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(The chairman declared the hearing open and explained its objectives to Members. He drew
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Chairman. – (PT)  I declare the hearing open.

Allow me first of all to extend a particular welcome to all those who are not Members of
Parliament but wish to join us and to attend this important hearing.

Dear colleagues, ladies and gentlemen, Mr Poul Nielson.

As Chairman of the Committee on Development and Cooperation it is my duty to open the
hearing of the Commissioner-designate who is to be responsible for the European Union’s
development and humanitarian assistance  policy, Mr Poul Nielson.

Under Article 214 of the Treaty on European Union, the President and other candidates
nominated as members of the Commission must as a body obtain the approval of the European
Parliament. Before the final vote, the candidates for commissioners must appear before the
various corresponding parliamentary committees pursuant to Rule 33 of Parliament’s Rules of
Procedure.

The primary aim of the hearings is to prepare for the European Parliament’s vote on the
investiture of the Commission, but they are also intended to make a rapid assessment possible of
the nominee’s personality, ideas and proposals. In addition, the hearings serve the function of
strengthening the Commission’s legitimacy and, consequently, its responsibility, and of
establishing as speedily as possible an effective and permanent link between the parliamentary
committees, in this case our committee, and the corresponding commissioner. The hearings will
also provide a point of reference in order to assess the work which the Commissioners intend to
undertake in the near future.

I should like to stress on this occasion that, ever since its creation, our Parliament has
consistently assigned an important role to the shaping, implementation and monitoring of
Community development and cooperation policy. My predecessors in the post of chairman of
the committee, Mr Kouchner and Mr Rocard, played a particularly significant part in this
respect, and of course remain closely linked to our projects today. The same is true of the Co-
Presidents of the ACP-EU Joint Assembly, Mr Bessany and Lord Plumb, who succeeded in
strengthening our partnership with the ACP countries in a highly professional and competent
manner.

In spite of this work, I believe that it should be stressed that, at the end of the millennium, much
or indeed almost everything remains to be done in these areas. In my opinion, we must continue



to emphasise that the gap between rich countries and poor countries remains and indeed is
becoming deeper.

Rich countries are becoming increasingly rich and poor countries increasingly poor. Disease and
famine are gradually spreading in many different parts of the globe. Demographic pressure is
growing constantly. Children from the South are attempting desperate means of escape and are
dying tragically in aircraft landing gear – as occurred only recently – bearing truly dramatic
messages which cannot fail to move us deeply.

At the same time, we are shocked by wars, coups d’etat, conflicts, massacres and kidnappings
on all sides, and these may lead us to question the coherence and effectiveness of our policies.
At the same time, developing countries are threatened by globalisation and the new trade order,
while the financial efforts made by donor countries are being reduced. It is against  this
background that we are holding this hearing and that Mr Poul  Nielson has been invited to take
on these duties. It is therefore natural that we wish to work with him knowing his opinions, his
proposals, his priorities and his standpoints with a view to profitable work in the future. I am
convinced that this will be so, and I particularly hope so, as then we will all, the Commission
and Parliament, be able to help in some way to change this state of affairs which clearly cannot
fail to affect us.

It is against this background that we shall hold this hearing. Before giving the floor to Mr Poul
Nielson, I should like to recall some technical points. It is clear that allocation of time will be
extremely rigorous, given that the time available is very limited. We shall have three hours for
the hearing, including the ten minutes for Mr Nielson. This will be followed by a question-and-
answer session with questions lasting one minute and replies three minutes, in line with the
timetable and speaking order which we agreed within our committee. After some questions by
our committee, we have a further 20 minutes for the Foreign Affairs Committee to put some
questions to Mr Nielson as well. It is imperative that our hearing ends at 2.15 p.m., after which
we shall have a brief pause before beginning a meeting in camera in which we shall assess the
hearing. Those are the technical points which I wished to bring to your attention.

I would, of course, ask you all to cooperate in order to ensure that our hearing is as profitable as
possible, and I now give the floor to Mr Poul Nielson.

Nielson, Commissioner-designate. – (DA) Mr President, we are facing growing inequality in the
world and the risk of a dangerous marginalisation of people, countries, cultures and continents.
It is a problem for the future of mankind if globalisation becomes McDonaldisation. We see
conflicts where civilian populations are the targets of warfare, where poverty is the root of evil
and where emigration pressures amount to a threat to both regional and global stability. Poverty
also causes a deterioration of the environment, even if it is not the only factor. Plain greed and
widespread ignorance also have an effect.

A lot of people talk about the global village, but it is a false concept. A village is characterised
by the fact that its inhabitants largely share the same conditions and standards. That is far from
the case for mankind in general. But the feeling of being close to events a long way away
creates an impression or illusion of intimacy, which should be used as a basis for people
becoming involved in making changes for the better.

Development cooperation is a systematic international endeavour to transfer resources and
know-how from the rich to the poor. That is by definition something which is difficult to



organise and to succeed with, quite simply because it involves a sensitive and subtle process of
reorganisation and getting something started which would not otherwise happen. This is clearly
illustrated by the difference between tasks carried out with private investment and with
development aid and the pronounced difference in the geographical distribution of both.

Questions of trade and the integration of developing countries into the international market
economy are of great importance. But if the overriding moral objective of our endeavour is to
fight poverty - which it is - reality tells us that the frequently used slogan ”trade not aid” is a
mistaken and dangerous attempt to avoid our responsibilities as fellow citizens of the world. The
correct model is ”trade and aid”. Development cooperation requires a long-term commitment by
the populations of the rich countries. For some people, the fact that after 30 years of
international development cooperation there is still widespread poverty in the world indicates
that it should be abandoned. But they tend to forget that it never reached the levels which were
promised, let alone the levels needed to really make a difference.

I believe that the only decent approach is to regard development cooperation as a natural and
permanent feature of a world community. We are far from the adopted target of 0.7% of GNP,
but ironically - as the level of aid has declined - there has been growing agreement about what is
good development aid. This is the perception not only among the EU's Member States, but in
fact in all the donor countries. Development aid today is therefore smaller, but most probably
better than it used to be. The most important single factor which has contributed to this
improvement is a shift away from an impatient hit-and-run philosophy towards a long-term
approach which realistically gives priority to basic capacity building as the basis for progress
and change. It should be noted that this also means that the cooperation has become more
demanding for the partner countries, which is a healthy thing in a partnership.

The complex conditions which are attached to development work are now a prominent feature.
Especially after the end of the bipolar era and the competition between East and West, donor
countries have not refrained from dictating the style of political systems in developing countries.
There is a risk that we might overburden cooperation with conditions in the sense that over-
detailed plans and demands demonstrate a lack of respect for the partner's independence. Even if
there is real agreement on the substance of the conditions, the timetables for reform are often
unrealistic. Every now and then we should remind ourselves how slow decision-making
processes are in our own countries.

On the other hand it should be pointed out that most of the things which are generally given
expression in these various conditions, such as human rights, equality and the environment,
represent standards which have been adopted at major UN conferences. These standards have a
legitimacy which goes beyond the narrow relationship between donor and recipient, and it is
only natural for the EU to base its policy on references to these generally and universally
adopted principles.

The challenge lies in strengthening the implementation of these principles in practical
cooperation. Success in this area depends on the quality of the dialogue between the partners.
Openness, sincerity and mutual respect are important elements. However, my attitude is that
politeness is good, but honesty is better.

In view of the political ideals on which European cooperation is based it is natural for the EU to
participate strongly and actively in global development work. At UN conferences the EU has
shown that it is a progressive factor in the shaping of standards for the international community.



This also applies to global negotiations on trade, debt and other economic matters. In fact, a
great inspiration to peaceful regional cooperation is the very credible message which Europe can
communicate through its own efforts, a message which the world needs.

Looking at the level of aid, it is clear, with the combined contribution of the EU and the
Member States, that the future role of global development aid is largely our responsibility.
Fortunately, reversing the disappointing downward trend we have witnessed for year after year
is now an objective supported by the countries of Europe. If you consider the conditions under
which most of the world’s population lives, development aid is a self-evident obligation. The
way we respond to this obligation says everything about how we see our own moral approach to
the process of globalisation.

Conflict prevention will never be able to achieve much real political impact without a
substantial increase in state development aid as a whole. In the debate on what values should
characterise future society and govern the process of globalisation, Europe should seek
inspiration in its own rich heritage of political and philosophical ideas. Our reply to the decisive
debate on the relationship between citizens, the state and the market should be: market economy
yes, market society no.

Our combined influence in international organisations is so great that we have an obligation to
make them work better. Right now there is a trend towards better coordination between the
various donors, which is something the developing countries are pleased about, especially when
we remember and respect what ownership actually means. It is important for the EU to be open
to and to effectively contribute to drawing all the donors into a broad cooperative endeavour in
the individual countries. The principles laid down in the mandate for the current EU-ACP
negotiations on prioritising, planning and implementing activities are excellent. The real test lies
in more clearly focusing on poverty both in connection with differentiating between countries
and in individual countries.

The change towards placing more emphasis on sector programmes corresponds to what is
currently considered good practice in development cooperation, and it should be welcomed. It is
no less demanding than running specific projects. It does not represent an administrative short-
cut, but provides a better basis for a more demanding and more ambitious relationship between
the partners.

An important feature of the new allocation of portfolios in the Commission is that one single
Commissioner now has responsibility for global development cooperation policy. I am looking
forward to discharging this responsibility with the help of the relevant Commission departments
and in close cooperation with my colleagues.

The EU’s humanitarian aid has a high profile and is an important asset for Europe. It is also an
indispensable source of finance without which the world community would suffer. The
challenge now is to improve the cooperation and coordination both in the field in situations of
conflict and catastrophe and in the political and administrative links with all our partners. The
establishment of framework agreements with our partners is a major step forward. My hope is
that on the basis of better cooperation relations it will be possible to square the circle so we can
improve our efficiency in general while at the same time maintaining a reasonably high profile.

My combined portfolio of development and humanitarian aid gives us a good basis for tackling
the problem of the transition gap more directly. In order to make it possible for ECHO to



continue with a high level of activity in its primary area of responsibility there is need for a
debate on exit strategies.

