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Abstract

The EU’s relationship with Africa is defined by power asymmetry, commonly
characterised by a distribution of resources and capabilities across issue areas that almost
always favour those at the top. Althohgh asymmetry constrains weaker parties in
identifying their preferences and the resources they can draw upon, in practise even in a
situation of power asymmetry weaker actors can be successful in achieving their
preferences. This thesis questions why some African countries have been able to exercise
leverage and control vis-a-vis the EU despite power asymmetry. This question is answered
through case studies of the EU’s relations with Ghana and Senegal in three policy areas:
aid, trade, and migration. The thesis adopts an empirical approach firstly to identify both
parties’ capacities and constraints in conducting relations, and secondly to establish the
conditions under which African countries are able to fulfil their goals.

As a foreign policy actor the EU faces institutional and political constraints which
lead to gaps between policy rhetoric and practise, and between expectations and actual
capabilities. This affects the EU’s position vis-a-vis third parties and creates a disjunction
between the EU’s structural power and its actual bargaining power. Structurally weaker
countries are able to influence the EU, firstly, because of how the perceptions they hold of
the EU’s constraints and capacities shape their own strategies, and secondly, because of the
presence of certain contextual factors which favour or constrain the exercise of leverage
and control. '

Senegal and Ghana are employed as case studies for the EU’s relations with Africa.
Although the socio-economic and political environment, the structural differences in
power, and the EU’s strategies are similar in both countries, Senegal has been more
effective in promoting its interests than Ghana in relations with the EU. Senegal’s
perceptions of the EU’s capabilities and constraints, the prevalence of ‘ownership’ and
government ‘control’, and a strategic position have led to success in attaining its
preferences and goals. Ghana’s perceptions of apparent differences in structural power and
mostly externally-driven policy processes have led it to adopt a more cooperative and
consensual approach, weakening Ghana’s ability to influence processes and outcomes vis-
a-vis the EU. Leverage and control are therefore found in an actor’s perception of its own
power and that of others and in an environment where certain conditions favour weaker

country influence, indicating that power is both relational and contextual.
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Introduction

Power asymmetry between the European Union and Africa?

The European Union’s relationship with Africa is defined by power asymmetry, commonly
characterised by a distribution of resources and capabilities across issue-areas that almost
always favour the stronger actor. Although asymmetry constrains weaker actors in
identifying their preferences and the resources they can draw upon, in practise even in a
situation of power asymmetry weaker actors can be successful in achieving their
preferences. This thesis questions why some African countries have been able to achieve
their preferences vis-a-vis the EU despite power asymmetry. This is answered through case
studies of the EU’s relations with Ghana and Senegal in three policy areas: aid, trade, and
migration. The thesis adopts an empirical approach to identifying both parties’ capacities
and constraints in conducting relations, and to establish the conditions under which African

countries are able to fulfil their goals in relations with the EU.

1  The research agenda

Traditional analyses of relations between so-called weak and the strong countries, and in
particular between developing and developed countries, contend that relations are centred
around an unequal distribution of power, making for an asymmetric (or unequal)
relationship. This relationship is commonly characterised by “a hierarchical distribution of
resources and abilities simultaneously across many issue areas that almost always result in
outcomes favorable to those at the top of the hierarchy” (Singh 2000: 451). Clearly, a
situation of power asymmetry exists between the EU and Africa, not solely because of the
obvious economic disparities that exist between the parties, but also due to gaps in
institutional capacity. EU-Africa relations are supposed to undermine asymmetry as they
are institutionalised, and are based, at least rhetorically, on the notion of ‘partnership’.l
Despite this, the outcome of recent EU-Africa negotiations and actual implementation of
the EU’s policy towards Africa demonstrate that asymmetry persists. Elgstrém and

Strémvik have argued, for example, that the EU’s negotiations with the African, Caribbean,

