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My title today covers a wide field both 	 in scope and time:

"European Development Policy: The UK Presidency and beyond." It

is an ambitious title. 	 But we are ambitious about our

Presidency. It comes at a crucial time, when the Community's

future is under close scrutiny. Whatever the outcome following

the Danish referendum result, the Maastricht discussions have

changed the focus of the debate, including in external affairs.

One chapter in Maastricht has passed almost unnoticed.

Development co-operation is, rightly, brought for the first time

into the Treaty. For the first time in a programe which has run

for over 30 years we have agreed on our objectives1 We have at

last set them clown and they are right.	 They focus	 on the

sustainable economic and	 social development of developing

countries, particularly the most disadvantaged; on their

integration into the world economy; and on the campaign against

poverty in developing countries.	 Community policy will

contribute to developíng and consolidating democracy and the rule

of law, and the respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms.

We also agreed on the need for closer co-ordination within the

Community.

All this is in five brief	 articles in the Treaty.	 One of

Britain's jobs in the next six months is to put flesh on these

bones. We shall be discussing development policy through to the

year 2000 over the next few months, with a special focus on ít

at the Development Council on 18 November.



Today I want to set out what we hope to achieve during our

Presidency against the background of this fundamental review of

Community policy, and of the inclusion of development in the

Maastricht Treaty. Clearly none of this will end with our

Presidency in December, but it will set the tone for the next

decade.

To start with a statistic: around 20% of British aid goes through

the Community. That's a great deal of money - over £400 million

last year. Of that, roughly one half is on Lomé, one quarter on

food aid and the rest on Asia, Latin America, the Mediterranean

and cross-cutting challenges such as disaster relief. Today I

am leaving to one side the large Community programe for Eastern

Europe and the Former Soviet Union. But you will know that I

hold the same concerns for quality and effectiveness for

programes in that part of the world, especially as another

£200 million or so of UK money - separate from, and additional

to, our programmes in traditional aid recipients - is now being

committed each year for those countries. All this shows why

Community aid is so important to us and why we insist that our

money is well used, and can be seen to be so.

This is a concern which remains with us whether we are in the

Presidency or out of it. We want to use our influence to make

the Community programe as effective as possible. We face,

however, one fundamental organisational problem with the

Commission which, if resolved, would be a big step in the right

direction.

It is difficult to talk about a "Community programme" when it is

split between two Directorates General, and between a number of
diverse instruments. We have Lomé, the Mediterranean programe,

the Asia and Latin programe, and the Food Aid Regulation to

name a few. We have no problem with a variety of instruments:
they reflect the diversity of situations in the varíous

developing countries. But we do find it disappointing that the

Commission does not have one overall development directorate,
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which can handle policy discussions on cross-cutting development

issues such as the environment, or structural adjustment. It is,

frankly, a nonsense having two different Commissioners

responsible for different parts of the world and no common

service with responsibility for promoting consistent policies.

Others, both inside and outside the Community, share my concern

on this. Indeed this division - or rather, divisiveness - of

responsibility was singled out for criticism in the recent review

of the Community's aid programe by the OECD Development

Assistance Committee as a	 factor that militated against the
optimum use of resources and effort. Whilst this is primarily

a management issue, which I hope the President of the Commission

will address when the new Commission is established next year,

Member States have a legitimate interest in efficiency and

effectiveness. I shall highlight this during our Presidency.

We shall also be expioring the relationship between Member

States' aid programes and the Community programe. Those of you

who have read the Maastricht text will know that it begins by

stating that the Community aid programe is complementary to

those of Member States. This is very important. It is an aspect

of subsidiarity - that much used, ugly, term which means that we

should do at Community level only those things which can be done

better there than at national level. Development cooperation is

a little different, in the sense that the Community has always

had an external dimension, of which development cooperation has

been an important part. National and Community efforts must

therefore proceed in parallel, and it is essential to avoid

overlap and duplication.	 There is no point in pulling in

different directions.

We shall therefore be looking at ways in which we can increase

the effectiveness of aid programes through better co-ordination.

A good deal of co-ordination already takes place. In most

recipient countries the Commission and Member States meet

regularly. We co-ordinate our position in the margina of some
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international meetings: experts in fields as diverse as

evaluation, fisheries, AIDS or tropical forestry meet from time

to time. We hope to reach agreement that best practice in all

these areas should be adopted more generally. Co-ordination is

not an end in itself, nor must it become an additional layer of

bureaucracy. But it should be developed where it will make our

aid programmes more effective for the benefit of developing

countries. Rigid legalistic structures are not what we need to

respond to fast changing needs in the developing world - much of

the best coordination is local and informal.

The Community has already over the years agreed a number of

policy statements on the basis of Commission papers endorsed by

the Development Council. These form the basis of a sector by

sector approach in areas such as Environment or Women in

Development, but we hope that agreement will be reached to refine

and expand these over future years to achieve a more coherent

body of policy.

We shall be looking at one policy area in particular: population.

