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PROCEDURAL PAGE 

At the sitting of 16 May 2002 the President of Parliament announced that the Committee on 
Development and Cooperation had been authorised to draw up an own-initiative report, 
pursuant to Rule 97(5) of the Rules of Procedure, on the European Parliament’s 
recommendations to the Commission concerning the negotiation of Economic Partnership 
Agreements with the ACP countries and regions. 

At the sitting of 4 June 2002 the President of Parliament announced that he had also referred 
the matter to the Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy for its opinion. 

The Committee on Development and Cooperation had appointed Yasmine Boudjenah 
rapporteur at its meeting of 18 April 2002. 

It considered the draft report at its meetings of 14 May, 19 June 2002 ... . 

At the latter/last meeting it adopted the motion for a resolution by ... votes to ..., with ... 
abstention(s)/unanimously. 

The following were present for the vote: ... chairman/acting chairman; ... and ..., vice-
chairman/vice-chairmen; ..., rapporteur; ..., ... (for ...), ... (for ... pursuant to Rule 153(2)), ... 
and ... . 

The opinion of the Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy is attached. 

The report was tabled on .... 

The deadline for tabling amendments will be indicated in the draft agenda for the relevant 
part-session. 
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MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION 

European Parliament resolution on the European Parliament’s recommendations to the 
Commission concerning the negotiation of Economic Partnership Agreements with the 
ACP countries and regions (2002/2097(INI)) 

The European Parliament, 

– having regard to the Cape Town Declaration on the forthcoming ACP-EU negotiations 
with a view to new trading arrangements which was adopted by the ACP-EU Joint 
Parliamentary Assembly on 21 March 20021,   

– having regard to the 2002 report on trade and development by the UN Conference on 
Trade and Development, 

– having regard to the proposal submitted by the Commission for the purpose of negotiating 
Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) with the ACP countries and regions2 and the 
recommendation adopted by the Council on 17 June 2002 authorising the Commission to 
negotiate EPAs with the ACP countries and regions, 

– having regard to Rule 97(5) of its Rules of Procedure, 

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Development and Cooperation and the 
opinion of the Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy 
(A5-0000/2002), 

A. whereas the costs and the benefits of the multilateral trade liberalisation decided upon 
during the Uruguay Round have been unequally distributed between advanced countries 
and developing countries, and whereas this worldwide inequality must be remedied in 
favour of the developing countries by means of a thorough reform of the international 
trading system, 

B. whereas the EU Member States and the ACP countries make up a significant proportion of 
the WTO’s members and whereas they can and must influence the course of the 
negotiating round which will continue until 2005 by securing recognition of the 
developing countries’ rights, 

C. whereas the ACP countries have watched their share of the EU market shrink from 7% in 
1976 to 4% in 2000, and whereas a range of only 10 products accounts for approximately 
70% of their exports to the EU,  

D. whereas the difficulties experienced by the ACP countries in exporting to the EU are 
many and whereas they are due in particular: 

(a) to the fact that the ACP countries have historically been geared to exporting raw 
materials instead of using them in order to manufacture a range of finished products 

                                                           
1 Not yet published in the OJ. 
2 SEC(2002) 351 final. 
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which are higher in value and less subject to major (and usually downward) price 
fluctuations, 

(b) to the fact that the systems which are intended to ensure guaranteed prices (Stabex and 
Sysmin) have not been allocated the resources which they need in order to prevent the 
efforts made by developing countries from being thwarted by economic downturns, 

(c) to EU subsidies which tend to distort trade, particularly in the agricultural and 
fisheries sectors and in food products, 

(d) to the imposition by the EU of technical barriers, health and plant-protection measures 
and strict rules on the origin of products which the ACP countries (whose scientific 
and technological infrastructure is relatively poor) find difficult to comply with, 

E. concerned at the fact that many other sets of negotiations are due to take place at the same 
time and will influence the EPA negotiations, in particular: the WTO Round negotiations 
(to be concluded in January 2005), the negotiations on the General Agreement on Trade in 
Services (GATS) in Geneva, EU enlargement (2004), African integration (NEPAD, OAU, 
etc.), the Free-Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) in the case of certain ACP countries, 
the reform of the common agricultural policy (CAP) and the revision of the Generalised 
System of Preferences (GSP) in 2004, 

