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Abstract

This paper is concerned with a normative role ef Buropean Union in global political and
economic governance. My point of departure is thésEself-representation as a promoter of
its common values and principles such as sustanddlelopment and policy coherence for
development (PCD) in international relations. Agaitihis backdrop, | analyse the prevailing
EU conceptions of the inter-relationship betweendiévelopment and trade policy goals in
the management of global problems to which sudténdevelopment is regarded as the
globally proposed solution. A specific focus is gvto the relationship between trade
liberalisation as the main objective of the mutéltal economic governance of international
trade as defined by the WTO and the notion of sumitde development as first formulated
by the World Commission on Environment and Develepm(WCED). This forms the
framework against which the EU’s self-presentatigihbe reflected.

Regarding the EU’s conceptions of the interrelaiop between development and trade
policies, | will start with an analysis of the EWderstanding(s) of the policy coherence for
development principle with respect to the stategailves. Second, | will discuss the limits
of the EU PCD approach both in terms of its congaipand ideological roots as well as the
boundaries within the decision-making system ofrdevant EU institutions influencing the
EU’s development and trade policy formulation. Diragvon this background, | will asses the
EU position in the context of global processes faade liberalisation in the WTO
framework/Doha Development Round and the EU visibthe expected achievement of the
poverty eradication goal. In specific, | will lo@k the possible controversies and conflicting
issue areas in the EU stance in these two pagaitelesses that the EU has officially made
commitments to. By doing so, the paper aims atrtgmuting to the debate on Normative
Power EU in the realm of International Relationshwa critical but constructive analysis of
the EU’s external action.



1. Introduction

From development studies point of view the Europdaion (EU) is an exceptional entity in
many ways. In this paper, | do not merely refeth® EU’s supranational political system, its
influence on developing countries as the key doobrofficial development aid or its
economic power as the biggest trading block in wwld but rather to the EU’s quite
exceptional and optimistiself-representationas a promoter of its common values and
principles for the good of the whole world and ertgcular for developing countries. Among
these values, sustainable development (togetharpeierty eradication) feature high on the
texts of the EU Treaties, on development and tragieements as well as on EU policy
sectors’ strategic documents, not to mention menstaies’ national guidelines. Without
guestioning up-front the EU’'s commitment to thisusa there are however a number of
issues that | would like to discuss in this paper.

It is safe to assume that despite a formal comnmtri® promote certain valugser se the
use of values can also have an important functolegitimize policy choices that are not
explicitly linked to the value itself. Furthermomefining what constitutes a certain value or
deciding on the proper means for its promotion @ten very complicated and contested
issues. Given the number of different policy sextoith diverse policy goals that the EU
has, values and principles from one sector to amothay vary and in some cases even
contradict each other. The interrelationship betwdéiege EU’s development policy and
common agricultural policy (CAP) has often seenaasase in point. This is the first
challenge related to the alleged promotion Gdmmon EU valuesuch as sustainable

development.

The second challenge is more directly related ewhlue itself. In particular, the case of
sustainable development with its social, envirortaleand economic “dimensions” is highly
intriguing. One of the crucial questions is whetlseistainable development should be
promoted through an integrated approactOas Common Futur€1987) report originally

suggestsor by advancing one dimension at a time, for imstaeconomic development in a

way that “takes into account” the social and enwinental aspects which seems to be yet the

! See for instance, Grilli 1993, Forster and Stok889, Holland 2002, Hoebink 2004 and Hix 2005.
2\WCED 1987:9; 40-41 and 62.



most commonly applied approach to sustainable dpwatnt also in the EU’s policy

formulation as we will come to note later on.

Regarding this EU’s self-representation as a vdiixen actor, the International Relations’
(IR) realm of EU studies has recently focused ommative or ideological features of EU’s
external relations which suggests that the truegna the EU lies in its ability to project its
core values beyond its borders and by doing sofiredevhat is “normal” in international
relations. By the virtue of this ability, the EU t®nceptualised as a “Normative Power
Europe”. In this line of EU research, norms have-teld definition. On the one hand, norms
refer to a certaistandardmode of behaviour to conduct international affainsl on the other
hand to andeal way of organising world politics in order to prat@md promote certain core

values®

In my contribution, | would like to address the gtien of EU’s self-representation as a
value-driven actor in the larger context of glogalernance by looking simultaneously both
sides of this norm-setting role in the promotiorso$tainable development as one of the self-
stated common core values on which its EU exteaotbn is based. A special focus is given
to the principles which guide the translation of gustainable development value into policy
formulation. By global governance, | refer heretdiective actions to solve global probléins
such as world poverty to which “sustainable develept” is seen as a globally proposed
solution both in the frameworks of United Nations well as in the World Trade
Organisation. However, the way by which sustainat#gelopment is conceptualised as a

value differs considerably from one context to aeo?

In this paper | adopt the view that values are Igigblitical and based on deeper ideological
underpinnings which in turn direct policy formutati in order to contribute to a desired
social change. Therefore, the assessment of the &tlf-representation is triggered around
the key questions of what constitutes generallgpiable practices of promoting sustainable
development and who can influence the content aadonduct of these processes. For these
reasons, the concept pfinciple is highly important as it bridges the stated valte action

by guiding policy formulation. In essence, prinepl are regarded here as normative

% On Normative Power Europe debate, see for insthfaeers 2002 and 2006 & Manners and Whitman 2003,
Lightfoot and Burchell 2005, Diez 2005, Lucarelli®, Pace 2007 and Scheipers & Sicurelli 2007.

* Vayrynen 1999:25. On different approaches to dlgbaernance, see Ba & Hoffmann 2005.

® Compare for instance Sampson 2005 and Haxton &00I$998.
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propositions that translate values into generahdsteds for policy action. The mode of
translation depends on how values are interpreted larger ideological framework or
worldview as Sonia Lucarelli has defined it.

Whereas originally the focus of the IR debate laagdly been on the EU’s foreign policy, in
this contribution | am mainly interested in the etiwo dimensions of the EU’s external
relations, namely development and external tradeips. In particular, | will look at the

EU’s conceptions of the interrelationship betweemedopment and trade policy goals. At the
core of my analysis is the EU’s understanding(s}hefpolicy coherence for development
(PCD) principle that is to direct the relationslptween development and trade policies
towards the alleged advancement of sustainable Iajawent and poverty eradication

objectives of the EU development policy.