In my written contribution I have already made clear that providing humanitarian aid is a special
task. People have to understand that it involves many risks. If they do not, it would be better for
them to give up. But you must not give up ensuring that you have an administration which lives
up to normal standards, and in this regard my agenda for ECHO is entirely in line with the
policy of the new Commission. I shall impress on all my staff that procedures must be followed,
and that everyone has an obligation to combat irregularities.

I look forward to close cooperation with Parliament. In my five years among the development
ministers on the Council I appreciated Parliament’s constructive and positive approach in all
discussions. There is a real interest in the substance of what we are dealing with. It is clear that
everyone who is drawn into this work becomes personally involved. My impression is that that
is also true of members of this committee. I am not suggesting that development cooperation as
a policy area could or should be kept outside of general political debate, but I am convinced that
it is possible to make it an area in which we all share certain fundamental objectives and hopes
about what we are trying to achieve in this world. For my part, I will do what I can to make that
the spirit of our cooperation.

Finally, I would like to emphasise three priorities. Firstly, Europe must speak with a clearer
voice. This shall be done through the Commission and the Member States. I will work for this,
especially with my colleagues Mr Patten and Mr Lamy, with whom I intend to build up a
genuine culture of cooperation between the Commission’s departments. In this way I will ensure
that development matters are always high on the agenda of the new Commission. Such a
cooperation will also bring greater consistency and coherence in our approach to the people we
are trying to help, whether they are in Morocco, Vietnam, Bolivia or Ethiopia. Against this
background and together with the Member States we will also be able to play a more active role
in international fora such as the UN, the World Bank and the WTO.

Secondly, I want to make aid more efficient. This requires a long list of measures which will be
discussed with all the parties involved. We will work on suitable structures within the
Commission, on streamlining the procedures we have and on making our working methods
efficient and transparent. Fraud and poor administration will of course not be tolerated.

Thirdly and finally, development cooperation will focus more on the elimination of poverty.
This means that more financial resources will be allocated to the poorest and that greater priority
will be given to the role of women. Capacity building will be a cornerstone both in ensuring that
financial resources are used efficiently and not least in ensuring sustainability in our partner
countries' own efforts to combat poverty themselves.

(Applause)

Corrie (PPE). – Firstly, might I welcome Mr Nielson on behalf of the whole committee and
particularly on behalf of the PPE/ED Group. I have listened with great interest to what has been
said and I must say that I am pleased by what I have heard.

Mr Nielson, you refer in your speech to standards as a basis for cooperation. The whole Lomé
Agreement to give development aid to poor nations is based on democratisation, human rights
and good governance and we in this committee believe that these cannot be separated from



development policy. In fact the whole future of the next ACP-EU Convention will be firmly
based on these. The same could be said about trade, and you stressed its importance in your
opening remarks, and I have to say that we in this committee are extremely upset and worried
that these have been taken out of the Development Committee’s portfolio. Would you agree
with me that these are vital issues and are an integral part of development aid and should be the
remit of this committee? Will you be supporting us in suggesting to President-designate Prodi
that you should have these within your remit and they should not be spread out amongst other
commissioners, as they have been? Quite frankly we believe in this committee that this will be
unworkable.

Nielson. – I agree with your remarks. I would give it the formula that good confidence is the
ultimate aim of capacity-building. Great work has been done in recent years analysing and
concluding that fighting poverty and creating decent societies is not possible without an
enormous effort in these areas which used to be looked upon as software and not hardware in
the nation-building process. This is, therefore, absolutely central and cannot be separated. The
way we organise our activities in the EU will probably be the subject of much discussion.

I would say, firstly, that there is no way of doing this perfectly. We must square the circle, no
matter what we choose. I am satisfied with the way things are being launched now, but very
strong attention needs to be paid to the feedback and to the matrix approach, giving space in the
decision-making process and administrative work to handling these aspects of governance,
human rights and trade whenever we are defining development activities with our partner
countries. However, you must realise that there is also an upside to the way things are now
being launched: that is that the development aspect, the core of it, is now being defined and
taken care of in one commissioner’s political framework. This means that this aspect is now
better organised than it was before. So there may be upsides and downsides depending on how
we look at it, but we must remember that no matter how this is organised, the need for close and
open collaboration in a criss-cross pattern is necessary, and the mood of the new Commission is,
in my view, one which should give rise to optimism.

Sauquillo Pérez del Arco (PSE). – (ES) On behalf of the Socialist group I would like to thank
the Commissioner-Designate for appearing before this Committee to fulfil his democratic duty
of replying to questions before citizens’ representatives concerning his plans to take up the
future duties of Commissioner.

Generally speaking, my Group agrees with his approach, which demonstrates his knowledge of
the subject and his intention to ensure transparency and cooperation with Parliament. But we
need some explanations since, both in his written replies and in those he has given us just now,
he puts forward too general a view of the policy he intends to pursue.

For this reason, I would like to ask you first to convince us that it is a good idea to divide the
power over the Community’s external relations into the current three portfolios. Does this mean
that there is no single strategic concept covering economic aid, financial and technical aid, trade
agreements and human rights policy, and the prevention of disputes? How do you think that the
reorganisation of the Commission departments, which you yourself have just announced, should
be conducted?

Second, I would like to put it to you (this has already been mentioned) that our Group feels that
the concept of good governance goes beyond mere respect for human rights and the absence of
corruption. In our view, good governance has to do with the strengthening of democratic



institutions and, above all, with the effective and real participation of citizens in developing
countries in the functioning of both their local and their parliamentary institutions.

We consider that you did not, in your speech, tell us what you intend to do to promote
democracy in these developing countries. What you said is more or less what is already stated in
the new Lomé Convention, but we would like to know whether you are speaking of real
democracy or of what is known as transparency. You also referred to the ACP countries, but you
said nothing about other developing countries that do not form part of the ACP.

Nielson. – I share the need expressed in the question for this discussion. Let me contribute to
making things complicated. When we talk about governance, you are absolutely right that this
covers quite a lot of different aspects. The same is true when we talk about human rights. Any
good substantial human rights discussion becomes very broad involving not only formal human
rights but also social rights so human rights discussions, in substance, of course have a tendency
to become discussions on the philosophy of society. The same with trade. Discussing trade as
such in a very narrow sense is not really covering the real discussion that is important. Trade
relates much more to opening up societies and certainly to macroeconomic policy, to structural
adjustment and structural reforms in countries within the process of engaging themselves in
more open trade regimes. From that we are back in social considerations concerning
consequences of this or that in the trade policy area.

All these concepts or aspects, for very good reasons, are broader so they overlap. I sense that
this is also how you see it. In spite of this, we have to create what I would call administrative
centres of excellence to ensure that somewhere in the Commission has a special responsibility
for this aspect. As I stated earlier to Mr Corrie, there is no alternative to organising some
division of labour in the Commission if we are to mobilise and create this expertise.

How do we help democratisation? I share the view that this is more than formal support for
election systems, etc. It is nevertheless a fantastic perspective to look at what has happened in
the nineties concerning the introduction and fine tuning of having respectable elections taking
place in the Third World. Right now the one we are witnessing in East Timor is a reminder of
this. In spite of many drawbacks and crazy conflicts here and there, on balance the advancement
of democracy in these years is a very positive feature and even the very formal aspects of the
democratisation process is something we can be proud of being a partner in.

I mentioned other countries than ACP countries in my opening statement. I made an effort to
mention Bolivia and Vietnam. It is a reality that I am not an ACP commissioner-designate. As a
commissioner I will be covering the whole field.

Zimmerling (PPE). – (DE) I should like first of all to say that I fully agree with your comments
on the practical work, but I would like to put a question concerning personal contacts, since I
believe that a commissioner must be a person of integrity, both as an individual and in his
personal contacts. I should like to ask this question in connection with the Hombach affair, one
of the features of which was that it concerned rather obscure financial sources for the
construction of a private house, while at the same time a plot of land was acquired in Canada in
Mr Hombach’s or his mother’s name. That is, some things have come to light which raise
serious doubts as to the soundness of this member of the European Union’s staff. Moreover, he
has resigned from the posts he held in his party in Germany but continues to act as EU
representative. Considering this in the light of the article which appeared today in the Danish
press – the  Berlingske Tidende – and which  also appears to contain a personal allegation



against you that significant illegal price-fixing took place during the period 1989-94, when you
were a member of the Danish Government, in connection with which sentences were handed
down last year, I should like to put to you the following question: did you or your family gain
any financial or other advantages in the past for which no or only political services were
rendered in return? The second part of the question in connection with this latest press release is:
why, in your written statement, did you fail to mention your participation in the Taco firm?

Nielson. – (EN) I have been criticised by the Danish press in the Danish so-called Blue Book
(Who’s Who) because the entry under my name was considered too long and detailed as if I was
trying to show what an important person I am.

My reason for having kept even up until now a mention of the different companies in which I
was a member of the board of directors was to ensure that the public would always have a clear
and comprehensive picture of all the companies I have been involved in. I have been involved
with many companies for a number of years until I became minister five years ago. For a
number of years I was working in the Danish Wage Earners’ Pension Fund and for a pension
fund to take care of its investments, it is natural and necessary to be represented on the board of
directors in a number of companies. When one becomes a minister in Denmark, one is not
allowed to take part in any outside activity, financial or otherwise. I have never had any personal
financial interest or owned shares in these companies.

I should specify that I was never for that reason at the same time a member of government and
involved in any of those business activities. The Tacho case is a good illustration of the quality
and necessity of a strong competence in Europe as far as competition policy is concerned. The
attempt to organise that sector in a cartel was not revealed by Danish authorities but in fact by
the EU. For me that is a sign of health. Unfortunately it was not revealed by the board of
directors because we did not know. It goes back to the time before I was Minister for
Development Cooperation and this has been discussed on several occasions already in the
Danish press. So here there is nothing new I can contribute and it was never anything
comparable to your description of what you call the Hombach Affair in which the persons,
according to your description, had gained personally.