F. whereas taking part simultaneously in various sets of negotiations causes the ACP 
countries major problems and whereas the inequality of the parties involved in terms of 
financial, human and institutional resources is blatant, 

G. having regard to the very high costs in terms of structural reform, job losses (especially in 
rural areas) and lower tax revenue which the ACP countries would have to pay if non-
reciprocal preferences with the EU were to be abandoned in favour of trade liberalisation, 

H. whereas the existence of public services and infrastructure is essential to development and 
trade and whereas the ACP countries are lagging a considerable way behind in this area, 
mainly on account of external debt and the often unsuitable structural adjustment plans 
imposed by the international financial institutions, and whereas such issues should be 
addressed as a priority, 

I. whereas the EPA negotiations will have a major impact on food supply security and on the 
agricultural sector in the ACP countries, which is the most significant sector for most of 
these countries and which is essential on account of the fact that poverty is mainly a 
feature of rural areas, 

J. whereas any ACP-EU trade agreement must be structured so as to reduce inequalities 
between men and women as regards access to productive resources, funding and training,  

1. Points out that the purpose of the EU-ACP partnership is to promote and accelerate the 
economic, cultural and social development of the ACP countries, that economic and trade 
cooperation must be regarded as one of the means of achieving that purpose, and that 
Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) must not represent the sum total of EU-ACP 
relations; 
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2. Considers, therefore, that, during the EPA negotiations, the EU should put forward as 
priorities the sustainable development of the ACP countries, the eradication of poverty 
and the protection of those countries' economies against the effects of globalisation, 
and thus foster their proper participation in the world economy by satisfying the basic 
needs of the peoples concerned; 

 
3. Stresses that the principle of genuine partnership requires that account should be 

taken, in the negotiations, of levels of development and of the huge socio-economic 
impact which introducing a form of reciprocity in trade relations with the EU will 
have on the ACP countries’ embryonic industries in particular; 

 
4. Deplores the fact that, two years after the Cotonou Agreement was signed, the 

Commission has still not submitted an initial assessment of the likely impact of free-
trade areas on the social, economic and environmental situation of the ACP countries; 

 
5. Considers that publication of such an assessment right at the start of the negotiations is 

essential if all the parties involved are to have access to the basic information which is 
a prerequisite for transparency; 

 
6. Points to the huge differences which exist between the EU and the ACP countries and 

therefore considers that, before liberalisation and a system of trade reciprocity are 
introduced, trade (non-tariff barriers, subsidies for EU products, etc.) and structural 
(product processing deficit, technological backwardness, weakness of local and 
regional markets, etc.) obstacles should be lifted, since they are what has really 
prevented the ACP countries from taking full advantage of the non-reciprocal facilities 
which currently exist; 

 
7. Considers that, in order to reach a level of development which will enable them to 

manufacture and export a range of finished products to the EU, the ACP countries 
initially need to be able to develop their manufacturing sector under a high level of 
protection and to begin by increasing their degree of national and regional integration 
and developing South-South trade; 

 
8. Stresses that overcoming constraints on the supply of finished products and making 

the necessary adjustments to enable the ACP countries to open up their economies to 
the EU calls for specific aid programmes and a significant amount of funding in order 
to enable those countries to improve their production and trade infrastructure, 
diversify and increase the technological content of their exports, and develop 
education and research; 

 
9. Considers that the financial burden cannot be borne by the ACP countries themselves 

or by the European Development Fund (EDF) and that funds specially allocated by the 
EU are needed in order to finance the required adjustments; calls on the Commission 
to submit to Parliament - right at the start of the negotiations - an estimate of the 
adjustment costs and of the financial shortfalls attributable to the ACP countries' loss 
of fiscal revenues; 