My paper consists of five main parts. In order toyde a wider setting for discussing
sustainable development, | will firstly look at tloeigins of the sustainable development
debate as formulated @ur Common Futurdreport (1987) by the World Commission on
Environment and Development (WCED). Here | willeffly summarise the key normative
issues of the report related to the internatiorsadeé and sustainable development linkage and
to compare them to the ones currently promotedhigyWorld Trade Organisation in the
process of trade liberalisation which is also sasrthe cornerstone of EU’s Trade Policy.
Secondly, | will move to the institutional settiiog the EU’s development and trade policy
which provides a basis for analysing the EU undeinhg(s) of the policy coherence for
development (PCD) principle with respect to theestaobjectives of poverty eradication in
the context of sustainable development both froenpibint of view of the EU’s development
and trade policies. Thirdly, I will discuss thmits of the EU PCD approach both in terms of
its conceptual and ideological roots as well as libandaries within the decision-making
system of the relevant EU institutions influencithgg EU’s development and trade policy
formulation. Drawing on this background, | will assthe EU position in the context of global
processes for trade liberalisation in the WTO frenmid&/Doha Development Round and the
EU vision of the expected achievement of the UNIdihium Development Goals. In
specific, | will look at the possible controversesd conflicting issue areas in the EU stance
in these two parallel processes that the EU hagafy made commitments to.

6 See Lucarelli 2006: 10 — 11.



Finally, I will come to argue that there is an Etbgosed consensus on development and
trade policy coherence which significantly impaots the way by which the EU promotes
sustainable development norm in the internatioglaltions of trade and development policies

which does not cohere to the original notion otawsible development.

2. The Origins of the Sustainable Development Debanhd the Role of International Trade

The thinking behind ‘sustainable development’ asoenmon international value is largely
based on the Brundtland’s notions of sustainabieeldpment as defined i@ur Common
Future report by the World Commission on Environment abdvelopment (WCED).
Although the actual definition of sustainable depehent as “development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the tgiwli future generations to meet their own
needs® has been widely criticised for its vaguerieshe two clarifications that follow the
definition have been too often forgotten. For tlueppse of this contribution, the first one of
them is particularly relevant. That is the conoagfpheedsin particular the essential neeafs
the world’s poor to which overriding priority shoube gived when promoting sustainable
development. Moreover, the WCED report clearly daties linkages between social,
environment and economic aspects of developmenwels as sets outs priorities and
principles for policy-making that are still relevainday. These also concern the role of the
international trade in the context of internatioeabnomy and how it should be changed in
order to promote sustainable developniént.

At the core of the report is the idea of balangeugh theintegrationof theeconomigsocial
and environmentalaspects of development which is needed to taakleny and inequality
within the limits of world’s ecological system. Mosnportantly for our theme here, the
report definegpovertyandinequalityboth as the planet’s main environmental probleohitm
main development probleM. Moreover, the report presents as a fact thatwbed's
ecological system and world economy are interlocketiich urgently requires policy
integration of the three main aspects of developgraad related institutional change to carry
out this integration. The policy integration is pérticularly importance with respect to

"WCED 1987: 43.

8 On sustainable development criticism see for ivstd élé 1991, Bartelmus 1994, Adams 1995 and Re9&.
® WCED 1987: 43, the other core principle is theaidélimitations imposed by the state of technolagy
social organisation on the environment’s abilityrteet present and future needs.

WCED 1987: 2-18.

" Ibid.: 3;5-6.



economic growth and its equal distribution, whiclCBD sees as crucial both for developing
countries and the international system as a whétethe same time, growth should be
directed to be socially and environmentally susthie and the report states that it is largely
the responsibility of developed countries to mitigthe harmful consequences of growth.
In addition, WCED puts priority on developing coues’ needs for stable and sustainable
economic growth over developed countries’ additiom@alth accumulation. In this paper, |
adopt the Brundtland’s claim on poverty and inetyas the core challenge for sustainable
development. This claim is particularly challengifigve address it in the context of the

international economy.

With regard to the ‘world economy’ of the 1980se WCED report singles out factors that
have hindered sustainable growth in developing tasm These obstacles include trade
barriers in the wealthy nations and in many develppcountries, the unfair terms of
agricultural trade and subsidised practices innibrthern hemisphere, depressed commodity
prices, protectionism, intolerable debt burdens, @eclining flows of development finariée
According to the WCED, in order to alleviate poyeand to build a basis for sustainable
development, these trends must be revéfsémterestingly, the same aspirations have been
echoed twenty years later in the debates aroundMh®-led international trading system
and the on-going Doha Development Round.

Obviously many actors, while adopting a commitmiensustainable development, have not
embraced the full agenda as envisage by Brund8atwhmission. What makes the question
of promoting ‘sustainable development’ particuladifficult is the way in which different
actors have been able to use the concept for thair purposes by creating and changing
priorities between ‘environmental, economic andiabdimensions, or simply by using the
‘sustainable development label” without specifyitegdetailed content. This has also made it
possible for the World Trade Organization to becooree of the key promoters of
‘sustainable development’ while advancing its magenda of trade liberalisation guided by
different set of norms that underpin the free trpdeadign™> Therefore, | argue that the
guestion of norm-setting is particularly relevamttiis international context. This is one of

the key issues that will be discussed below.

2 1bid.: xii; 31-32; 5-54

2 bid.: 6-17.

“bid.: 17.

5 0n the WTO as a promoter of sustainable developraes Sampson 2005.
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The free trade system upheld by the WTO is an imapbrinchpin in the global economic
system. It upholds traditional economic valuestipalarly with respect to the view that free
trade can be a route to modernity, especially émetbping countries. Free trade, it is argued,
encourages a country to specialize according taataparative advantage (e.g. available
labour and natural resources), and by exposingtdeanto competition, also forces more
efficient resource use in line with its own instittnal understanding of sustainable

development thinkind®

In contrast to the UN organisations and agreemeid$ed to sustainable development, the
WTO operates witlbindingrules on global trade with dispute settlement systéhich gives
the commitments made at the WTO unique legal stanui comparison to UN-led pledges
to achieve development targets. Furthermore, thrgeenational institutions each have their
own agreed principles, norms, rules, procedurespgaogrammes that govern the activities
and shape the expectations of the actors in spésgfue ared. However, in terms of broad
development goals, the agendas of these two omjeoms tend to increasingly overlap
although their original mandates have remainedtered. This has particularly been the
situation since the launch of the WTO Doha DeveleptrRound Agenda in 2001, which
was followed by the UN Johannesburg Summit on $hedtée Development in 2002 where
participants agreed on promoting ‘mutual suppon@ss’ between sustainable development

and trade liberalisatiot?.