Junker (PSE). – (DE)  I cannot resist from addressing one remark to Mr Zimmerling. Mr
Zimmerling, we should not misuse this body and the serious task which we are to carry out for
the purposes of internal political wrangling. This committee has no competence with regard to
Mr Hombach and his activities.

My question is as follows: Mr Nielson, it was not clear to me from your remarks – either written
or oral – what status and what importance you attach to bilateral development cooperation
between the Member States and developing countries on the one hand, European development
work on the other hand and also the international donor community, that is the UN and its
organisations, and what value you attach, within the complex and perhaps tense network
associated with it, to complementarity here at European level?

Nielson. – (EN)  I think that Mr Junker’s question will stay with us. Quite frankly to try to cut
through the discussion:

I see a vigorous, efficient effort carried out at EU level as something which for many reasons is
very positive.



To ensure that this is given priority by Member States, we have some work to do. At the
moment I am commissioner-designate for this job. It is not only a question of who does the best.
There are also some real  political difficulties. The visibility of a country’s bilateral effort is
perhaps easier to sell to the public. Even in a country with an effort at the level of Denmark, the
reality is that spreading out covering more than the 20 bilateral partner countries that Denmark
has chosen to concentrate on is difficult. Participating through the European Union’s activities
gives a bilateral country another reach and also another option as far as being involved in very
large activities. The multilateral aspect of agreeing to do something like this is in itself, as I said
in my opening statement, a positive message to the surrounding world. It is seen as a quality
from the partner countries’ point of view. We have all repeatedly heard that getting assistance,
being involved in cooperation with the European Union has a quality, an added extra because
this in itself reflects a willingness to cooperate. It has a political quality to it that we do it
together. It is a good signal to the recipient country or the partner country. We have to remind
not only development ministers but even more finance ministers in all our home countries of
this fact.

Kreissl-Dörfler (Greens/ALE).  – (DE) Mr Nielson, it appears to be generally believed – and I
believe you share this opinion – that the current Lomé Convention does not comply with WTO
rules and that it must be brought into line with those rules when it is revised. However, it has
become clear that the WTO in its present form does not do justice to the economic needs of
developing countries, and in particular those of the ACP countries. If you are serious in your
testimony on trade and assistance, you must also, in my view – and this is my question – seek to
ensure, together with the ACP countries, that the WTO rules are changed in such a way as to
take due account of ACP-EU relations. If this is not possible – and I do consider discussions
with the WTO to be a possibility – will you endeavour to secure a Lomé waiver for at least ten
years?

As I said, I take your testimony on trade and assistance very seriously, and also your argument
that it is necessary first of all to combat poverty before account is taken of the economic
interests of the First World.

Nielson. – (EN) I have tried to make it as clear as possible in my written answers that it is
important that the EU becomes an ally of poor countries in these global trade negotiations. It is
not only the immediate concluding rounds of negotiation for the Lomé Convention but also the
bigger millennium round of negotiations in the WTO that is a challenge for the credibility of the
EU’s policy in this field.

With Commissioner-designate Lamy I have already discussed this. We have close cooperation
in our minds and in our planning. I would like to emphasise here that there is more to this than
trade policy proper. It is also a matter of the relationship between trade and the structural
reforms of the economies in the Third World countries.

In these discussions I keep reminding people of the fact that countries like Zambia and Tanzania
are not only facing harsh geographical and climatic conditions and the terrible legacy of
poverty. They are also facing the same challenge of economic restructuring and reform as the
East European former communist countries have had to go through. On top of this they are even
in a more vulnerable context where the options open, the level of education and other possible
escape routes seem more difficult than those experienced by our neighbours in the East of
Europe.



It is necessary to broaden out this and it has to be integrated in our strategy generally, both for
the Lomé and the WTO in general. We have at present a basis for the negotiations concerning
the Lomé Convention. It is not in my power at this moment to do anything about that mandate.
We should try to be flexible, to reach a result that is sustainable and that they can live with and
prosper with but this we will have to come back to in some months. I hope we can succeed. It is
important in this respect to keep in mind that, as far as the coordination and securing are
concerned, this aspect is really taken care of. In the way we are organising ourselves concerning
the conclusion of the Lomé negotiations, it is important that the team remains as it has been, that
those who handle this matter stay on board until the conclusion is final.

Boudjenah (EUL/NGL).  (FR) Staying to some extent within the spirit of the previous
question, I would like to question you on the Euro-Mediterranean partnership.

I would like to thank you for one of your answers, where you mentioned and I quote "the
satisfaction of the needs of the beneficiary populations and the participation of civil society and
NGOs in development cooperation".   You must realise that doubts and fears, to say the least,
are increasingly expressed in the countries on the southern shores of the Mediterranean.  This
goes as far as the Prime Minister of Morocco saying that he was worried about the troublesome
effects of implementation of the free trade area.   The unions, who held a Euro-Mediterranean
forum for the first time in April in Stuttgart, criticised the lack of social dimension and declared
that it was unacceptable that the partnership was resulting in countries south of the
Mediterranean losing a part of their economic potential.  For example, several studies have
revealed that two-thirds of Tunisian industry will not survive the opening of the borders.

In the present circumstances the principle of free trade, far from encouraging the balanced
growth required by the Southern Mediterranean countries surely risks increasing the gulf
between the two shores of the Mediterranean and social dumping in Europe. Although some of
the other relational aspects, particularly the cultural aspects of the partnership, indicate that the
shared prosperity advocated in Barcelona may become a reality, don't you think it is time to
redirect the economic and social content of the partnership towards a true level of co-operation?
Finally and I will end here, a few days ago Mr. Prodi spoke of a coherent and sustained policy
with the Arab nations and the Algerian President, who is currently  President of the OAU, is
talking of a future summit conference with the European Union, in April 2000 in Cairo.  Can
you comment on this?

Nielson. – (EN) I think that the level of ambition expressed by Europe in having involved itself
in this partnership with the Mediterranean countries is a correct reflection of the strategic,
economic and political interest that Europe has in the region and also correct in reflecting the
needs of the region. Political stability is extremely important for both sides. I do not think that
Europe has any other option or alternative to this involvement, nor can it opt out of involving
itself seriously in relations with the world around us – immediately with the Eastern European
countries and also the rest of the world. Our involvement with these countries will for economic
and structural reasons be more oriented towards supporting a modernisation process in their
economies – structural modernisation and strengthening their capability to cope with the
changes they are facing. There is a natural difference between the list of activities and the
interventions we are talking about in Mediterranean countries compared to African countries
south of the Sahara. The development aspect at that level of economic development is as
important for our relations with these countries as with all other countries. What we do is
different but the goal is actually the same. This dialogue should of course not only be kept alive



but strengthened and I think it is important for all of us in Europe that this is taken very
seriously.

Also, you mentioned the cultural aspect of our relations with all our neighbours is important. I
do not have any specific response to the summit suggestion but certainly this is a way of
marking our political priorities in this matter and personally I am in favour.

Van den Bos (ELDR). – (NL) Mr Nielson, in your written replies you refer to ‘further
targeting’. You want greater concentration on a limited number of priorities. Evidently you want
to cut out fragmentation in European development aid. At the same time, however, it appears
from your replies that you are very keen on doing more in a very large number of areas and on
strengthening the role of the European Union. You yourself say that the complex problem of
poverty can only be solved through comprehensive programmes.

My question to you is: how do you reconcile the two? What will actually happen with the lower-
priority tasks? Can you achieve these ambitions – which I share – within the framework of the
financial agreements in Agenda 2000? In other words, are your ambitions not creating false
expectations? You yourself have said that you want to be open, and I am inviting you to be open
on this matter, too.

Nielson. – (EN) Well Mr Van den Bos, these frank replies are the only ones that I have
prepared. The answer to this question is that it is very profound and necessary for us to realise
that the EU is not alone in doing this. One criticism expressed over the years by NGOs and my
former colleagues in the Council has been that the EU and the Commission have been somewhat
reluctant to engage fully in shared activities and accept a more committed division of labour. If
we succeed in improving our efficiency and willingness to work better with other partners, with
clearer coordination, we will find some of the answers to the problems you very rightly point
out.

Complementarity, which is the basis for relations with the Member States, means that we are not
supposed to be able to do everything. By careful coordination we can make sure that, if we pull
back from a particular project in one country we can feel confident and, more importantly, the
host country can feel confident that this will then be taken up in a structured and dependable
way by the UK or the Netherlands or another country.

This is why I made a point of stressing in my opening statement today that now is a good time.
The World Bank is advancing ideas for a comprehensive development framework, the UNDP is
under pressure to prioritise its work more sharply and in the European Union this discussion has
moved well forward over the last few years. We have to get a clearer idea of what it is we have
to do. The problem which we have to confront is that we have been too willing to agree to do
everything a partner or host country would have us do. We have to put pressure on everybody,
including ourselves, to find out who does what best in each country and use this to obtain a
more precise picture. This is the philosophy: we will still have the problems you have described,
but this is the way in which I will tackle them.

Caullery (UEN). (FR) Mr. Nielson, you have referred on several occasions to the importance of
placing trading policy within the context of development aid.   Naturally we go along with this
and I would like to come back briefly to the question which has just been asked by our
colleagues in the Green group.  Are you, in fact, personally committed to closely defending the
experience and principles underlying the Lomé Convention?  More precisely, don't you think



that there is a fundamental contradiction between the European vision, which considers trade
preferences to be effective development instruments and the philosophy of the WTO, which
considers such preferences to be unacceptable obstacles to free trade throughout the world?

Nielson. – (EN) So far what has been done has been possible. We have to find solutions that are
compatible, but compatibility with the WTO can also be achieved by the WTO accepting a
waiver of some period or accepting a solution which does not hurt anyone but which is practical
and workable for these countries or groups of countries. There is a discussion going on,
reflecting the solution we have tabled on our side in the present Lomé negotiations, and quite
honestly I find it not only more prudent, but also more productive from any negotiating point of
view, not to say too much today on the details on what flexibility could mean in these
negotiations.
So we have to keep an open mind and find solutions and at the same time work on the WTO
aspect which you have pointed out. The WTO is also man-made and as I mentioned before,
there is more to it than trade policy in a narrow sense. A new financial architecture and the
structural adjustment challenge for many countries, especially in the Third World of course,
should also be part of the philosophical discussion on what in the future is WTO-compatible and
what is not.