 
10. Calls for a broad public debate on the EPA negotiations and for regular parliamentary 
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monitoring of those negotiations, including by the ACP-EU Joint Parliamentary 
Assembly; considers that the negotiations must be conducted in an open and 
transparent fashion, that the various basic documents must always be available at least 
in English and in French, and that there must be proper, systematic consultation of 
civil society, of social movements and of the appropriate UN bodies; considers that, 
for this purpose, non-State bodies must be given access to financial resources, as 
provided for under the Cotonou Agreement; 

 
11. Considers that there needs to be greater and closer cooperation between the EU and 

the ACP countries within the WTO for the purpose of achieving the following 
objectives in particular: 

 
 (a) acceptance of a broad interpretation of the principle of 'special and differential 

treatment' which will enable the EU's system of non-reciprocal trade facilities 
for the ACP countries to be extended well beyond 2008, so as to enable those 
countries to develop; 

 
 (b) retention of the protocols relating to basic products and the possible extension 

thereof to other products which are of major importance to the ACP countries' 
development; 

 
 (c) reconsideration of the Agreement on the trade-related aspects of intellectual 

property rights (TRIPS) in order to facilitate the transfer of knowledge and 
technologies and the relaxing of the terms and conditions for granting 
manufacturing patents to developing countries, to protect public health and to 
bring WTO rules into line with the International Convention on Biodiversity; 

 
12. Calls on the Member States and the EU to make more funding available for trade-

related technical assistance in order to improve the ACP countries' negotiating abilities 
by making it possible for them to organise themselves quite independently; 

 
13. Considers that the structure and the organisation of the negotiations and, in particular, 

the opening thereof at regional level should be decided upon by both parties free from 
any pressure; takes the view, therefore, that the initial stage of the negotiations with all 
the ACP countries should extend over a sufficiently long period to enable a clear 
definition of the future EPAs' objectives to emerge; 

 
14. Emphasises that the political cohesion of the ACP Group needs to be preserved and 

that no obstacles should be placed in the way of the unity and integration processes 
currently under way in Africa and in other ACP regions; considers, therefore, that the 
geographical configuration and the pace of regionalisation are matters for the ACP 
countries alone; 

 
15. Is concerned at the effects which the proliferation of different trade schemes 

concluded with the EU will have on the smooth regional integration of the ACP 
countries; 

 
16. Notes that there is a huge inequality between the EU and the ACP countries in terms 
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of their ability to provide services; calls, therefore, for the issue to be tackled with the 
utmost caution, using a bottom-up approach and in all cases excluding the 
liberalisation of essential public services such as education, healthcare, water, energy 
and transport; 

 
17. Notes that negotiations on the liberalisation of public procurement are not included in 

the Cotonou Agreement; considers that liberalisation in that sector could make it 
difficult for the ACP countries to develop their own companies in order to be able to 
bid for such contracts; calls, therefore, for the subject not to be an item for negotiation 
under the EPAs; 

 
18. Deplores the fact that the Cotonou Agreement ratification process was not completed 

before the start of the negotiations on the future EPAs, which has had the effect of 
freezing EDF resources; calls upon the countries which have not yet done so to ratify 
the Agreement as soon as possible. 
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
 
1. What was special about the various Lomé Conventions concluded since 1975 (in 

addition to the financial contributions paid out under the EDF) was the guarantee of 
access to the European market (tariff-free and with no requirement for reciprocity) for 
most of the ACP countries' products. 

 
2. In the 25+ years since the Lomé Convention was concluded between the EC and the 

ACP countries, the preferential opening of the European market to the ACP countries 
has not prevented the ACP countries' share of EU imports from falling from 7% in 
1976 to 4% in 2000 and investments from stagnating: the ACP countries currently 
receive less than 2% of the EU's foreign direct investment. 

 
 Furthermore, it should be pointed out that, during that period, although the ACP 

countries' exports to the EU increased by approximately 2% per year, exports from the 
Mediterranean countries and from Latin America increased by approximately 6% per 
year and those from Asia by approximately 12% per year. 

 
 In 2000, approximately 70% of the ACP countries' exports to the EU were spread over 

a range of only ten products and South Africa accounted for one-third of all ACP-EU 
trade, whilst three-quarters of the remainder was in the hands of only ten countries. 
Oil, diamonds and gold represented 45% of imports. 