However, for many scholars of sustainable developgntbe attempts to superficially
consolidate free trade and sustainable develophsarg been worrying. Their fears are based
on the free trade related tendency to lower enmm@mtal standards for short-term economic
advantage, to intensify the use of natural ressura¢gher than using them “efficiently”, to
encourage consumption as well as to increase emagatal impacts from the transport of
goods. In addition, it is seen that free trade alguoses developing countries to international
competition which can prevent them from developingir own industries and which drives

small local producers to the wafl.Another alarming impact is related to the consatue

16 Baker 2005: 172. See also GATT 1994:9.

" Grainger 2004: 283.

18 Ayre & Callway, 2005: 15-16.

9 Dresner, 2004: 46-49; Elliot, 2006: 109-113.



decrease in government revenues as tariffs willomeered or removed in the process of

reciprocal trade liberalisatiof.

In addition to the social and environmental develept concerns related to the current
WTO-led trading system, criticism emerges alsodon®mists’ circles. For instance, Stiglitz
and Charlton (2005) have presented an alternative ‘Agenda for a trexeeldpment Round’,
according to which the global trading system ad ag&lthe Doha Development Round could
be reformed in order to promote development ancepgveduction. Similarly, Sunanda Sen
(2005) points to the contradiction in the way inieththeoretically discarded principles of
free trade are still in use to push trade libeadils in developing countries, while developed
countries themselves have adopted new approachestrédegic trade and growth. These
tendencies are particularly worrying given the @asing number of so-called WTO-
compatible free trade agreements that are undetiadgn between the European Union and
developing countries. Such arrangements as the EB-Bconomic Partnership Agreements
(EPAs) may have negative welfare impacts as falant®e Morrissey, Milner and McKay
(2007) have estimated.

3. The Clash of Normative Principles

Against this background, the question of norms separticularly relevant. Regarding the
sustainable development as formulated by the WCHI3an Baker (2005) has singled out a
set of normative principles that she sees as the twr an ideal model of sustainable
development. These principles include participatiotier- and intra-generational equity,
gender equality, justice as well as common buedifiitiated responsibilities between the rich
and the poor countries with respect to environmeptatection. These principles should
direct social change towards development which igirn built on meeting the needs of the

world’s poor by ensuring their right to sustainalbtelihood ?*

If we then contrast these normative principles wdtainable development with the ones of
free trade as promoted by the World Trade Organisatve will see that the meaning of
sustainable development can be contested in ddesl.clash between the WTO and the

20 Goodison 2007: 253-254.
2L Stiglitz and Charlton 2005: 111-114.
22 Baker 2005: 30-31;



normative principles of sustainable developmendescribed above is triggered off by a
fundamental difference in the approach to sust&ndbvelopment. Whereas the normative
principles of sustainable development stem frormiged to integrate the needs of the poor to
all policy-making while taking into account the Il imposed by the environment, the
market capitalist-led logic of the WTO sees thalériiberalisation simultaneously both as
the means to eventually create the conditions @tiilling the needs of the poor while
simultaneously promoting trade liberalisation ag thverarching goal of the WT®.
Fundamentally, this belief in market mechanismasda on neoclassical economic models
which do not sufficiently take into account theya#ing conditions in developing countries
as for instance, Stiglitz and Charlton (2005) paint? In this ideological framework, the
principles of participation, equity and justice aienple not included or they are seen as
external to the sphere of economic policy. Accagdim the WTO-logic, trade issues are still
regarded as issues of market-led economic goveenand distinct from the issues of
political governance. This leads us to a potentietinflicting situation in which market-led
governance of the trade issues impact increasioglydeveloping countries’ domestic

political spheres and decision making.

Given the expansion of world trade both in termstefvolume as well as in terms of the
number of so-called trade related issues (beycmdketin goods) to which the international
trade rules were extended during the GATT Uruguauri® (1986-1994), the linkage
between trade and sustainable development has leeesem more crucial. Furthermore the
first, WTO-led negotiations round, the so-calledhBdDevelopment Round (2001-), was
meant to be launched in specific to respond béttéine developing countries’ development
needs after the dramatic collapse of trade talksSemttle in 1999 and prevailing

disappointment to the resulting agreements of theguay Round.

As a result, both the existing WTO agreements a$ agethe on-going negotiations are
closely linked to concerns of livelihoods and larggevelopmental prospects of poor
countries. These agreements have various imp&dgarding developing countries’

agriculture-dependent livelihoods, the WTO AgreenmmAgriculture (AoA) is crucial. In its

% See Sampson 2005 and compare to Haxton & Olsse® 19

#In essence, Stiglitz and Charlton (2005:24-40hpwi the claim that according to the neoclassicahomic
models, trade liberalisation is supposed to deljaéns as recourses are transferred from protsetetors, in
which a country does not have comparative advantaghose sectors where it is more efficient ahén it
can export more successfully. But in developingntoes, removing the protection to domestic indastunder
trade liberalisation may be detrimental if complataey policies are not in place.
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present form, the AoA has since 1995 defined thermational trade rules largely based —
quite ironically in the context of trade liberaligm — on the protectionist interests of the EU
and US around the issue areas of domestic supparket access and export supp6ttin
particularly, the issue of domestic support andcagiural subsidies has been highly contested
due to theittrade distortingeffect which is neither compatible with the WTOeasilnor with
developing countries’ developmental needs. As mstance, Montemayor (2006) and Khor
(2006) point out, that under the article on “dongestipport” price support and other artificial
benefits as well as export subsidies that manyldped countries give to their farmers can
and often do create surpluses that result in wadedwmarket distortions, affecting the
livelihood and survival of farmers in other couatriwho do not have any access even to the
most basic infrastructure like roads, much lessisiidss. Many of these small-scale producers
in developing countries have no government supdrich anyhow would not be possible to
put in place under the present WTO rules on Aghira) or assistance programmes to fall
back on when these trade distorting practices céas®c on their domestic and export
markets>®

Just to provide other examples of cross-cutting ekiio effects of the WTO agreements, the
critics of the WTO see that for instance, the Agrert on Trade Related Intellectual Property
Rights (TRIPS) addresses matters of access totedgardicines for poor countries in a way
which limits both their rights to medicines as watl their rights to safeguard indigenous
knowledge. The Agreement on Sanitary and Phytamgnileasures (SPS) sets in turn new
controversial standards for public health and maskeess while the relationship between the
WTO Agreements and Multilateral Environmental Agnemts (MEAs) are yet to be
clarified?’ Furthermore, the so-called new trade issues - etitign, government
procurement, investment, trade facilitation - thdtere brought to the WTO agenda in the
WTO ministerial meeting of Singapore in 1996, fotogether with the agreements on
investment measures (TRIMS) and services (GATTShefUruguay Round an axis which
has significantly extended the impact of internagiotrade liberalisation agreements deeper
into the sphere of domestic polici€s.In sum, the rules put forth in these agreemeate h
been largely perceived as contradictory by devalpmiountries’ developmental needs either

due to the priority that has been given to the dréileralisationper se or due to the

% Stiglitz and Charlton 2005.