I would also point to the discussions which have accompanied WTO negotiations all along -
discussions on environmental aspects and on workers’ rights as part of a broader discussion of
conditions included in the WTO process. These are issues which are already recurrent, not so
much for me as for my colleague handling the trade issues, for whom these will be very
important. However, we will share and we will define together a balanced approach, taking into
consideration the needs of the developing countries.

Sandbæk (EDD). – (DA) I would also like to welcome Mr Nielson here to the committee and to
thank him for his replies. I think you have very many fine general views with regard to
development, but I feel there is a lack of concrete references to what you have thought of doing.
I would therefore like to ask you how in concrete terms you will fulfil a task which you are
taking on, such as following up and implementing the decisions of the Cairo Conference. How
in concrete terms will you fulfil that task when the Commission is proposing to completely
abolish budget line B7-631, which is aimed at following up programmes relating to public
health and reproductive health, and when people want to reduce budget line B7-6211 for the
combating of HIV and Aids in developing countries by 60%? How will that be possible? A
related question is how will it be possible to solve gender problems if there is still going to be
only one employee in the Commission, who on top of that is a national expert, and who is
replaced every third year? How in concrete terms will it be possible? There are a lot of other
things which could also be mentioned.

And so to the Tacho case. You say that you did not know what was happening there, but you
must be aware that the former Commission had to go because they would not accept
responsibility. You do not accept responsibility in the Tacho case. Danish taxpayers are going to
have to pay NOK 23 million because it is a municipal enterprise, but you do not think you have
any responsibility because you did not know. Does that also mean you believe you are not
responsible if things happen in your Directorate General of which you have no knowledge?

Nielson. – (DA) I am sincerely convinced that so far few have really seen the positive side of
the change. One of my criticisms until a few months ago, as a member of the Council, was that
there was a lack of consistency and sometimes also a lack of quality in performance on



development assistance in the Commission. I think that improving performance would not have
been possible if one commissioner had not been given the overall responsibility for development
assistance policy globally. Having a bigger and bigger difference between the ACP activities
and the rest in my view was a real problem and the positive side is that, if we manage to do
things well inside the Commission, we can improve performance worldwide and make it more
consistent.

Also the relationship between humanitarian assistance and development assistance needs a firm
hand. I mentioned the need for discussing exit strategies for ECHO. As I see it, ECHO is
indispensable so far as its core activities are concerned but, to protect ECHO’s budget, freedom
of action and core activities, it is necessary to be more careful in drawing a line between what
are and what are not core activities. This again, the discussion, and having everything in one
pair of hands is also a good basis for a better attack on the problem of transitional assistance.
Here I think Europe can propose the type of solution that is really needed.

We come back of course in your question to the discussion we have already had, which is really
a question of how well the new commissioners will be able to work together, sharing the
responsibility as you now have to do. So that is the challenge and this committee has a big stake
in that challenge, not as a challenger but also as a partner within the whole framework of the
European Union that can contribute to making this work well. As I see it, we have no alternative
but to launch this and to make it work well. I would mention one point that I think extremely
important and that is that we keep a critical eye on the need to secure well-functioning feedback
on the flow of experiences in the system we are now launching. I think your committee has a big
role to play in this. You are the eyes and ears and an important source of input to me in
performing my duties.

Novelli (PPE).  (FR) I would like to join all my colleagues in wishing you well in your new
task.  I would also like to return to a point concerning the reorganisation of the Commission
departments.  You have mentioned this on several occasions, which is in itself significant in that
it often indicates either intention or uncertainty regarding action.

When we learned in July that the main change would relate to part of your responsibilities, I was
curious to see what the new directorate created for development would cover.   I see that you
have fewer departments than the former directorate but also that you have had others added
which are orientated more towards sector-based policies, thus increasing the risk of re-
nationalisation of  development policy. I would therefore like to ask whether this new
organisation itself risks having a weakening effect on the Commission in the area under
discussion - co-operation, development and humanitarian aid?

Nielson. – I am sincerely convinced that so far few have really seen the positive side of the
change. One of my criticisms until a few months ago, as a member of the Council, was that
there was a lack of consistency and sometimes also a lack of quality in performance on
development assistance in the Commission. I think that improving performance would not have
been possible if one commissioner had not been given the overall responsibility for development
assistance policy globally. Having a bigger and bigger difference between the ACP activities
and the rest in my view was a real problem and the positive side is that, if we manage to do
things well inside the Commission, we can improve performance worldwide and make it more
consistent.



Also the relationship between humanitarian assistance and development assistance needs a firm
hand. I mentioned the need for discussing exit strategies for  ECHO. As I see it, ECHO is
indispensable so far as its core activities are concerned but, to protect ECHO’s budget, freedom
of action and core activities, it is necessary to be more careful in drawing a line between what
are and what are not core activities. This again, the discussion, and having everything in one
pair of hands is also a good basis for a better attack on the problem of transitional assistance.
Here I think Europe can propose the type of solution that is really needed.

We come back of course in your question to the discussion we have already had, which is really
a question of how well the new commissioners will be able to work together, sharing the
responsibility as you now have to do. So that is the challenge and this committee has a big stake
in that challenge, not as a challenger but also as a partner within the whole framework of the
European Union that can contribute to making this work well. As I see it, we have no alternative
but to launch this and to make it work well. I would mention one point that I think extremely
important and that is that we keep a critical eye on the need to secure well-functioning feedback
on the flow of experiences in the system we are now launching. I think your committee has a big
role to play in this. You are the eyes and ears and an important source of input to me in
performing my duties.

Kinnock, Glenys E. (PSE). – (EN) Could I ask Mr Nielson again about the WTO and
multilateral trade arrangements? The Commission consistently says that what they are interested
in is that the ACP countries are given time to make the necessary adjustments. Do you believe,
Mr Nielson, that the reform and implementation of WTO rules need much more than just time,
that it actually means that the Commission needs to work to collaborate with the ACP itself in
order to facilitate their full integration into the global economy? Of course, as you know,
between us we make up almost half of the WTO so we ought to be able to influence in ways that
you have suggested.

Also, you have hinted at the disappointment that is felt about the current impasse in the Lomé
negotiations. Would you again confirm for us that you would intend to maintain firm control
over the trade aspects of these negotiations in particular and will you again reiterate what I think
you were saying earlier, which was that until the end of the Lomé negotiations you will be in
charge in what is now called DG VIII and it will not go over to Mr Lamy’s portfolio?

Nielson. – (EN) I agree that time is not the only parameter in defining something that the ACP
countries, and in the wider context all developing countries, will be needing in order to have a
more responsive trade machine emerging in the world. I think this is necessary.

Collaborating with ACP countries is already part of our effort to make it easier or less difficult
for them to relate to what one could call the WTO process. I remind you that we have activities
funded and in place already where capacity building, to make it possible for the ACP countries
to find their way through the jungle of trade negotiations, is actually a very important part of our
assistance. So there are many interesting, politically important aspects of capacity building that
are very dynamic elements in assistance.

The way we will organise ourselves in these ongoing and soon-to-be- concluded negotiations is
that the team which will sit on our side of the table will be unchanged but Mr Lamy will have
portfolio responsibility for the trade aspect. I have absolutely no problem with that because the
mandate, how we conduct ourselves, what is being said at the negotiating table, the way Europe
acts will be a common, shared matter in these negotiations. The team is therefore unchanged.



These negotiations will entail little difference as such, but formally Commissioner-designate
Lamy, as I am on the global formulation of development policies, will be involved from day
one. He is formally doing it on this one. This is how it will be organised and I do not see any
problem at all in it.

In fact I would add that starting out in the very well defined framework of negotiation and the
problems that these Lomé negotiations entail, is a good prelude to the global WTO discussions,
so that I see that as an additional bonus when we look at the actual timetable.

Rod (Greens/ALE). (FR) - Mr. Nielson, in your replies to the questions, you reaffirmed your
support for the projects of small NGOs and your desire to increase civil society's involvement,
which will surely please everyone.  At the same time, however, in your reply to Point 3 of the
budget questions, you placed a number of obstacles in the way of the direct financing of
Southern NGOs, favouring the European NGOs with various arguments, some of which were, in
my opinion, barely admissible.

Based on the idea of giving preference to European NGOs because the day-to-day contact is
easier, would  you then perhaps give preference to NGOs based in Brussels?   You say that the
Southern NGOs have hardly any knowledge of the Commission's working methods and
procedures, but I have to say that as an MEP,  I myself have some doubts and gaps regarding the
Commission's working methods and procedures.   These are arguments which seem to me to be
somewhat unacceptable.

On the other hand,  there is a genuine basic problem.  Why move ahead of the Southern NGOs'
lack of government recognition, which is a true obstacle to co-financing?   We are aware that in
many of the countries we work with, which are often undemocratic and where the rights of men
and women are often flaunted, civil society's intervention takes place by definition through non-
governmental organisations, which are often on bad terms with central and local government but
are, against this, completely in tune with the local populations.   I would be interested  to know
what you intend doing in the re-discussions and re-negotiations, particularly with regard to
Lomé, to remove the governmental obstacles, along with the other conditions of co-financing
the South.

Nielson. – (EN) My first reaction to your question is that I share the view that NGOs are a
reflection of diversity in societies and that they constitute a necessary element in civil society,
even in civilised societies. Basically, as a democrat, my view on NGOs is that NGOs should
stand for non-governable organisations. They are there. I once had a discussion with President
Moi at the social summit in Copenhagen. Denmark was financing a lawyers’ organisation
working on corruption and human rights in Kenya. They had their licence taken away by the
government because they criticised it but Denmark continued to finance the organisation
although at that point it was technically illegal. So I discussed that with the President in our
conversation and that is where I got the idea that, in a democracy, NGO should mean non-
governable organisations. I would say that that was a very direct and frank conversation.