 
3. There are a number of reasons for this failure. The Commission is proposing to 

remedy the situation by doing away with non-reciprocal facilities and, instead, setting 
up one or more free-trade areas with the ACP countries. The rapporteur finds this 
proposal quite astonishing, since tariff barriers to entry into the EU are not really an 
obstacle to ACP products, whereas EU exports to the ACP countries constitute a 
genuine threat to their economies, to their integration on a regional basis and to their 
social cohesion. Since 1971 the EU has granted trade preferences to developing 
countries under its Generalised Scheme of Preferences (GSP), which was extended in 
2001 by means of an initiative entitled 'Everything But Arms' and a new GSP 
regulation covering the 2002-2004 period. 

 
 It would appear that the root causes actually lie in the inadequacies of production and 

marketing structures, which are essentially geared to the immediate export of raw 
materials to the North rather than being designed to encourage local processing and 
South-South trade between equal partners, with a view to furthering the integration of 
the ACP countries, both internally, as individual states, and externally, as members of 
regional groupings. Furthermore, exports are primarily affected by non-tariff barriers, 
which have become increasingly significant and which now constitute the main 
obstacle preventing ACP products from entering the EU market. In more precise 
terms, 99% of imports from developing countries were eligible for the GSP in 1999 
but the scheme was used only in respect of 31%. 93% of the ACP countries' exports to 
the EU are theoretically allowed to enter without incurring customs duties and with no 
quota limits (a figure which rises to 99% in the case of the 39 ACP countries which 
are also least-developed countries, but this is not put into practice). The obstacles to 
free access to the EU market include in particular the imposition of non-trade terms 
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and conditions on preferences, the application of technical standards and of health and 
plant-protection measures and of excessively strict rules on the certification of product 
origin, document complexity and customs procedures. All of these requirements 
prevent countries and businesses whose technical, scientific and technological 
infrastructure is relatively unsophisticated from taking advantage of the preferential 
trade scheme. Lastly, one of the failures of the Lomé Convention is surely attributable 
to the incorporation of conditionality criteria into ‘structural adjustments’ under the 
aegis of the IMF and the World Bank, and to the burden of repaying external debt. 

 
4. The idea of partnership and development aid should be preserved in ACP-EU 

relations. The aim should be to incorporate the developing countries into a more 
favourable international system which would enable them to pursue steady growth 
which will not upset their social balance, to increase their savings and their 
productivity, to diversify their production capacity, to improve their skills and to 
increase their share of the value added to products. Pursuant to the Cotonou 
Agreement, the objectives of economic and trade cooperation are to foster the smooth 
and gradual integration of the ACP countries' economies into the world economy and 
to enhance those countries' production, supply and trading capacity in order to give a 
fresh boost to trade and to encourage investment. However, this requires that every 
agreement be based on the objective of genuine development, yet the instability of 
international economic relations, the volatility of private foreign capital, the 
unpredictability of raw-materials prices and unbridled trade liberalisation run counter 
to the development requirements of such vulnerable economies as those of the ACP 
countries.  
 
Even when competition is possible on a relatively level playing field (which does not 
currently exist), this would not be adequate in cases where poverty and inequalities are 
such that countries and individuals start from widely differing levels. Substituting a 
reciprocity scheme for tariff facilities is likely to jeopardise any chance of economic 
development. This is why the rapporteur believes that, instead of introducing the 
reciprocity and the flexibility proposed by the Commission and the Council, the actual 
causes of the ACP countries’ economic failures must be tackled, non-tariff barriers 
must be lowered, the practice of subsidising EU exports (in particular of food 
products) must cease and the very principle of special and differential treatment (SDT) 
must be redefined in more specific and up-to-date terms. 
 