% Montemayor 2006: 69-80.

270n the WTO agreements and developing countrigisalrstances, see Odell 2006 and Haxton & Ols€981
On the interrelationship between the WTO and theAslEee Sampson 2005.

% 0On these so-called behind the border trade issee$or instance Young 2000.
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exceptions made which allow developed countriestgmtionism in particular regarding

“sensitive” areas such as agriculture where dewetppountries’ export-interest would lie.

If we then turn to the normative principles diragtithe WTO, the core of the WTO market-
led conception of sustainable development can fezred from the GATT agreement that
states that sustainable development and
“the optimal use of world’s resource can be promoby entering reciprocal and
mutually advantageous arrangements directed tsuhstantial reduction of tariff and
other barriers to trade and to the elimination @$cdminatory treatment in
international trade relationg®
In turn the idea of non-discriminatory treatmenb&sed on so-called Most Favoured Nation
(MFEN) principle®. In essence, the MFN principle stipulates thateanber country is obliged
to extend to another member country the lowestf tates it applies to any other countfy.
Exceptions are foreseen to the MFN principle ummemises (GATT article XXIV) in cases
whereby certain WTO members agree on setting upstoms union or a free trade area in
which duties and other restrictive regulations @ieerce are eliminated cubstantially all
trade based ormeciprocity between the parties” In other words, exceptions can be made in
line with the overarching norm of trade liberalisatby promoting it further than what is

required at the multilateral level.

The norm of reciprocity is perhaps one of the musttested ones in the case in which
reciprocity principle is to be applied to free teadgreements between a wealthy post-
industrialist economy and developing countries. rEvbough GATT’s Enabling Clause
allows special and differential treatment to benggd by a developed country tll
developing countries or to the least developed sulggamong the developing countriést
does not override the logic of reciprocal tradesdddisation onsubstantially all tradeor its
consequences in the case of regional free tradeeagmts between rich and poor economies.
In this respect, the least developed countriesegeenpted from the reciprocity norm but if
they are members of a common customs union ortfeske area with non-LDC countries,
lowering the common external tariffs (CET) will Istimpact on them in terms of loss of

public revenues needed for essential public ses\soeh as health care and education as well

2 GATT 1994:9.

%0 Article | of the General Agreement on Tariffs ahtde, GATT.

3L Thus, preferences granted to one member must atitaity be extended to all others.
%2 GATT Article XXIV, rule 5.

3 For a full explanation of the Enabling clause, $&EO at:
http://www.wto.org/english/docs_e/legal_e/enabli®igd e.htm#fntextl
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as for infrastructure developmefiinother detrimental impact related to the reciptoca
liberalisation is increased competition betweenquiaé¢ producers of developed countries and
local producers in poor countries which makes grewnore difficult to accrue profit for

economic development.

In the case of non-LDC developing countries, incpca special and differentiated treatment
allow longer transition periods in removing tari®d thus, permits limited protection of
certain sensitive sectors from international comtipet as well as leaves room for some
flexibility in implementation of certain rules. Hawer, what is crucial to note is that the
WTO-led processes of economic governance is basgtéhd foremost on the WTO-rules for
trade liberalisation in line with liberal econonpolicy of developed country WTO members
and not on the developmental needs of developingtdes. This is why | claim that the

WTO promoted trade system is not at its presenmfaompatible with sustainable

development agenda if emphasis is truly put ordtheelopmental needs of the world’s poor.

Interestingly, the EU has made commitments botth wéspect to the WTO and UN-led
processes towards poverty reduction and sustaindgdlelopment, with legal obligations
based on its founding treaties. At the same tilme BU has been regarded as one of the main
architects of the Uruguay Round trade agreementwedsas a key player in the Doha
Development Rountf. The terms in which the EU perceives the interieteship between
these commitments of trade liberalisation and suatde development are of particular
interest for the purpose of this contribution. $inthe EU seeks to promote sustainable
development beyond Europe through its externalciasif® the key question is, based on

which assumptions the EU actually aims at promadtirege values?

Therefore, in the following section, | will addrebe objectives of sustainable development in
the larger institutional context of the EU’s Devaloent and Trade Policies. | will mainly
look at the issue from the point of view mdlicy coherence principleHere policy coherence
principle is crucial for a two-fold reason. Firstly can be seen as the mechanism by which

the EU values are translated into policies. Segomblicy coherence can be regarded as a

34 Here the consequences of the EU-South Africa @weént and Trade Agreement to the neighbouring LDC
countries is a relevant case in point.

% See for instance, Stiglitz & Charlton 2005, Yo@@7, Elgstréom 2007, Dir & Zimmerman and Meunier
2007.

% Manners 2005: 36-37.
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crucial precondition for any policy integration keeping with the original idea of promoting

sustainable development as suggested by the WCED.

4. The EU Commitments to Poverty Reduction undersg&inable Development and the
Principle of Policy Coherence

As mentioned in the introduction of this paper, Ei¢ has made various commitments to
sustainable development on various occasions. étrtternational level, most notably the
EU has taken up a very visible role in the procgdseinched at the United Nations
Conference on Environment and Development knowthasRio Earth Summit in 1992
and in its follow-up, World Summit on Sustainablev@lopment in Johannesburg ten
years latef’ These international commitments have had both-Bteopean as well as
external dimensions. Internally, the EU has adoedironmental Action (EAPS) plans
since 1973 following the first UN conference on HamEnvironment. As for the World
Summit on Sustainable Development, the EU settsutammitment in June 2001 at the
Gothenburg European Council which adopted the Ebtaéfuable development strategy.
This strategy was completed with a global dimengmoRebruary 2002 as the Commission
launched “Towards a Global Partnership for Sustde®evelopment” statement which
covers all the EU external policies including tradlee Sustainable Development Strategy
was reviewed in 2005 with a view to consolidateagt an overarching concept that
underpins all union policies, actions and strategied requires economic, environmental

and social policies to be designed and implemeintedmutually reinforcing way?

Most recently, in the proposed Treaty of Lisbon(Q@20that is meant to substitute the
contested Constitutional Treaty, Article 2 statest t

“In its relations with the wider world, the Uniohall uphold and promote its values
and interests and contribute to the protectionsofitizens. It shall contribute to peace,
security, the sustainable development of the Eadblidarity and mutual respect
among peoples, free and fair trade, eradicatiop@fertyand the protection of human
rights, in particular the rights of the child, asllas to the strict observance and the
development of international law, including respfmt the principles of the United
Nations Charter.”