But this also means that they should not see themselves as defined in another way, namely neo-
governmental organisations. Especially in weak, new democratic structures in developing
countries there is a real discussion on who should do what in society. We had a good meeting in
Berlin, an informal ministerial meeting this year, where we European NGOs were also invited to
participate in discussing these problems. The whole point of stressing governance and
democratisation in the present negotiations with our Lomé partners reflects the priority given to



the NGOs’ role that we stick to on the European side. So this is my thinking. They are
indispensable but they should be considered as created by themselves, not something that we
have a responsibility for creating or keeping alive. They are there. They are free partners.

As to the first part of your question, I have no agenda for rationalising the number, for the
reasons I have just expressed. It is part of life but I have a responsibility concerning
accountability and in trying to optimise the output of the money I am entrusted with. So we have
a discussion there and I cannot help looking at how the NGOs organise themselves when they
are trying to obtain political influence. They certainly make use of networking, creating
alliances, umbrellas etc. so they unite and organise in clusters. They do not all come running, so
they apparently also see some need to rationalise and structure their own behaviour and
presentation. So for that reason it might not be so strange that, from an administrative
rationalisation point of view, some thoughts of how to maximise the use of our money is also
part of the discussion, but I do not have any final goal as to where this should end.

Morgantini (GUE/NGL). – (IT) Parliament adopted a resolution on the Community rules
applicable to European undertakings operating in developing countries in order to move towards
the creation of a European code of conduct incorporating the minimum international standards
currently in force to be applied by multinational companies, on the basis of the tripartite
declaration of principle by the ILO, and the OECD guidelines for multinational companies,
workers’ rights, human rights, the protection of minorities and indigenous peoples,
environmental protection and  corruption, in accordance with the OECD Convention.

The European Parliament also invited the Commission to consider the possibility of setting up a
European monitoring platform in close collaboration with the social partners and the NGOs in
both North and South. Inter alia, the European Parliament called on the Commission to draw up
a report on the extent to which private companies to which contracts are awarded have been
informed of the obligation to apply the rules, in view of the fact that companies in the private
sector acting as the Commission’s agents in the cooperation sector are already obliged to adhere
to OECD rules  regarding human rights and sustainable development, which are moreover
sanctioned in the Lomé Convention.

I should like to ask Commissioner Nielson whether he intends to act on Parliament’s resolution,
both in the Commission in general and in the context of his specific competences, in order to put
its recommendations into practice, ensure that Community rules to protect the interests of the
weakest are respected and, at the same time, promote spheres of interest to the developing
countries.

Nielson. – (EN)  I greatly sympathise with the concerns and the ambition expressed in the
question. We have to keep our heads clear on one very far-reaching aspect and that is the issue
of extra-territoriality. Who has legislative power to do what and within what sphere of
influence? If we look at the discussion between the United States and Europe, with specific
reference to Cuba, the issue of extra-territoriality practised by the US Congress is a reminder
that in discussing the points you are making here we have to be careful not to make the same
mistake as the US Congress. So as regards the legally binding character of trying to do
something here which we would all like to, we have to choose the right instruments for action.

We can stimulate public awareness by using these ways of trying to create politics but let us
consider workers’ for instance. We could try linking conditionalities to trade policy, which we
tried unsuccessfully a few years ago in Singapore at the launching of the WTO.



The direct role is to use the ILO, to give a handshake to their new management, to Mr Somavia
and to promise that we will work in all partner countries in the third world to stimulate and to
create more respect for the ILO conventions on workers’ rights. This is the main role on that
issue. Consumer actions are very important. Personally I think it is part of advancing awareness
but I take the view: political consumers are fine, but where are the political citizens? The goal is
to get ILO conventions more respected and to take more direct approaches to the different
problems you have mentioned. We will be weaving conditionalities relating to these issues into
our activities. Governance is just one example. So the discussion you have opened will continue
but no Member State has a clear solution for making these minimum standards that go beyond
present legislation binding on their companies and certainly not binding in countries outside
their own. This is a real problem.

You mentioned OECD conventions. I would think here that the main thrust we have to
concentrate on is the fight against corruption and this has been advancing in recent years. We
hear more and more about corruption. This is a sign of health because we are actually getting
closer to a real combat. So most countries have actually improved their legislation and I think
the European Union should certainly not be one step behind any other player in this respect.

Van denBos (ELDR). –  (NL) Some fairly recent concepts have proved valuable in
development cooperation. I am thinking of fair trade, the informal sector of the economy, micro-
credit, judicial cooperation, the training of political parties and the training of police. Does Mr
Nielson not agree that these aspects should be a structural or organic element of cooperation and
that they should be incorporated in all future agreements, including the new Lomé Agreement?

Nielson. – (EN) These represent aspects of governance which we can choose as an umbrella
concept to characterise activities in these fields and they can be considered at different levels.
When we come to the decision on who does what in a given host country, coordination and
complementarity will mean that, even if it is our policy to do this and this, it might be somebody
else who does it. If we do not operate in this way then we are not cooperating and certainly not
coordinating.

So I would take this opportunity to express a word of warning that it will not be possible to
count backwards and conclude that the priorities and policies and basic attitudes of the EU and
the Commission or whatever in country A are different from those in country B because we do
something different in those two countries. This would be an error because we have our policy
but what we do in countries A and B also reflects the contributions of all the donors and the
country’s own performance. So input is part of it but I agree that the point you mentioned is
very important.

I should perhaps mention one important consideration here concerning sensitive areas like those
you mentioned: police training, educating the legislature, parliament’s own work, instilling the
great thoughts of Montesquieu on the division of labour in a new developing democracy where
the executive used to be very executive indeed and where the parliament often needs some
coaching to find and define their role and where the judiciary needs strong help in order to
manifest their independence and strength. These are areas where what Europe represents is the
core of what is needed and the fact that we do it together and that it is the EU Commission going
out into the world and doing it and not a nation state gives us a comparative advantage which
should be offered to partner countries. This is an area where we can find a lot of inspiration and



do things that are very important, politically very visible and which have a fantastic impact. This
is where the most challenging parts of capacity-building are emerging.

Caullery (UEN).  (FR) - Mr. Chairman, I would firstly like to say that I am sorry but there has
been a level of confusion.  It is not a question of our upsetting the order of things, but simply to
point out that I am also the second UEN group speaker.

In going back to my question, therefore, I will be brief.   It seems to me that one of the greatest
difficulties with regard to cooperation relates to evaluation of the results of development
programmes.  During your term of office, Mr. Nielson, do you intend to strengthen this aspect of
your departments’ work and do you think that decentralised cooperation might provide a
solution as a result of closer and more human contact?

Nielson. – (EN) Evaluation is the key to improving quality and a systematic organisation of
feedback, it is the only possible learning curve. Quite frankly the EU has been lagging behind.
This has been a point of criticism in DAC assessments of EU development assistance and this is
a point to which I intend to devote more than just attention. A professional evaluation is part of
professionalising the whole business of development cooperation.

One point here: I think we have to be a little more forward with regard to, not imposing, but
getting ourselves involved in a discussion with out partner countries on the outcome of
evaluations because - not just from a logical, but a political, operational point of view - our
mistakes are also their mistakes, given that we talk about a partnership. So to make the point to
them in our cooperation, I think it would be good if, in the light of the evaluations, we were to
share our own discussions with our partner countries a little more systematically and willingly
because they have to learn not only from what we do but from our discussions about what we
have been doing. This should be a shared process of improvement so that they are part of the
feedback cycle because we share the challenge of the future. This is just a supplementary
expansion of it.

Decentralising in general is good for many reasons, one of them being that it forces the centre to
clarify its policies more, so it is a good way of encouraging everyone involved towards more
precise prioritising when we decentralise. In general I think there is scope for more
decentralising in general activity

Sandbæk (EDD). – (DA) We have been told that administratively it would be easier to combine
all the small budget lines, but if the same political priorities are to be made, it will be necessary
to separate them afterwards. So I cannot see where the administrative simplification is. I can
only see that Parliament is being denied its right to prioritise how large each of these different
budget lines should be, and I think that is totally unacceptable.

In the spring we had a consultation with NGOs, and the EU was generally criticised for being
too bureaucratic. It takes a long time to get the money. Sometimes the NGOs have gone
bankrupt. I would like to hear how are you thinking of simplifying administratively the work of
the NGOs in administering the EU’s money. One of the solutions you have suggested yourself is
to stop giving money to small NGOs, but isn’t that like giving to the haves and taking from the
have nots even the little they do have. Is it not the case that the small NGOs often work in the
field where they have local expertise and that they are the ones who have most need of our
money, so the solution cannot be to take money from the small NGOs. At least I hope that is not
what you are thinking of doing.



Nielson. – (DA) There is no reason to be afraid of that. I have already explained earlier in this
meeting that as far as I am concerned there is no agenda for ending up with one or other specific
structure as far as NGOs are concerned. I take the applications and respond to them as they
come. It is not a matter of whether an NGO is large or small. Experience does not give us any
clear indication of whether small or large NGOs do things best. The important thing is that each
of them do what they can do best.

I hope that administrative improvements can be made after the introduction and improvement of
these framework agreements with our partners and that when it is introduced it will make it
easier to relate to the system. There is already a body in the Commission providing guidance to
applicant organisations and you could imagine this being improved with the introduction of a
service approach so that NGOs are able to get help with looking and finding out about things.
But it is not my objective to exclude small NGOs. That would be a misunderstanding.

As far as the budget lines are concerned, I recognise – how shall I put it – the incentives there
are for Parliament to get one or other special item shown on its own budget line. But I would
maintain that that is not the best way to get things done and that a balance ought to be struck
because the situation in this area, and in many other areas in the overall picture, is quite simply
that there is an imbalance. There are far too many small specific budget lines, which together
create a major administrative problem. I think that the political content and weighting of things
can be shown better in other ways. For example, it would be entirely unacceptable for the
special budget line for indigenous peoples or the special budget line for women to be taken as an
expression of the actual overall priority given to these areas by the Commission. There are
horizontal aspects which should be taken seriously in all contexts. In particular, I would pick out
the gender issue as something which cannot be properly expressed in a special budget line. You
can have it as a kind of minimum requirement, but the aspiration, for example, goes far beyond
that.

