Lastly, considering how international and intertreinds such as the end of the Cold War
have affected the allocations of aid, an intergstopic for the future would be to analyse
whether the international financial crisis that #@®008 had an impact on the EC’s aid
allocations. Aid is regarded as a ‘soft target’ whtecomes to budget cuts, and therefore aid
allocations might have deceased by changing paer{ActionAid International 2006). As the

financial crisis hit the European countries harsl,saen by the state deficits in several EU

countries, this might have implications for the alkbcation to the poorest countries.

7.2THE FUTURE FOR EC AID

This thesis has shown that there are challengethéEU in the future if they want to reach
their high set goals. Also, the time limit set the MDGs is approaching quickly. On April
21st, the European Commission published its anymll Package’ of development related
policy papers, including a ‘Twelve point action pla support of the MDGs’ (Davis 2010).
This paper recognises many of the past challengeaid allocation and aid efficiency, and

still, 1.4 billion people live in extreme povertyie majority of these in Sub-Saharan Africa.
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New challenges, amongst them the global financiais; pandemics and climate change also
have an impact on the fight against poverty. Ongoirtant challenge, following the economic
crisis of 2008 which also has created financiabfgms within the EU Member States, is that
less money is now available for development aidgpean Commission 2010a). Still, several
aims in the development related policy papers aolyfirm the already stated goals of EU’s
development policy: coordination of the developmpaticies of the EU and its Member
States, prioritise the LDCs and increase aid efficy. Furthermore, the action plan sets
renewed effort to reach the MDGs by 2015, and a feaward as to how the EU should
approach the challenges of reaching the goals.eTimetude to reach the goal of delivering
0.7 percent of GNI, focus on climate change andimgr its promises into practical and
effective action (European Commission 2010a: 12 Tast statement is perhaps the most
important. The promises and goals are in placeijtbsithe EU’s own responsibility to make
sure that the policies are followed in order tophttle world reach the MDGs. Year 2010 is
the ‘European Year against Poverty and Social Exahl, but it remains to be seen whether

the EU will increase its efforts to promote sustdile development and fight poverty.
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APPENDICES

Appendix |
Extract from the development policy in the TreatyRome, 1957, Part IV: Articles 131-133.

Association of the Overseas Countries and Territods

Article 131

The Member States agree to associate with the Conmynilne non-European countries and
territories which have special relations with Batgi, Denmark, France, Italy, the Netherlands
and the United Kingdom. These countries and tereso(hereinafter called the ‘countries and

territories') are listed in Annex IV to this Treaty

The purpose of association shall be to promotestttmomic and social development of the
countries and territories and to establish closenemic relations between them and the

Community as a whole.

In accordance with the principles set out in theaRtble to this Treaty, association shall serve
primarily to further the interests and prosperitiytioe inhabitants of these countries and
territories in order to lead them to the econorsmgial and cultural development to which

they aspire.

Article 132
Association shall have the following objectives:

1. Member States shall apply to their trade with tbantries and territories the same
treatment as they accord each other pursuantddtbaty.

2. Each country or territory shall apply to its tragith Member States and with the other
countries and territories the same treatment aswhah it applies to the European
State with which it has special relations.

3. The Member States shall contribute to the investmesquired for the progressive
development of these countries and territories.

4. For investments financed by the Community, parétgn in tenders and supplies
shall be open on equal terms to all natural andllpgrsons who are nationals of a

Member State or of one of the countries and tereiso
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5. In relations between Member States and the cosnaie territories the right of
establishment of nationals and companies or firhedl e regulated in accordance
with the provisions and procedures laid down in @fepter relating to the right of
establishment and on a non-discriminatory basigjestito any special provisions laid

down pursuant to Art. 136.

Article 133

1. Customs duties on imports into the Member Stategyadds originating in the
countries and territories shall be completely ab@d in conformity with the
progressive abolition of customs duties between bMamS$tates in accordance with the
provisions of this Treaty.

2. Customs duties on imports into each country orttey from Member States or from
the other countries or territories shall be progresdy abolished in accordance with
the provisions of Arts. 12, 13, 14, 15 and 17.

3. The countries and territories may, however, levstaos duties which meet the needs

of their development and industrialisation or progluevenue for their budgets.

The duties referred to in the preceding subpardgrapall nevertheless be
progressively reduced to the level of those impasedmports of products from the
Member State with which each country or territorgs hspecial relations. The
percentages and the timetable of the reductiongiged for under this Treaty shall
apply to the differences between the duty imposedagoroduct comiltg from the
Member State which has special relations with thentry or territory concerned and
the duty imposed on the same product coming frothiwithe Community on entry
into the importing country or territory.

4. Paragraph 2 shall not apply to countries and teres which, by reason of the
particular international obligations by which thaye bound, already apply a non-
discriminatory customs tariff when this Treaty estato force.