37 COM 2001. See also Baker 2005.
% COM 2005, 37 Final:6.
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If we then turn to look at sustainable developmeEU’s development policy goal in the
wider institutional setting of the Union, we magrstfrom the formulations that first defined
it as a part of EU development co-operation politlye status of development policy as a
common EU policy was established in the Treaty arogean Union (TEU) 1992, known as
the Maastricht Treaty, with a juridical basis andmenon objectived’ Although the
Maastricht Treaty provided a new institutional fdation for the policy, it was build to
govern pre-existing and expanding aid and econ@waperation relations formed following
the 1957 Treaty of Rome. Under the Maastricht xeie Community development policy
was defined as complementary to policies pursuethbyMember States with three main
objectives: promotion of the sustainable econonmd aocial development of developing
countries; their smooth and gradual integratiothm world economy; and campaign against
poverty in developing countries (Article 130u/177).

In addition to the principle of complementaritytime Treaty, two other principles were laid
down to support the pursuit of the policy objecsivéhese formed the so-called triple Cs —
complementarity, coordination and coherence — whieke later rounded off with a fourth C

component: the consistency of the EU’s externati@hs in terms of security, trade and
development policies. At the same time, the Couaatl the Commission became the
representatives of the single institutional framewof the Community as legal personality
with power to enter into international agreemenriitis was most clearly the case with
Community policies exercising sole Community corepee such as the External Trade
Policy. Common policies were also formulated witHpillars’ of shared competency

between the Community and the Member States, ssitieaDevelopment Policy, whereas a
more intergovernmental-based approach prevailecespect of the Common Foreign and

Security Policy.

Regarding the application of the coherence priecdiplthe relationship between development
policy objectives and other EU policies, Article8L{EX Article 130v) of the Treaty states
that:

‘The Community shall take account of the objectiveferred to in Article 177 in the
policies that it implements which are likely toexdt developing countries.’

% Title XVII Development Co-operation Articles 130L80v, 130w, 130x and 130y. The 1997 Treaty of
Amsterdam provided amendments to the TEU but dicchange the content for development cooperatiae N
that in the Amsterdam Treaty development cooparasiaealt with under Title XX, with new numberin§the
Articles 177 (ex 130u), 178 (ex 130v), 179 (ex 13QBO (ex 130x) and 181 (ex 130y).
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After the establishment of the EU development golibe policy objective of the ‘campaign
against poverty’ has been made even more central rasult of the EU’s involvement in
international development processes. The most itapbof these processes include the UN's
Millennium Declaration and Millennium Developmento&s (MDGs); Financing for
Development in Monterrey; the commitments made daiOADoha Development Round of
international trade; as well as the commitments eanatdthe World Summit on Sustainable
Development and during the processes relating td effectiveness and donor

harmonisatioff.

With respect to the commitments made to supporteltiium Development Goals, the EU
has pledged to achieve them by the year 2015 kotheaCommunity and Member States
levels*! In this context, the objective of a ‘campaign agaipoverty’ has been redefined as
poverty eradicationAt the same time the principle abherencehas become one of the

principal tools for guiding the process towards twal in the EU’s development policy.

This shift was consolidated in the first joint dyement policy statement in the history of
the EU, called ‘the European Consensus’, which adgpted by the EU Commission, the
Parliament and the Member States presented atdbaoll of General Affairs and External
Relations in November 2005. Building on the MaaktriTreaty, the European Consensus
Statement (paragraph 5) formulates the objecti¥éseoEU Development policy as follows:

‘The primary and overarching objective of EU deyefent cooperation is the
eradication of poverty in the context of sustaieatbbvelopment, including pursuit of
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGSs).’

To this end, the EU development policy first of laliilds on two main means to achieve the
poverty eradication objective. These are, firsihgreased aid; and secondly, governance of
EU’s non-aid policies by thpolicy coherence for development (PCD) princifi®egarding
the former, the EU has set a common timetable doopto which the annual EU aid would
double by 2010. The European Consensus Statemaninaies Africa as the main
beneficiary of this commitment to increased aidtresEU promises to allocate at least half

of this additional aid to Sub-Saharan Afrféawith respect to the Policy Coherence for

9 COM 2005a: 3-4.

*1 COM 2005b: 3.

“2The European Consensus: paragraph 9.

3 Ibid.: paragraph 23. In addition, the EU-Africagdegy (2005) names Africa as the first priority fo
implementation of the Commission’s ‘MDG packageda$ined in COM 2005a, 2005b and 2005c.
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Development in the European Consensus Statéfneéhe EU has restated the coherence
principle of the Maastricht Treaty and committeself to ensuring that it shall take into
account and make sure tredk implemented EU policies support developmenéecibjes an
issue which we shall examine shortly. This commithtes been formulated as follows:

‘We reaffirm our commitment to promoting policy @kence for development, based
upon ensuring that the EU shall take account of dbgectives of development

cooperation in all policies that it implements whiare likely to affect developing

countries, and that these policies support devedmpmbjectives.’

The general principles, later incorporated in thelidy Coherence for Development
approach, were originally launched at the Develapgmessistance Committee (DAC) of the
OECD at the beginning of the 1990s. They have nevelbped into a larger area for debate
which has spread to include academic work and siviiety campaign®. The debate over
policy coherence for development has largely reswlvaround the observation that
development aid and development cooperation inr ttnaditional formswill not lead to
poverty reductionif other policy sectors simultaneously conflict withet pursuit of

development policy objectivés.

According to the definition of the DAC, the printgpof policy coherence in its narrowest
sense implies that thebjectives strategies, mechanisms, intentions, motiaed outcome
pursued within a given policy framework are corgistwith each other and are at the
minimum and — most importantly here — not conffigti with objectives strategies,
mechanisms, intentions, motiasdoutcomeof other policy frameworks of the syst&m

5. The EU’s Trade Dimension
Against this institutional background, the casetlid EU’s trade policy and development

policy are worthy of comparison for a number ofs@as. Both policies come from the same

political system and legal entity but they are iempénted by different agencies within the

** |bid.: paragraph 9.

“5 See Forster & Stokke, 1999, and Hoebink, 2004tiadies on, and definitions of, policy coherenas. Eivil
Society Campaigns see e.g. Call for...(website), CBFébsite), Eurocoherence (website), Stop EPAs giteb
and WIDE (website).

“% In this context, the interrelationship between @E®untries’agriculture anddevelopmenpolicies, in
particular, is seen as a crucial case in pointaRi#igg the efforts to reduce poverty, the implicas of domestic
agricultural policy, agricultural trade policy aglas regulatory policies affecting agriculturabguction and
trade have been addressed and found very problemdtie recent studies by the OECD; see OECD 2005a
OECD 2005b and OECD 2006.