Gemelli (PPE). – (IT) I should like to ask the Commissioner-Designate, because I did not find
any mention of the subject in his written answers to the questionnaire, how the consultations and
concertation between the European Union and the United States of Japan on the problem of
development are organised, in view of the fact that after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the
collapse of communism the world is no longer divided into blocs. I therefore feel I must ask
whether the Union will propose the creation of an international organisation to manage the
resources earmarked for development, and thus also try to influence the World Trade
Organisation and use the non-governmental organisations’ assessments of debt and the
partnership instruments, etc. Finally, I should like to ask whether the Union will devote
particular attention to the Islamic communities, in all states, peoples and nations, in order to
bring about real cultural integration, not least using the instrument of development funding,
since there is a large volume of immigration in Europe.

Nielson. – (EN) I am not sure if cultural integration as such would be a priority for me. Cultural
development yes, cultural diversity is often more inspiring than cultural integration and this is
the reason behind one of my fears of what globalisation could be in my opening statement. I like
the fact that Bhutan exists and looks different. The richness of the world lies in its diversity and
this is also why I think that we, given our European experience, can offer the world something
which is very important and show how different cultures and political systems are able to do
something practical together that works. This is a message the world needs and one which we
can give.



So one comment on cultural integration as such: meetings – we have the OECD Development
Assistance Committee and I intend to be at least as active in that committee as my predecessor
has been. It is very important that the European Union is active in these various international
fora and this is also why I gave some prominence to that aspect in my opening statement. It is an
area in which we are doing something out there, so there is a reason for the Commission to be
present alongside the Member States in these discussions. We can be a catalyst for coordination
by being there and having these fora and we should link into the initiative of Mr Wolfensohn of
the World Bank in the comprehensive development framework and give it serious consideration
and be a critical, constructive partner in the effort to enhance coordination in this business so
that Europe is well positioned to play an important role in this field.

I do not see the possibility of creating a new international organisation for management of
development funds. We have what we need and there are good reasons why we do things the
way we do. But this willingness to relate positively to the other players, this more open attitude,
is an important message.

Carlotti (PSE). – (FR) As you aware, the situation regarding the 2000 budget is very worrying,
particularly with regard to Category 4 lines.  I read your reply relating to the budgetisation of the
EDF very carefully.  The Commission has, as you say, maintained this position for four years.
But will you continue to defend it or do you think that it is a battle which is already lost and that
harmonisation of the procedures with the Union budget is the only thing now possible?

What is more, the Council decided to allocate 500 million euros to the rehabilitation of Kosovo.
Of course we must respond to a dramatic situation taking place in the very heart of Europe, but
not by making a dent in most of our lines, which are falling by 10%, or even 19%.  What is the
Commission going to do?  What can you do, as a Commissioner, to ensure that our initiatives
are not paid for by the poorest nations?

Generally speaking, the budget is still the expression of political will.  What can you do to
ensure that the Union is not giving the poor countries a signal that we are backing out?  We are
witnessing a systematic and widespread fall in development assistance in all the Member States.
The issue is strategic:  is this the route the Commission intends to take and does it intend to
continue in the same way, regularly reducing the budget in the coming years, or will it, together
with Parliament, reverse the trend?  Will the Commission in fact reaffirm its moral commitment
to assist the developing world, which you have just mentioned in your introduction, or are we
going to backtrack gradually, concentrating on other interests, perhaps more economic, or on
closer geographic areas?

Nielson. – (EN) The budget issue I think was a lost opportunity but hopefully there will be other
opportunities. The Commission’s and my own view is the same: it is better to have it in the
budget for many reasons, including political transparency and the right balance in the decision-
making process giving Parliament a more normal say in this field – that part of development
activities now covered by the Lomé Convention. So I agree with what I know this committee
feels on this issue.

On the allocation dilemma concerning the humanitarian assistance to Kosovo and the
rehabilitation effort, I share your view. I think it is sad if this conflict results in two groups of
victims, firstly the refugees and the people coming back to Kosovo and secondly people in
Africa. We should make sure that there is only one group of victims.



My view is that this budget discussion is not yet over so we have some work to do together and I
hope for cooperation on that issue. I cannot promise miracles but I can promise an honest effort
in trying to redress the problem and the last word has not yet been said. Generally, of course, we
should stimulate any discussion especially in Member States trying to reverse the trend.
Certainly the governments of some of the big Member States have recently expressed in very
clear language a willingness and an ambition to reverse the trend. So we have to encourage
these discussions.

Wijkman (PPE). – (EN) First of all I would like to congratulate the commissioner-designate on
his nomination. There has been quite a lot of concern expressed in particular during the first
question hour about the composition of your portfolio. I share some of that concern, particularly
in relation to trade. But on one point I am very happy and that is that you are now in charge of
both development and relieved because I believe we need much closer integration and you
yourself touched upon it.

In your written comments you refer to conflict prevention. Regrettable as it is, people all over
the world, not least in poor countries, also suffer from disasters other than man-made disasters
or conflicts, namely natural disasters. The very tragic disaster, the earthquake in Turkey some
days ago, prompts all of us again to focus attention on disaster prevention. It is first and
foremost an important issue at national level but in many instances for need for international
assistance is indeed extremely important. If we look at the recent disaster in Turkey, it is quite
apparent that preparedness at national level was poor. But the same goes for the international
level. I would like to ask you, living in this global village where technology is available all over
the world and where modern telecommunications allow us to follow events closely - in Turkey
in this instance - technology that should really have been there assisting in relief efforts but was
not available during the first very critical days, are you ready to explore the possibilities for
enhanced coordination at international level and improve preparedness in relation to world
emergencies? Bringing together the major actors and ensuring that once relief activities are
launched, they are swift, well coordinated and responsive to needs.

Nielson. – (EN) Following the tragic situation in Rwanda, we organised the first international
comprehensive evaluation of a humanitarian assistance situation. From that we got a very clear
description of the inadequacy and lack of coordination in many cases. Actually the activities of
ECHO got favourable remarks in that evaluation so it should be remembered that ECHO was
not the bad guy in the coordination problem in the Rwanda case.

So far ECHO has channelled EUR 4 million to Turkey in a very rapid reaction. It is not that easy
to be well prepared for things like earthquakes. Everybody speaks of the international society –
we do not have one. The point is we are trying to create one and that is as far as we have got.
We have not advanced beyond the first steps, including in being organised for what you are
talking about. The different partners involved in this should talk together so we can pre-plan for
some contingencies. In Kosovo we have seen that UNHCR has been accepted as the coordinator
and certainly the UN systems should be given an important role in the efforts you are talking
about. My signal, if I become commissioner, will be that compared to the past, the EU should be
more open and willing to cooperate.

Van den Berg (PSE). – (NL) Mr Nielson, first of all let me say that I am happy  that someone
with expertise in the area of development cooperation is a candidate for this important post. My
specific question: aid is fragmented, often acting as a means of smoothing the way for European



exports, with too little reaching the poorest strata and the poorest countries. There are no
specific EU targets in the primary education sector, in basic health care pursuant to the DAC or
social summit agreements. My question is: are you prepared to give more substance to these
specific targets, by shifting the flow of money from the EU-ODA to the poorest countries and
poorest groups, by formulating specific targets as in the DAC report ‘Shaping the 21st century’,
in particulars with regard to primary education and infant mortality, and can we expect any
changes in this respect in the new budget for 2001?

Nielson. – (EN) Yes, this is certainly a clear conclusion of what I have been indicating. I have
not seen a representation either of the budget or of our actual spending measured up against the
20-20 principle. That would be a refreshing way of presenting what the European Union is
doing so that our performance is immediately comparable to other donors’ performance.

I see an enormous need for organising the presentation of our activities in a way that is more
compatible with the methods used by other DAC members. It may not be known to everybody
but the reality is that the European Union’s categorisation of activities does not correspond to
how activities are labelled or characterised by individual Member States. When we are reporting
to the OECD Development Assistance Committee, it is not possible to make a direct comparison
between what the EU is doing and what the Member States are doing. This is also an aspect of
transparency. We should be transparent. We should reach out and be ready to be compared
directly with what everybody else is doing and also that should make it easier for our partner
countries to find out what we are doing compared to our other colleagues on the donor side.
There is a lot here that I think will be necessary work and I very much hope and plead to this
committee for a partnership in this effort. This will be very important. Targeting for the poorest
- quantifying is easy, measuring is not that easy - and what is poverty-oriented is not that easy to
define from the philosophical and managerial point of view. Even big roads are part of fighting
poverty, not only small roads in the countryside. It depends a lot on how many other things are
approached, what validity a given activity has from the point of view of fighting poverty. I am a
little hesitant about the 20-20 but we should certainly be within those criteria because they are
not that difficult to fulfil in reality.

Brok (PPE). – (DE) Given that Mr Nielson sees himself not as the ACP Commissioner but as a
Commissioner with duties going far beyond that field,  close cooperation between our
committees is required in view of these duties alone, and we will therefore certainly be inviting
Mr Nielson to appear before our committee on some occasion, without wishing to steal him, and
Mr Patten will certainly be a guest in your committee for a number of issues. I believe that in
future we may be able to carry through one or two things together.

Mr Nielson, allow me to put a question : as I just mentioned, I believe that we will come to
cooperate closely, and I should like to focus my question on one or two points. In the past, we
encountered difficulties when ratifying partnership and cooperation agreements and on other
occasions with the classification of the human rights standard in a particular country. The
Commission complained that we had withheld ratification for one country even though the
human rights standard was even worse in another country. Are you prepared to keep us
permanently informed in a context of close cooperation, in your area too, so as to allow a lasting
improvement in the ability of the Foreign Affairs Committee to make assessments on particular
issues ? If staffing matters are the cause of any difficulties in achieving this, you should perhaps
let us know.



The second question is ultimately linked : in your written replies, you mentioned responsibility
for arms exports. Are you prepared to work to ensure that the European Union is granted
competence for arms exports at the next intergovernmental conference in order to achieve
permanently high standards for arms exports and thus to prevent any race between Member
States in this field ? Do you also take the view that a certain link should be established between
development aid and other elements on the one hand, and the protection of human rights and a
decision not to build up strong armed forces on the other?