I focused on this at Rio for good reasons - it is central to our

aim to overcome poverty and achieve sustainable development.

It is not enough for us all to keep agreeing that population is

very important, and failing to translate this into concrete

actions - quite literally the worst sort of "motherhood"

resolution. We need Lo work out how we can significantly enhance

the support the Community provides to developing countries'

population programmes, particularly in strengthening family

planning services to help achieve the goal of "children by

choice, not chance". I am delighted that the Commission has

responded to Britain's initiative and is producing a paper. The

recent meeting of experts was very encouraging and showed what

good co-ordination can achieve. I hope that at the Development

Council we will be able to agree operational conclusions for

Community aid in this area, to build on the rather vague

declarations in principie in the Lomé Convention and other aid

instruments. At the end of the day, it is not possible to ta1k
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about "sustainable development" - so central both to the

Maastricht text on development and to the Rio Conference -

without a credible population policy.

The follow-up to Rio is of course also central to our plans.

This will forro part of our approach to green issues during our

Presidency.	 Before the Lisbon European Council the Prime

Minister wrote to European Community heads of government

proposing an eight point plan to take forward the conclusions of

the UNCED Conference. This was agreed at the Council, and

Development ministers in Member States will be following this up.

Britain will	 play its full part and, as Presidency, will

coordinate the Community report to the UN General Assembly on the

3 billion ecu promised at UNCED by the Community and its Member

States for the key sectors in Agenda 21.

Good government is another major area upon which I shall be

working especially during the next sixmonths. It will doubtless

occupy us for many years to come. Last November the Community

and Member States agreed a landmark resolution on human rights,

democracy and development. We agreed the guidelines for a

concerted approach offering both a carrot and stick in bilateral

programes and the Community programe. This November we will

look at how it has worked over the past year, and how we may need

to improve our responses. I hope the report will show what the

Community and Member States are doing to encourage good

government as well as consideríng those occasions when we have

reluctantly concluded that we must send a signal by decreasing

or stopping aid. Acting together with other Member States and

the Commission carries more weight than any individual Member

State can alone.

As I said, this was a landmark resolution. However, I recognise

that the present system has shortcomings. There is very little

room for manoeuvre within the Lomé Convention as it is a Treaty

signed by 81 atetesand the Commission. We recognise that the

Commission is sometimes in a difficult situation in moving in
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parallel with Member States' bilateral programes. We have

appreciated the Commission's efforts and want to work closely

with them. But we all need to ensure that aid can be directed

towards those countries which are governed in a manner conducive
to producing sustainable development with economies and

institutions which function for the benefit of all.

As Douglas Hurd and I have explained before now, this is what we

mean by good government. We believe that encouragement of good

government should be a basic aim of development policy, with

funds directed towards those countries which demonstrate that

they are committed to achieving it. Community programmes have

begun to move in that direction, but over the next few years we

need to address the very real questions of how to reflect these

concerns fully in the Community programmes - which by their

nature are less flexible than bilateral ones - and ensure

consistency between those programes.

Now I turn to a very different aspect of aid effectiveness: aid

untying.	 This has been on the Community's agenda for a year,

following an initiative under the Dutch Presidency to see whether

Member States could agreed to untie all aid at. Community level.

We strongly support this principie, as do the majority of Member

States.	 It would achieve better value for money for the

developing countries. However, a few Member States remain to be

persuaded of this principie. We shall be continuing the search

for steps forward which we can make as a Community towards the

goal of aid untying between Member States.

I am pleased that it will be during our Presidency that the

Commission produces the further paper on NGOs which it promised

last year under the Luxembourg Presidency. This fits with the

overall emphasis to be given to volunteering under our

Presidency. Co-financing with NGOs is an area about which I care

very much. I am glad that the Commission, like the British

Government, has increased the funds it has put through the NGOs

over recent years. However, as Ministers agreed last year, there
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are ways in which the Community programe could be streamlined

further, and we shall be looking at these.

One particular interest I have is that full use should be made

of the expertise of NGOs in responding to disasters, both with

humanitarian relief and emergency food aid. My officials and I

are in frequent contact with British NGOs, and this is an area

of real concern which emerges again and again. NGOs have a

wealth of experience in these areas which the Community should

draw on. I trust they will continue to do so fully. I also

continue to be concerned that when NGOs take a day or so to

assess the situation after a disaster in a developing country and

then submit a request to the Commission based on the real needs

of that country, they are told that they are too late and all the

money has been allocated for immediate response, before needs

could be properly assessed. I hope that we will be able to agree

a more balanced approach, recognising the need for both instant

relief and a more considerad response when the disaster stricken

country can tell us what it actually needs.

Let me conclude. Our Presidency comes at a key moment for

defining Community development policy over the next decade. Of

course I recognise that this will not be set in stone - nor

should it be. Development policy must evolve constantly as the

world changes. But nevertheless, the work of the Development

Council, and of the working groups which will be preparing for

it during the next six months, is of particular importance. We

will be consolidating what has already been achieved and defining

our priorities for the future. I relish the challenge.
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