*" OECD, 1996: 8.
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European Commission. Namely, the policy formulaon implementation in these domains
are conducted by DG Trade and DG Development whee very diverse missions and

policy goals as we will come to note later on.

The rules and scope of EU Common external tradeypale defined in Article 133 of the
Nice Treaty (2001). At the centre lies a two fdielegation of competencies: from Member
States to the Council of Ministers and from the @miuito the Commission. The Commission,
represented by the Trade Commissioner and Dirdgetd&eneral Trade, has the right of
initiative with respect to international negotiatsoon foreign trade and therefore also it
exercise significant control over the negotiatiaagenda. The Trade Commissioner also
conducts the talks with single negotiating positiosometimes assisted by other
Commissioners responsible for related sectors saghagriculture, development, or the
environment. The Council’s role is to decide or thegotiations mandate (or rather,
negotiating brief) that guides the Commission’svdtaes in international trade negotiations.
The execution of this mandate at the internatitenad! is controlled by a special committee of
the Council, the so-called Article 133 Committeaymed after the Nice Treaty provision on
External Tradé®

Regarding the ideological underpinnings behind EltBsle policy, one prominent argument
sees policy makers driven by a fundamentally libeleology, in particular at the level of the
European Commissiofl. However, as Young (2007) point out, the EU appnot trade
negotiations depends on the different aspects auetrpolicy — traditional trade policy,
commercial policy and social trade policy. By ttamhal trade policy Young refers to the
GATT/WTO regulated trade in goods between counfioesising at market access measures
such as tariffs and quotas, trade facilitation agdculture export subsidies at-the-border of
sovereign states. According to Young, both MemkateS and Commission stance is most
liberal with respect to these issues. In the cdseommercial policy including services,
intellectual property rights, agricultural subsglieinvestment, competition policy and
government procurement which impact exceeds ndtiomraers to domestic legislation, the
EU negotiations position is less liberal at the titaieral level but in the context of bilateral
trade agreements between the EU and developingrasineciprocaliberalisation of these
elements (excluding EU’s agricultural subsidiesy baen as important development issfes.

*8 Diir and Zimmermann 2007: 773.
*® Diir and Zimmermann 2007: 777.
*0'Young 2007:789-790; 800-801
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Then finally, regarding social trade policy inclngi sanitary and phytosanitary rules,
technical barriers to trade, environment, core lalstandards as well as agriculture seen in
the light of protecting European farmers’ livelilitsoand so-called multifunctionality of

agriculture, the EU position is least libetal.

In terms of the content of the EU trade policy,idgrthe term of Trade Commissioner Pascal
Lamy (1999-2004) who currently holds the positidnhe WTO'’s director general, “Managed
Globalisation” became the central guiding doctrofethe EU Trade. This doctrine was a
broad and encompassing in its content, linkingerpdlicy with a variety of trade and non-
trade objectives, such as multilateralism, socisti¢e and sustainable development regarding
both the EU trade policy in general as well asBheposition to the negotiations of the WTO
agreements during the Doha RodAdhis doctrine was followed by “Global Europe”, am
vision which concentrated more on EU’s global cotivemess under Trade Commissioner
Peter Mandelson (2005- ). However, as Meunier (R@0Jues, in terms of the broad liberal
underpinnings, the new doctrine was nevertheledmenwith “Managed Globalisation”.
What is interesting for the point of view of ourethe is the way by which both doctrines
present trade as developmentssue arguing that trade liberalisation and fresld are
fostering development in poor countriéand therefore should be promoted in EU’s external
relations with them. In addition, it these doctanextending the WTO rules to new trade

issues and enlarging the WTO mandate is seen dethaevay to manage globalisation.

If we look at nexus between trade and developmethe EU’s institutional setting, we may
note that from the point of view of EU administaatidevelopment and trade issues cover
simultaneously the two domains of DG Developmert B Trade. What follows is that
development aid and also so so-called trade redate(for instance the Aid for Trade
initiative) are contained within EU development ippl but the EU negotiations for trade
liberalisation both multilaterally at the Doha Demment Round and bilaterallyith
developing countriesre regarded as issues of EU trade policy, and tall under the

competence of DG Trade.

In the following section, | will discuss the intelationship between the trade and
development policies as defined in the key EU statds regarding trade, sustainable

*1Young 2007:790.
2 Meunier 2007:905-906.
*3Young 2007: 800-801.
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development and poverty eradication goals. | witid at the issues from the point of view of
the EU’s notion of policy coherence principle, whicregard as problematic, and argue that
the limits of the EU’s approach to policy coheremdso constricts the EU’s promotion of

sustainable development value.

6. EU's Trade and Development Objectives: Competirf@oals or Consensual

Compromises?

As defined in the previous section, the main objecof EU development policy is to
eradicate poverty and promote sustainable developuwadueoutside Europeln terms of its
‘instruments’, development policy comprises develept aid and cooperation in various
overlapping economic, political, environmental awtial sectors. In order to increase the
impact of development policy, the EU’'s commitmemfpblicy coherence should ensure that
its policies in other sectors also support, orestst do not conflict with or contradict,
development policy objectives. If we look at the'&t¥ade policy doctrine as defined in the
Commission’s DG Trade-formulated Communicatio@Jobal Europé (2006), it at first
appears that the EU’s self-interest-driven tradsitmm cannot be reconciled with its
development policy agenda. However, | will notet tinathe EC discourse contained in these
trade and development policy statements a tradestetsensus prevails which overrides

development goals by presenting them as compddtlitee free trade paradigm.

While the EU development policy targets are sesidetEurope, the trade policy objective is
first and foremost to build a&Slobal Europé by reinforcing the EU’'s own competitiveness,
growth and creation of jobs in the global econosystem which, according to the DG
Trade, are essential conditions for economic pnitypesocial justice and sustainable
developmentvithin Europe.® The advancement of the EU’s trade agenda is tobe by
‘opening markets where European companies can dempéroad while rejecting
protectionism at home and promoting fair trade abtoThe latter ‘fair trade’ policy task is
to be conducted through the WTO-led multilateralding systerit. Moreover, the EU’s
trade strategy text states that the EU’s tradecpaliso seeks tacontributeto development
goals and maintains thabherencean this respect is vital to strengthening the Eglsbal

>4 Global Europe, 2006: 2
*® |bid.: 6-7.
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role>® Again, how this coherence that is to strengthem EtJ's rolealso contributes to

development objectives is left unspecified.