5. The introduction of or any change in customs dutiggosed on goods imported into
the countries and territories shall not, eithelaiw or in fact, give rise to any direct or

indirect discrimination between imports from theigas Member States.
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Appendix Il
Extract from the development policy in the Maastri€reat (Treaty on the European Union),
Title XVII, Articles 130u-130y:

Article 130 u

1. Community policy in the sphere of development-operation, which shall be
complementary to the policies pursued by the Merfitates, shall foster:

- the sustainable economic and social developmemieo developing countries, and more
particularly the most disadvantaged among them;

- the smooth and gradual integration of the devetppountries into the world economy;

- the campaign against poverty in the developinghtaes.

2. Community policy in this area shall contributethe general objective of developing and
consolidating democracy and the rule of law, andhit of respecting human rights and
fundamental freedoms.

3. The Community and the Member States shall comptii the commitments and take
account of the objectives they have approved inctivegext of the United Nations and other

competent international organizations.

Article 130 v
The Community shall take account of the objectiedsrred to in Article 130u in the policies

that it implements which are likely to affect deyghg countries.

Article 130 w

1. Without prejudice to the other provisions ofstfireaty the Council, acting in accordance

with the procedure referred to in Article 189c, Isldopt the measures necessary to further
the objectives referred to in Article 130u. Suchaswes may take the form of multiannual

programmes.

2. The European Investment Bank shall contributdeuthe terms laid down in its Statute, to

the implementation of the measures referred tamagraph One.

3. The provisions of this Article shall not affexd-operation with the African, Caribbean and

Pacific countries in the framework of the ACP-EE@n&ention.
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Article 130 x

1. The Community and the Member States shall coyatd their policies on development co-
operation and shall consult each other on theirppagrammes, including in international
organizations and during international conferen¢égy may undertake joint action. Member
States shall contribute if necessary to the imptaateon of Community aid programmes.

2. The Commission may take any useful initiativgptomote the co-ordination referred to in
paragraph One.

Article 130 y

Within their respective spheres of competence Gbmmunity and the Member States shall
co-operate with third countries and with the corapetinternational organizations. The
arrangements for Community co-operation may bestligiect of agreements between the
Community and the third parties concerned, whichllshe negotiated and concluded in
accordance with Article 228. The previous paragrsipall be without prejudice to Member
States’ competence to negotiate in internationadlidso and to conclude international

agreements.’
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Appendix 11l

Overview of ACP countries, placed in their respextncome-grouping and regional

grouping. The division of ACP-countries in incomm@ygpings and regional groupings are

based on the categorisation in OECD.stat.

ACP-countries
Angola

Antigua and Barbuda
Bahamas
Barbados

Belize

Benin

Botswana

Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon

Cape Verde
Central African Republic
Chad

Comoros

Congo, Dem. Rep.
Congo, Rep of.
Cook Islands

Cote D'lvoire

Cuba
Djibouti

Dominica

Dominican Republic
East Timor
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea

Ethiopia

Fiji

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Grenada
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Guyana

Haiti

Jamaica
Kenya
Kiribati
Lesotho

Income-grouping Region

LDC

UMIC

MADCT

UMIC

UMIC
LDC
UMIC
LDC
LDC
LMIC
LMIC
LDC
LDC
LDC
LDC
LMIC
UMIC
oLIC

UMIC
LDC

uMIC

LMIC
LDC
LDC
LDC
LDC
UMIC
UMIC
LDC
oLIC

UMIC
LDC
LDC
LMIC

LDC

UMIC
LMIC
LDC
LDC

Sub-Saharan Africa
North and Central
America

North and Central
America

North and Central
America

North and Central
America
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
North and Central
America
Sub-Saharan Africa
North and Central
America

North and Central
America

Far East Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
North and Central
America
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
South America
North and Central
America

North and Central
America
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
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Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali

Marshall Islands
Mauritania
Mauritius
Micronesia, Fed. States of.
Mozambique
Namibia

Nauru

Niger

Nigeria

Niue

Palau

Papua New Guinea
Rwanda

St. Kitts and Nevis
St. Lucia

St. Vincent and the Grenadines
Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

Solomon Islands
Somalia

South Africa

Sudan

Suriname

Swaziland

Tanzania

Togo

Tonga

Trinidad and Tobago
Tuvalu

Uganda

Vanuatu

Zambia

Zimbabwe

LDC
LDC
LDC
LDC
LMIC
LDC
UMIC
LMIC
LDC
LMIC
UMIC
LDC
OLIC
LMIC
UMIC
OoLIC
LDC

UMIC

UMIC

UMIC
LDC
LDC
LDC
UMIC
LDC
LDC
LDC
UMIC
LDC
UMIC
LMIC
LDC
LDC
LMIC

UMIC
LDC
LDC
LDC
LDC
OoLIC

Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania

Oceania

Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
North and Central
America

North and Central
America

North and Central
America

Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
South America
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania

North and Central
America

Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Oceania
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
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