The concept of special and differential treatment has a simple basis which is 
recognised by the WTO in the various texts, but the political will needed to ‘flesh out’ 
that concept in a way that is relevant to the developing countries’ requirements is 
lacking. The starting point for the concept is the acknowledgement  that countries 
which are unequal in terms of economic structures cannot be treated on an equal 
footing. Developing countries suffer from structural economic weaknesses which 
justify special treatment in order to facilitate and speed up their integration into the 
world economy as a way of tackling the causes of inequalities between countries. The 
international cooperation instruments which have been devised for the purpose of 
practising special and differential treatment have mainly been compensatory in nature. 
As regards trade, special treatment has focused on measures designed to reduce the 
customs duties levied on products exported by the countries concerned. In the 
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financial sphere the latter have been offered multilateral or bilateral loans on more 
favourable terms than those available on the market. The rich countries had also 
undertaken to provide public development aid equivalent in value to 0.7% of their 
GDP.  

 
In view of the growing links between national and international economies and of 
increasing (and unresolved) North-South inequalities, it may be questioned whether 
the means and resources currently available under SDT are able to reduce the 
international inequalities mentioned earlier. The basis of the concept is no doubt still 
valid but the means and resources are insufficient. 

 
New forms of compensatory measures need to be explored in new areas within the 
framework of international economic cooperation. Technology transfer, intellectual 
property and private-investment flanking measures are all areas in which new forms of 
compensatory measures should be envisaged. A type of SDT needs to be devised 
which will enable new challenges to be met and which encompasses long-term trade, 
financial and technology measures which enable sustainable capacity to be created in 
each of the areas in which there are inequalities between countries: access to markets 
(with long-term acceptance of non-reciprocal facilities such as those currently enjoyed 
by the ACP countries), access to finance, competitiveness, technology and promotion 
of human resources, education, healthcare and infrastructures. Under the aegis of the 
WTO, guaranteed-price schemes should also be re-introduced and imposed in respect 
of a range of products whose production sector is essential to the developing countries. 
The collapse of coffee prices and the effects which that will have on numerous 
countries are an example of the imbalances and the injustices to which full-blown 
trade liberalisation may lead.  
 
Updating SDT must not be regarded as an act of charity but as a means of enabling 
developing countries to assume in its entirety the role which befits them within the 
international relationships of a globalised world. As we are about to analyse, the 
approach symbolised by the mandate conferred on the Commission for the purpose of 
concluding new trade agreements with the ACP countries is unfortunately very far 
removed from this concept. 

 
5. On 9 April 2002 the Commission submitted a proposal for negotiating Economic 

Partnership Agreements (EPAs) with the ACP countries and regions and on 17 June 
2002 the General Affairs Council adopted a recommendation authorising the 
Commission to negotiate EPAs. 

 
 Legal basis: the Cotonou Agreement, which lays down the objective and principles of 

economic and trade cooperation (Articles 34 and 35) and also the modalities and 
procedures (Articles 36 and 37). The purpose of the EPAs is to remove ‘progressively 
barriers to trade’ (Article 36(1)) between the EU and the ACP countries. Negotiations 
will begin in September 2002 and end at the latest in 2007 and 'will be undertaken 
with ACP countries which consider themselves in a position to do so, at the level they 
consider appropriate and in accordance with the procedures agreed by the ACP Group, 
taking into account the regional integration process within the ACP' (Article 37(5)). 
What is involved is the establishment of free-trade areas between the EU and the ACP 
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countries. This constitutes a major innovation in EU-ACP trade relations, since non-
reciprocal trade preferences are eventually to be withdrawn and obstacles to trade 
between the two parties are to be progressively abolished in favour of greater 
reciprocity. Unfortunately, no research into the effects which such liberalisation is 
likely to have on each ACP country or region has been carried out. 

 
6. The Commission's mandate falls well short of these aims. We need only take as a basis 

the Cape Town Declaration adopted by the ACP-EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly on 
21 March 2002 on the forthcoming ACP-EU negotiations with a view to new trading 
arrangements in order to realise how far away we are from the objectives and 
principles laid down in that declaration. 

 
 (a) What has happened to the idea of ‘support[ing] and promot[ing] the structural 

fund's transformation of ACP economies, so that their production structures shift ... 
towards the production of goods and services with higher demand growth and 
favourable price trends’? This is the issue which lies at the heart of EU-ACP relations, 
yet the Commission's mandate merely quotes Article 34 of the Cotonou Agreement, 
stating that EPAs must aim at ‘fostering the smooth and gradual integration of the 
ACP States into the world economy, with due regard for their political choices and 
development priorities, thereby promoting their sustainable development and 
contributing to poverty eradication in the ACP countries’. There is no reference to any 
specific programmes designed to tackle the ACP countries' social, economic and 
environmental constraints, as proposed in the Cape Town Declaration. 