However, what is clearly advocated in the new trattategy text is that the EU’s trade
policy model is not only suitable to serve the Eligerests, but it is also assumed that
liberalisation and increased competition in thetitatéral trading system works also for the
EU’s developing country partners, regardless of buge differences in the size and
developmental stage of the economies as well asdheeties as a whole. Therefore, DG
Trade states further that progressive trade opeisirgn important source of productivity
gains, growth and job creation, which are seensaergial factors in reducing poverty and
promoting developmerit However, preconditions for this kind of econondievelopment
are not discussed. These assumed positive ecoriopacts are also what the DG Trade
regards as the very essence of the EU’s bilateesl frade agreements with developing
countries such as the Economic Partnership Agresm@PAs)® In general, the DG
Trade’s position to Free Trade and Association Agrents is that while these arrangements
have reinforced economic and regulatory ties whth EU as well as supported development
objectives, the EU’s own trade interests have bless well served® This statement
increases the existing levels of ambiguity. Firsthe formulation suggests that the primary
function of free trade agreements is to reinforcenemic ties with EU, and that supporting
development objectives takes second place. Secotidycurrent free trade arrangements
have contributed to these objectives but they heotesufficiently promoted the EU’s own
trade interest. However, based on the DG Tradsiswiof mutual benefits through increased
competition and trade liberalisation, there is mmftict between trade and development
goals. Therefore, the EU’s representation reinfortte conception that coherence prevails

between the trade and development policies.

If we address the trade and development policyabibgs from the point of view of the EU’s
development policy, the interrelationship betweas tiwo appears even more ambiguous. It
is interesting to note that, on the one hand,BEhmpean Consensus Statemsinesses the
importance of policy coherence principle for thehiagement of the development policy

goals and restates the EU’s full commitment to priaciple. What is more, the statement

0 |bid.: 2.

> |bid. :6.

8 Here the EPA negotiations are presented in theegbof the other planned bilateral free trade assbciation
agreements between the EU and Central America adéa Community.

*bid.: 10-11.
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acknowledges that there isnaedto advancepolicy coherence for development in a number
of areas and nominates trade as the first of thestrs which are likely to affect developing
countries® On the other hand, the European Consensus Stataxpresses upfront and
strong support for ‘a rapid, ambitious and pro-poompletion of the Doha Development
Round and EPAs’, with no single critical referemreconcern with respect to bilateral free
trade agreements or the international trading BySteOn the contrary, the statement
describes the latter as ‘open, fair, equitableesddased which takes into account the interest
and concerns of the weaker natiGfsin this context, the development policy statenprris
pressure on developing countries to reform anddiise their markets in a way which is
very concretely linked to the ongoing bilateralefreade negotiations; whereas the larger
context of the international trading system refletiore an idealised EU vision of the WTO
than the current WTO setting with the protractech®®evelopment Round. However, the
European Consensissatement contains a list of measures the EUlimgvto use in order to
pave the way for free trade agreements. These mesasclude additional assistance for
trade capacity-building, sequenced market openaagiressing special and differentiated
treatment as well as preference erosion. In additiee EU promises quota free and tariff
free access for LDC countries and mentions CommgricAltural Policy (CAP) reform,
asymmetry and flexibility as facilitating factora the implementation of the free trade

agreement&’

In the representations of the EU’s developmentcgatiocuments the role of development
aid, essential and necessary though it is seeretatbs also regarded assufficientto
achieve poverty reduction, let alone poverty erthe. This emphasis is particularly strong
in the Commission’s official communications regaglithe EU’s contribution to the UN
Millennium Development Goaf§. Therefore, in these documents the EU developmaityp
argumentation increasingly builds on assumed pessiynergiesbetween development
policy and trad®. However, at the same time, the EU states thandis-aid policies,
especially in areas such as trade, agriculturkefiss, food safety, transport and energy, all
have adirect bearingon the ability of developing countries to genermdenestic economic

growth, which in turn is fundamental to the achreeat of any sustained progress towards

0 European Consensus: paragraph 35.

®1 |bid.: paragraph 36.

%2 |bid.: paragraph 36.

%3 |bid.: paragraph 36.

% The specific MDG and coherence documents includ®@005a, 2005b, and 2005¢ 132, 133 and 134.
% COM 2005b: 9.
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poverty reductiof® The extent to which this direct bearing is peredivas policy

incoherencas not made explicit.

However, in order to advance policy coherence fretbpment in the area of trade both at
the multilateral WTO and bilateral levels, the EBvdlopment policy documents lists the
issues that the EU promises to tackle. These ie¢ltat instance, support measures to EU
agriculture (e.g. export subsidies and price supporarket access for agriculture, industrial
goods as well as services, elimination of tariff& dariff peaks, antidumping and fishery
subsidie€’ In sum, the EU refers only to measures that aveght to berade-distortingby
the WTO. To a certain extent these measures —fattefely implemented — could have a
positive impact on development. However, it is imaot to note here that the EU is
considering the interrelationship between trade geklopmenexclusivelyin terms of trade
liberalisation. As for instance Khor (2006) and @ison (2007) point out, mere removal of
‘trade-distorting’ effects to advance trade libesation is not sufficient to guarantee a
positive impact on development and the reductiopavierty®®

From the point of view of development goals, théle-led conception decisively limits the
EU’s quest for policy coherence with respect todigselopment policy objectives, and thus
calls into question the adequacy of the EU’s apgrda the promotion of poverty reduction
and sustainable development in international k@iati The extent to which policy coherence
for development is defined is guided by the WTOesulrather than by development
objectives. However, the EU discourse presents WWd@pliance as part of the process of
advancing development goals. Drawing on this aimlgs the interrelationship between
trade and development, | will now briefly assess HC’s position with regard to the on-

going WTO Doha Negotiations.
7. The Global EU in the Doha Development Round

According to the EU’s self-representation, the Wnis one of the driving forces behind the

current round of multilateral trade negotiationghe WTO, the Doha Development Agenda

% com, 2005a: 7.

" COM 2005a: 5-8.

% This is particularly the case with the EU’s agltiatal subsidies, which the EU has been able miairtiaa
high level by changing their form from price supporWTO-compatible income support. Both Khor (2paéd
Goodison (2007) discuss this issue and claim tieEl’s reforms have been insufficient to remowe th
negative implications of its agricultural policyrfdevelopment country producers.
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(DDA) and states that main objective of the Dohaiftbis to put development at the heart of
the world trade system in a way that will help theombat povert{® In line with the Doha
Declaration adopted by the WTO member states ineNtner 2001, the EU sees that further
market opening and additional rule making for féaiing trade liberalisation is necessary to
integrate developing countries into the world tngdisystem. This has promised to be
supported by additional assistance to strengthein ¢hpacity to trade and to compensate the
adjustment costs of free trade in line with the fad Trade initiative adopted at the WTO'’s

6" Ministerial Meeting in Hong Kong in December 2005.