Nielson. – (EN) I certainly also look forward to working with the Foreign Affairs Committee
and I realise that the sharing of responsibility and interest in these matters should be turned into
an asset for Parliament and not the other way around and I will be of service to development of
that kind.

I like very much your choice of words in describing human rights as a difficult area. We have to
classify and make decisions in specific situations. Let me briefly try out on you my experience
and thinking in this field. It is relatively easy to spell out basic principles but in practical
politics, in trying to optimise our influence in a good cause in any given specific environment
and situation, all experience tells us that it is wise to differentiate in order to make our views
most useful in the given situation. This means that we will always be open to an accusation of
applying double standards. It is better to go to the limit of what is possible so far as advancing
democracy in Kenya is concerned, even if we are in a way expecting and demanding more from
them than we would in the Democratic Republic of Congo in the next few months if hopefully
we can get started on dialogue on some emerging governance in that country. The situations are
not similar.

My point is that if we really take our basic principles seriously, we have to be pragmatic as to
how to use them in practice depending on the situation. This is only possible without losing
confidence among ourselves as to whether or not we really stick to those principles if we take
great care to communicate with each other all the time, building up a strong inner circle of
confidence in the fact that we share basic values but, in order to apply them meaningfully,
pragmatically and efficiently, we will be differentiating. This is something we will come back to
in the months and years ahead but that is my proposal on how one can actually do things. It also
takes a lot of outward communication in order not to be misunderstood and it is not an easy
formula but we should never walk into the trap of having to do the same everywhere even if the
situations are different.

As to arms exports, the big problems in this world are not in our group of countries. The
problems are out there but I of course support any viable initiative to increase the formal brakes
on arms exports.

Salafranca Sánchez-Neyra (PPE). – (ES) A few months ago, in fact as leader of the head of a
delegation of members of Parliament, I had an opportunity to visit various developing countries.

In the course of this trip, one of the Presidents of these countries mentioned to me a very
significant case concerning a social housing project, the first stone of which had been laid in the
presence of the Commission delegate and the director responsible. Two years passed before they
received so much as one euro.



If such a thing happens with a plan by the President, you can imagine, Mr Nielsen, the situation
regarding other projects in this country, as was later confirmed to us by non-governmental
organisations.

First question: are you aware of this situation and of the fact that, while we understand the
priority of combating corruption, this must not induce us to block everything and undermine the
prestige of the European Union’s external action?

Second question (I will be brief in order not to go beyond my allotted time): how do you intend
to develop the agreements reached at the European Union-Latin American summit held last
June?

Nielson. – (EN) As to whether fighting corruption should be allowed to slow down our delivery
on the ground: my answer is of course yes. Corruption has many victims and these can include
projects such as the completion of a teachers’ college or whatever good project we might be
talking about. We have to prioritise by sticking to the view that, if Community projects are
entangled or victimised by corruption, fighting corruption is more important than shielding the
individual project. If we do not take this view we will end up being part of the problem and not
part of the solution. This is not an easy area but it is quite clear that fighting corruption has to be
an effort we do not compromise on.

As to the European-Latin American Summit, it was important that it took place and as I saw it in
my previous position, as a minister in Denmark, I got inspiration from it. If I become a
commissioner, this conference is certainly something which will be an inspiration for our
relations in those parts of the world.

Schori (PSE). – (EN) Let me first, as a recent former colleague of Poul Nielson, say that I am
pleased to see you here, Poul, and I was also pleased to read your answers. You have correctly
stated that poverty eradication and integration in the world economy are two facets of a single
strategy for the developing countries and therefore it is vital to reconcile the objectives of
poverty eradication and WTO rules. My question is what specific measures are you planning to
take in order to ensure this reconciliation for example in view of the coming millennium round
where not all developing countries are members, and are you also envisaging setting up an
organised form of coordination to promote conciliation with other concerned commissioners, for
instance in the form of a taskforce or a working party?

Nielson. – (EN) I have already begun a very positive discussion with Commissioner-designate
Lamy on exactly that issue and we share the view that trade issues as such need to be seen in the
broader context in relation to the direct situation of the poorest countries but also in relation to
the position of trade in today’s world economy relative to other flows that actually direct global
economic development. If we look at the ideas gravitating into the agenda of the WTO, they are
tending to relate to more issues than trade. I mentioned before the experience at the launching
conference in Singapore in 1996 where we tried to incorporate the environment, labour
standards and such things into the body of the WTO, although unsuccessfully. In spite of that,
the effort to put other things on the agenda has not been stopped. This to me is a confirmation of
the fact that there is a real need for a broader substantial discussion of world-wide economic
development as such linked with the WTO discussions. I think this Commission, the coming
Commission, is going to be better prepared and better equipped for discussing these issues than
at any time in the past.



Haarder (ELDR). – (DA) I would like to welcome you to the hot seat. I am sure that you will
pass this exam, but I have a difficult question for you. What are you going to do about recipient
countries which refuse to take back their own citizens? I am thinking of the countless asylum
seekers spread around our countries who have been denied asylum, but who then find
themselves in a desperate situation because their own countries will not take them back. How is
the EU’s Development Commissioner going to deal with such countries in the forthcoming
negotiations, when they are asking us for something and at the same time they are refusing to
take their own citizens back?

Nielson. – (DA) I can reply to Mr Haarder that it was, among other things, at the request of the
Danish government that precisely this question was taken up in the Council’s discussions in
connection with the wording of the mandate for the negotiations with the Lomé countries. The
idea behind our negotiating basis was that a right for these people to return to their country of
origin if they are rejected as asylum seekers elsewhere should be introduced into the Convention
in connection with human rights. So this can equally be seen as an aspect of a human right, and
operationally it could perhaps be treated as one which can be regarded as a specific obligation
on countries to act in a particular way. There are no principles in international law to hang this
on, but looked at in the way I have done, it can be discussed. There is an assumption that
countries have such an obligation, and that by definition the concept of citizenship implies that
ultimately countries must accept this obligation. It seems quite logical, but we all know the
practical political circumstances. That is what I can say about what has been attempted in this
matter.

Haarder (ELDR). – (DA) But will you if necessary stop aid to such countries if they refuse to
listen to the sensible words you have just spoken.

Nielson. – (DA) No, I will not commit myself to a very rigid formulation of – how should I put
it – the finer nuances of the conditionality game. I think that is imprudent. I would also like to
remind you that typically the situation in most countries where this problem exists is that aid
was stopped a long time ago because the country is in chaos. Somalia is one example. In Nigeria
aid was stopped for human rights reasons. In Congo, Zaire and Afghanistan – in most of the
countries which appear as concrete examples of what Mr Haarder wants to discuss, aid has
already been stopped for other reasons. That is the picture as it stands. But this is a very difficult
debate, and will not commit myself on the question of the extent to which we should stop aid for
that reason alone. I do not think that would be professional.

Marset Campos (GUE/NGL). – (ES) I would like, first of all, to say that I welcome the
information provided by the Commissioner-Designate as well as his appearance here, and I
agree with his views. I would like to put to him a very specific and concise question: if it is
scientifically demonstrated that the structural adjustment policies applied by the International
Monetary Fund and by the World Bank in the past 20 years (neoliberal policies) in developing
countries have been the cause of the increase in poverty in these countries, would you be willing
to lead the way, in terms of European Union policy, to obtain a modification of IMF criteria?

Nielson. –  (EN) This is already taking place. The World Bank, even the IMF, is not what it
used to be and a lot of this discussion reflects a longing to change and update the focus of its
work. This is how it is, quite frankly. I would recommend you read the speech given by the
Chief Economist of the World Bank, Joe Stiglitz, a little more than a year ago, at a meeting in
Helsinki. He declared the Washington Consensus dead and, incidentally, he still has the job.
There is a new awareness of the need for a shift in the social balance of what is being done. I



should point to the fact that in recent structural adjustment programmes, it is a condition
specified by the IMF that at least 25% of the budget be allocated to health and education in the
recipient countries. So, things are not exactly how they used to be and certainly the World Bank
sees itself today as a development organisation and it is committed to the general policy
emanating from the Social Summit in Copenhagen. Some people even talk about the shift from
the Washington Consensus to the Copenhagen Consensus. This might be saying a little too
much but there is room for very meaningful and close dialogue between the European Union
and international financial institutions. There is an opportunity here which I think we should
grasp.

Schroedter (Greens/ALE). – (DE) Mr Nielson, I should like to have more precise information
on the proposals which you have made – you mentioned more flexibility with regard to the
ECHO strategy and reflections on new transitional solutions. This is one of the extremely tricky
problems falling within your area. I should like to know what specific solutions you personally
would propose. Does the EU possess suitable financial instruments for these transitional
solutions, and what cooperation do you foresee with Mr Patten ? Are sufficient funds being
allocated to these instruments, and – in this connection – what is your response to the fact that
the development budget in the EU is constantly being reduced ?

Nielson. – (EN) I find it a little difficult to define, as you would like me to, what exactly I mean
by flexibility. I would have to ask for very specific questions in order to be able to provide very
specific answers. However, maybe this is not really the problem. I have tried to get across that,
as far as funding is concerned, the EU’s own activity should be part of the general European
effort of reversing the trend. I do not mind mentioning Germany and the UK as two major
partner countries that have come up with clear language on the commitment of reversing the
trend of development assistance. I welcome that greatly and also referred to it in my written
reply and today in my statement. Of course I feel it is my obligation to fight for funding for
development cooperation which reflects what the world needs and what Europe ought to deliver.
I am offering a partnership with Parliament in this respect. I think this is the answer to what I
saw as the central part of your question. As for transitional solutions, if I understand you
correctly, you are referring to the situation moving away from humanitarian assistance towards
more forward-oriented reconstruction and development.