 
 (b) Agricultural issues and the external effects of the CAP are also virtually 

ignored in the proposal. The EU is supposed to help the ACP countries to achieve self-
sufficiency in food production, yet opening ACP markets to the EU's agricultural 
exports could have a disastrous effect on their domestic production. 

 
 (c) The fiscal dimension and the reduction in the ACP countries' customs revenue 

which would result from the loss of customs duties are also virtually ignored and there 
is no provision for any specific programme in this area. 

 

(d) on the other hand, in other areas which are not of direct interest to the ACP 
countries, the Commission proposal is fairly advanced: 

 
- public procurement (see 6.2) 
- data protection (see 6.2). 

 
Do these sectors really need to be liberalised at a time when the ACP countries have 
major problems in terms of their supply capability? It should be pointed out that public 
procurement is not even mentioned in the Cotonou Agreement (Trade-related areas, 
Article 44 et seq.). 
 
The rapporteur considers any liberalisation of those sectors (which the developing 
countries did not call for anyway at the Doha Ministerial Conference) to be more than 
premature. She also believes that, although the liberalisation of services may be in the 
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immediate interest of EU companies, it may severely restrict the ACP countries’ 
ability to consolidate their own services sector - one which is essential to their 
development.  

 
7.   The timetable proposed for the Commission’s mandate (in particular the opening of 

negotiations at regional level by January 2003 at the latest) is undoubtedly too tight – 
as the ministers of the ACP countries have clearly stated. The Commission should take 
into account their wish to extend the initial negotiating period (involving all the ACP 
countries) until (for example) January 2004, so as to enable a framework common to 
all to be negotiated and to allow the ACP countries sufficient time to propose possible 
regional groupings which will not hinder either their integration efforts or the current 
continent-wide integration process. First of all there is the question of the regional 
configuration of the ACP countries, particularly in Africa where many countries 
belong to more than one regional grouping. The Commission’s view is that bilateral 
agreements must be avoided in principle and that regional EPAs should be negotiated 
– although this may lead to the selection of a ‘favoured few’. The rapporteur takes the 
opposite view – namely, that the unity and the solidarity of the ACP group should be 
preserved. Furthermore, it should be noted that the WTO is currently conducting a 
round of negotiations which should be completed before the end of 2005, i.e. before 
the scheduled end of the negotiations between the EU and the ACP countries. Article 
XXIV of the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) which concerns trade 
agreements and under which developing countries are entitled to preferential treatment 
when negotiating a free-trade agreement with wealthy countries is still too inflexible 
in its current form and it should be revised in such a way as to make it more 
advantageous to developing countries by offering them greater flexibility in terms of 
product coverage and timetable. 

 
Lastly, it should be borne in mind that, pursuant to Article 37(6) of the Cotonou 
Agreement, the Community will assess, in 2004, the situation of the non-LDC ACP 
countries which decide that they are not in a position to enter into EPAs and will 
examine all alternative possibilities in order to provide those countries with a new 
framework for trade. Article 37(7) states that negotiations on EPAs will take account 
of the level of development and the socio-economic impact of trade measures on ACP 
countries and their capacity to adapt and address their economies to the liberalisation 
process. 

 
The two parties must therefore be able to decide, without feeling under any pressure, 
how the negotiations are to be paced, structured and organised. 
 

8. If markets are to be opened up to a greater extent, the process should be subject to the 
condition that it should primarily benefit small and medium-sized producers rather 
than major import/export companies and large-scale manufacturers. It should also be 
accompanied by greater monitoring of multinational companies (European ones in 
particular), to be achieved through the inclusion in the negotiations of a discussion 
concerning the introduction of arrangements for monitoring such companies, so as to 
ensure that their conduct does not infringe human rights or the rights of minorities and 
does not hinder sustainable development. 

   