Given that the majority of the WTO members are tmiag countries, the Doha
Development Round provides an interesting contegtewthe EU trade interests and
developing countries’ negotiation objectives confrd he situation is complicated further by
the slow progress since the beginning of the talkadowed by the perceived imbalances of
the previous GATT Uruguay Round which had left, fiestance developed country tariffs
against developing country products far higher thase against other developed countfies.
This situation was clearly not in line with thedmational poverty reduction goals adopted a
year before the launch of the Doha Round or Susbéen Development Agenda of the
Johannesburg World Summit 2002. Furthermore, the wofetrade related issues such as
intellectual property rights, investment measuresvall as trade in services of the Uruguay
round had left most of the developing countriea gituation in which they found themselves
with a growing number of international trade ruiegacting on their national legislations
with very little benefits in terms of market accésstheir exports. This perception has been
particularly problematic for the EU and to its teas with developing countries as one of
the key objectives of the EU position in the pastatie has been to bring as many issues as
possible into the fold of the WTO.Simultaneously, protectionism has prevailed wétspect

to the EU’'s Common Agricultural policy which hasebethe other major bone of contention
between the EU and developing countries durindbiea Round.

As Stiglitz and Charlton point out (2005) the irfgtiént changes in agricultural policies both
in the EU as well as in the US were seen as ontheofkey disappointments due to the

promises made to reduce agricultural subsidiestwvizs viewed as the primary objective of

% See the homepage of DG Trade.
0 Stiglitz and Charlton 2005:
" Meunier 2007: 913-914; Young 2007:803-804.
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the Doha Round For instance, in August 2003 the EU and the USered a joint paper
on agricultural issues. Contrary to the Doha Datlan on domestic support, no specific
figures were given for reducing the most tradeedistg support and the text potentially
widened the scope for the use of production baspgast. Furthermore, the EU statement
regarding the CAP reform during the Doha Round udher replace price support with
WTO-permissible and allegedly less trade distortifigect payments to farméfswas
perceived as a trick to comply with the WTO ruleshaut fulfilling the promises made to
developing countries as making agricultural sulesidiess trade distorting does not
automatically make them more development frienfithe overall volume of subsidies does

not change.

This developing countries disappointment on aghireland the EU proposed enlargement of
the WTO trade issue agenda into Singapore issuesropetition government procurement
and investment led to the collapse of Doha talkghia Cancun Ministerial Meeting in
September 2003. Prior to the meeting, 77 developogntry WTO members had made a
public statement that Singapore issues not bededwas part of the Doha Round. According
to Stighlitz and Charlton (2005) the reasons fquaging the new trade issues were two-fold.
Firstly, several developing countries saw the Sdoga issues as incursions into their
sovereignty that are not justified by the benefitey bring. Secondly, they may impose a
large burden on the administrative capacity of teiag countries as well as adjustment
costs’* Due to the failure to extend the trade agendaeantultilateral level, the EU has taken
up a bilateral approach in stead. Despite the EQmmitment to multilateralism as stated in
“Global Europe”, the EU has recently launched a benof bilateral and regional free trade
negotiations with ASEAN, South Korea and India iddidion to EU-ACP Economic
Partnership Agreements with the view to advancadibade agenda which was rejected at
the multilateral level by developing countries. @e positive side, at the latest WTO
ministerial meeting of Hong Kong, regarding agriatg export subsidies, the EU has agreed
to ensure a parallel elimination of all forms ofper subsidies and disciplines on all export
measures by the end of 2013. In addition, the EdJdeanmitted itself to increase trade related

development assistance by pushing forward the @idTfade initiative under the WTO and

2 Stiglitz and Charlton 2005: 58-59
3 Young 804.
" Stiglitzt and Charlton 2005: 60-61.
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the OECD’> However, to which extend these measures can leded as sufficient depends

on the content of the final negotiations resul@n@l when the Doha Round will be concluded.
8. Conclusions

The EU’s quite exceptional and optimistelf-representatioms a promoter of its common
values and principles for the good of the whole ldv@and in particular for developing
countries is problematic for a number of reasomstl, the EU’s consensual position on
development and trade policy coherence signifigamtpacts on the way by which the EU
seeks to promote sustainable development both ternational development and trade
relations which does not cohere to the originatitspf sustainable development as outlined
in the Brundtland report. | base this argumenth@nBrundtland’s conception of the primacy
of the developing countries needs to secure ligelis which is seen as crucial to poverty
eradication and economic development. Regardiegettonomic governance to which the
EU is actively participating, these needs are mia@gaately addressed neither in the current
WTO framework nor in the EU’s free trade drivendiadoctrine of “Global Europe” or
“Managed Globalisation”. In this context, the EUnaiat extending the WTO rules to new
issues areas affecting national policies againseldping countries’ will while promoting
EU's trade interests. However, these interestpasented as compatible and coherent to the

EU’s development goals as a part of the mutualhekieial free trade paradigm.

Simultaneously, the EU’s protectionist positiontwiespect to agriculture is an interesting
case. Opening this sector for genuine free tradiaenEU while permitting the developing
countries to protect their own agricultural prodoet could be beneficial for the poor
agriculture-dependent countries. However, underwtiegD principle of reciprocity and the
WTO compatible bilateral free trade agreements that EU is currently initialling, this
option is not viable. In addition, the pressurenfr&U’s development policy position is not
strong enough because it suggests that substittradg distorting measures as defined by
the WTO rules is sufficient enough to improve agjtiezral trade policy’s coherence with

respect to development policy goals.

Secondly, if we adopt the assumption that the EbB tha ability to project its core values

beyond its borders and by doing so redefine whapesceived what is “normal” in

> WTO Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration.
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international relations, the EU’s free trade conip@tconception of sustainable development
is worrying. Given the EU’s strong, albeit seleetadvocacy of free trade, it certainly has an
impact on the way the sustainable development sl is promoted internationally and

therefore to establish interpretations that wilkdmme commonly accepted as a norm.

This relates to the my third point regarding polictegration which in the light of the WCED
argument should take place in order to promoteaguale development as a cross-cutting
imperative in policy-making. Drawing on the EU’'snsensual presentation of trade and
development objectives, there seems to be no reathange the way the EU’s currently
conducts its policies or external action. This algeononstrates how the EU’s conception of
Policy Coherence for Development principle is idgotally bound. Therefore, the EU
consensus on mutual supportiveness between sustathevelopment and trade liberalisation
reinforces a certain standard mode of behaviououtiit which international trade is
governed. This might lead to a situation in whiblh EU’s development policy coheres with
the EU's trade policy whereas incoherency prevaith relation to the spirit of sustainable

development.
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