Now, on one point I can be specific. If we look at conflict situations, 50% of them erupt into
renewed violence. Following a peace treaty, 50% need what a Doctor would call re-operation.
This is the point where assistance from the outside is weakest, less organised than in other cases,
where the humanitarian organisations are not geared to continuing their work and neither should
they, and where others are very slow to move in. So, external assistance in these situations
proves to be as fragile as the peace itself. It is a low status moment in terms of cooperation
because everything is difficult. It is very hard to come back and talk about successes in the
health sector in Liberia in these years. It is much easier to do so in Ghana. This is why
international discussions are now concentrating on this transition gap.

Having combined the portfolios, I see an opportunity for us all to work more effectively. This is
why I mentioned that we also have to talk about the hard part of exit strategies for ECHO,
simply to force upon ourselves some more willingness to change a little and use the fact that we
have both instruments at our disposal. In Rwanda, the UNHCR is still running primary
education because nobody else is ready to step in and this actually erodes the funding of
UNHCR and also erodes the legitimacy of that organisation getting a special role in other cases.
In the same way, we should be careful where ECHO is concerned, also.



Deva (PPE). – (EN) I would like to get back to the question of the WTO and the written
answers that the commissioner-designate gave. He was very silent about the question of
eliminating the democratic deficit and the lack of Parliamentary accountability of the workings
of the WTO. The WTO is one of the world’s most powerful organisations and the rules that they
have are extremely powerful, although they appear not to report to any elected body. I would
like to come back to the question on economy, trade and commodities. Much of the plight of the
developing countries in the forthcoming millennium round springs from the developed world
continuing to subsidise its own producers and exporters while demanding complete access to
developing countries’ home markets. Cases in point are the Caribbean rum producers or the
Philippine rice producers. These countries have no problem with cutting tariffs but they see their
foreign competition undercutting them with state subsidies. Now, in his written replies, the
commissioner-designate said he will enforce all necessary measures. What are the measures he
is going to introduce to try to combat these problems?

Nielson. – (EN) I refer back to the answer I gave a couple of questions ago concerning how
Commissioner-designate Lamy and I are preparing for these negotiations. I assure you that this
is a high priority for both of us and for the Commission as a whole.

Howitt (PSE). – (EN) Can I refer back to your answer to Mrs Morgantini on investment
standards. I welcome what you said about your personal commitment and also your commitment
in your written answers to introduce ILO standards into EU development policies. But I wonder
if what you said about the binding nature of such actions might not send the wrong signal. For
example, the contracts for which you will be responsible with companies are subject to the
Treaty on European Union which covers fundamental rights. Surely binding action is built in
there. Secondly, since the agreement of the ILO Core Conventions last year, there is a
willingness among Member States to move down this road. Will you send the right signal today
by showing that you are not going to use extra-territoriality as an excuse for inaction on the
issues of standards in investment and will you commit yourself to appointing staff responsible
for social investment, codes of conduct, monitoring and verification?

Nielson. – (EN) Yes but these are easier to launch than actually to follow up and monitor and
enforce and the sanctions available to us are not that stiff.

I summed up my response when I dealt with what you are referring to by saying that I do not
want to see the EU lagging behind other players in the field. I would throw in a word of caution
as to the extra-territoriality problem which is one aspect. Basically, we want to create an
international society with law and order, so we have to push forward wherever possible. I find
your wording parallel to my own thinking so I do not have problems with it. There are many
layers to this issue so I think we should focus on actual cases as regards what we could and
should do.

Howitt (PSE). -  (EN) Will you appoint staff in this area?

Nielson. – (EN) That is easy to say at a good moment. I would rather say that I will make no
promises that I cannot keep.

Morillon (PPE).  - (FR) My question is very specific.  I read with interest your written answer
to the Committee's question on the future of relations between the European Union and the



Overseas Countries and Territories.  These twenty small countries, undoubtedly with small
populations, are significantly behind in terms of development and some of them are amongst the
poorest on the planet, despite the fact that they come under the sovereignty of Member States of
the Union.  Although I have noted that the new Commission is to present a proposal in October
which should enter into force on 1 March 2000, it seems to me that the Parliament has a right to
expect more detailed information regarding the provisions which are to influence the future
status of these territories and the financial instruments to be used for their development.  Could
you give us some details of the content and general direction of this proposal, or at least let us
know your opinion of the issue?

Nielson. – (EN) In terms of practical politics, I would say that our freedom of action, the actual
possibility of shying away from obligations lessens the closer we get to Europe. This might
sound cynical and of course it is not my intention by making this observation in any way to
reduce what I see as our global moral obligation. But anybody involved in politics will surely
agree that this is how it is. So there is a mix of factors defining what we in Europe in fact have
to do when we look at our immediate neighbours and that is why I find it very important that the
whole Mediterranean perspective has been given the priority it has in recent years and I find it
very meaningful that this has taken place at the same time as Europe is organising itself to
handle an ambitious enlargement process and also stepping in as massively as we are in the
Balkan region. These are not contradictions; on the contrary, they are part of a coherent,
necessary strategy to take care of Europe’s interest and take care of Europe’s responsibilities.

Lannoye (Greens/ALE).  (FR) In the written questions put to you, particularly with regard to
the International Labour Organisation, you take a position which states that ILO's conventions
should be universally accepted and you say "I intend to engage in close dialogue with ILO in
order to strengthen the implementation of ILO conventions".

However, all the answers to questions put to you regarding ILO emphasise - at least indirectly -
the difficulty of ensuring that these conventions are respected and that there is compliance with
international trading standards.  Do you not therefore consider, as I do, that there is a problem
with a hierarchy of standards in the world at present and that the European Union should
undertake to re-establish or establish a hierarchy under which social rights and the protection of
the environment should be placed above free trade, with the obvious implication of a reform of
the ILO conventions?  That is my question.  Do you share this point of view or are you at least
prepared to listen and to try to convince your colleagues, Messrs. Patten and Lamy, of the need
for thought in this direction?

Nielson. – (EN) The fact that these departments and territories are part of my portfolio in a way
illustrates the fact that Europe’s relations with the world around us is more than narrowly
defined classical development cooperation. We have a broad spectrum of reasons for
establishing long-term, intimate working relationships in cooperation with these countries,
departments and territories. I find that a fascinating new area and a professional challenge for
myself. Of course, there is also the charming possibility for me to visit Greenland and the
Faeroe Islands which are in this category. In fact I have already received a formal invitation to
do so and have had to reply that I think you are very kind and, what is more, one could not
accuse you of dragging your feet taking into consideration the fact that I am not yet a
commissioner. A nice thought. I am not prepared to go into specifics but it is self-evident that
sharing with Parliament and with this committee what we actually do together with this category
of partners is important and of course I look forward to that.



Nielson. – (EN) Very directly WTO rules are not the root of the problem of money power in this
world. WTO rules can be and should become part of how to civilise economic activity in this
world. I warn against setting the WTO up as our new “bogey man”. The challenge is to have the
basic ambition that there is something more to the world and more to societies than market
forces and this is why in my opening statement today I offered the credo ‘market economy yes,
market society no’. This is my philosophy in this respect.

Van Hecke (PPE). – (NL) Mr Nielson, I have a question concerning the conditions for aid.
Former commissioner Pinheiro once said he advocated making development aid more
dependent on the size of the defence budget of Third world countries. Do you not think it might
be sensible to set up certain mechanisms within which development aid – perhaps not
emergency aid – can be suspended if a country’s military expenditure exceeds a certain
percentage? I am thinking in particular of introducing a standard by analogy, for example, with
the 20-20 principle of the social summit in Copenhagen.

Nielson. – (EN) One of the practical effects of the 20-20 principle now being applied in the
annual negotiations between donors and partner countries at CT meetings but also bilaterally, is
that a lot of attention has indeed been drawn to the rest of the budget and also defence spending.
The effect on social sectors of increased defence expenditure has become part of that discussion.
In several cases donors are actually ‘ganging up’ and harmonising pressure on a certain country
and forcefully advising them not to spend so much on defence. We have, however, also to
realise that there are legitimate defence interests even if a country is a developing country. This
is not something exclusively reserved for countries in our part of the world. Just to mention one
of the countries under discussion in this context. In Uganda, having the Lord’s Resistance Army
roaming around in the north of the country is a real threat to stability in the country and the
government has a right to defend itself and that takes some hardware. It also takes a night vision
capability. It is not that easy. So, I warn against the mechanics of saying well, in such and such a
case, we stop. We have to be very close to reality in what we do but this discussion is taking
place and there are many good reasons for it of course.

Modrow (GUE/NGL). – (DE) I have two questions, Mr Nielson. Firstly : our former chairman
has informed us that the committee somewhat neglected Latin America in the period 1994-99.
My specific question is : with regard to Cuba, should the European Union not be prepared to
move further out of the shadow of the USA and play a role of its own ? Secondly : the Soviet
Union has disintegrated, and with regard to Russia we are already becoming used to talking
about the G8, but nevertheless, even here, and particularly in the states of Central Asia and the
Caucasus, there is growing poverty and crisis, including war : should the European Union not
develop its own approach to the complex and specific issue of cooperation with these states ?

Nielson. – (EN) The EU is actually engaged in practical activities in Cuba. We have projects
there carried out by ECHO. It is a visible presence in the Central Asian states. My information is
that this is certainly the case. We have the capability to spread out geographically and that is
important even if it is hard on our resources because the EU should be able to live up to a global
challenge and a global presence.

Let me add here, this being the last question, that I have appreciated very much this opportunity
of meeting and getting to know the committee and also representatives from the other
committees. I very much look forward to a working relationship with the committee based on



sharing, as I have sensed today in the discussion a genuine interest and commitment to making
Europe a major and successful player in this area.

Chairman. – (PT) We had a list provided by the chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee
setting out, in order, who was to attend and who was to speak, and we have followed that list
scrupulously. As a result, I do not have any responsibility in this matter. I should like to close
our hearing by thanking colleagues for their cooperation in the smooth running of the meeting
and saying that the hearing appears to me to have been of great use in gaining closer knowledge
of the ideas and priorities of the Commissioner-Designate, and that it will indeed allow us better
to judge the quality of the Commissioner and of the Commission. In around fifteen minutes’
time we shall begin our meeting in camera. We shall now take a break and return to this same
room, in fifteen minutes, in order to assess the work of the hearing which we now close.