' According to Farrell, “the partnership concept ... suggests free will, equal weight in terms of influence and
ability to shape negotiations and outcomes, and the expectation of favourable results for each partner” (2005:
265).
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and Pacific Group of States (ACP)? offer a good example of asymmetric power relations in
which “the chance for the European Union to have its way ... is greatly enhanced” (2005:
121). This power asymmetry has been coupled with an increased marginalisation of Africa
on the EU’s foreign policy agenda largely due to increasing EU interest elsewhere and
more pressing domestic and foreign policy concerns.> At the turn of the millennium,
Cosgrove-Sacks aptly noted that, “there seems little doubt that the ACP and Africa in
particular have slipped down the EU agenda ... Contentious issues are likely to be sidelined
and the special sensitivities of the least developed countries are unlikely to command
significant attention. In short, the marginalization of developing countries’ interests has
become part of the status quo” (1999: 357). Indeed contextual developments, such as EU
enlargements which consequentially shifted the EU’s focus towards other developing
countries, and more important, the end of the Cold War, which further shifted the EU’s
focus to more closely consider its Central and Eastern European neighbours, “served to
undermine the relative power of the ACP countries” (Elgstrom 2005: 186). As Africa’s
power diminished, the EU’s was seen as expanding. The end of the Cold War created
expectations for the EU to become a more global actor, in that it had acquired more room to
manoeuvre on the international stage. The EU began distributing aid to more parts of the
world, there was an increase in cooperation and association agreements with non-ACP
countries and other regional groups, and the EU’s foreign policy began taking shape and
expanding (Smith 2004: 61-63).

Marginalisation and power asymmetry thus characterise relations between the EU
and Africa. Indeed, taken as a whole, the ACP group and Africa in particular have been
largely unsuccessful in having their demands met by the EU. In 2000, the negotiations on
the Cotonou Agreement, the current framework governing EU-ACP relations, clearly
showed the extent to which power asymmetry and marginalisation contributed to an
outcome that was much more favourable towards the EU’s preferences than those of the
ACP. Cotonou broke dramatically with past orientations of the EU’s policy towards the
ACP and Africa, by eliminating preferential trade, Basing aid allocations on countries’

merits and needs, introducing more stringent political and economic conditionalities, and

2 Throughout the thesis, reference is often made to the ACP group as a whole, because it has been under the
EU-ACP framework that relations with African countries have mainly operated. Therefore, many of the
policies the EU implements in Africa are similar to those for the entire ACP group. This also implies that the
African focus namely refers to sub-Saharan Africa, as relations with Northern African countries largely fall
under a separate framework. Furthermore, references made to ‘Africa’ implies African countries, and does not
mean that Africa is a unitary actor.

3 EU foreign policy is a set of actions and objectives which seek to pursue and promote the interests, values,
and goals of the EU in its relations with other international actors. For other definitions, see especially Smith
2008: 2; Smith 2002: 7; Keukeleire and MacNaughtan 2008: 19.
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expanding the scope of relations beyond the development and trade framework to include
political and security issues. As Farrell notes:

The negotiations over the Cotonou Agreement showed just how asymmetrical this
partnership really was ... The outcome appears to reflect less of the consensual tone
one might expect from partnership ... The European Union was able to impose
certain conditions upon its erstwhile partner that the latter was unable to refuse due
to asymmetric bargaining strengths (2005: 271-272).

Elgstrom’s (2005) interpretation of the ACP’s role in the Cotonou negotiations also offers a
telling account of just how the EU imposed its preferences on the countries, leaving little
room for negotiation or compromise.

Although power asymmetry permeates relations between the weak and the strong, it
does not necessarily determine that the outcome of these interactions will always favour the
strong. Recent scholarship has begun to note changes to traditional approaches
characterising relations between the strong and the weak as a zero-sum game. In fact, the
role of the weak in the framework of international trade negotiations has seemingly
strengthened, with an increasing number of developing countries refusing to submit to the
‘take it or leave it’ offers made by stronger developed countries (Drahos 2003; Habeeb
1988; Hess 2001; Page 2003; Odell 2006; Singh 2003; Solignac Lecomte 2003). Can the
same be said for the EU’s relations with Africa? In a context where EU interests clearly
dominate the agenda, some anomalies exist. In fact, by shifting the focus of analysis to the
individual country level, rather than on Africa or the ACP group as a whole, it is apparent
that some countries have demonstrated not only a capacity to negotiate with the EU, but
more importantly, on occasion have had success in having their demands met. This
suggests that power relations between the EU and Africa are not as straightforward as they
may seem given the situation of power asymmetry. Indeed, careful consideration of the
context in which such relations take place is essential in establishing both parties’
limitations and capacities vis-a-vis one another. Senegal and Ghana are taken as case
studies for examining this larger relationship between the EU and Africa. Although power
asymmetry and marginalisation characterise their relations with the EU, they have had
varying degrees of success and failure in attempting to fulfil their preferences in
negotiations and relations with the EU. Given that power asymmetry defines EU-Africa
relations, how is it that some African countries have been able to make demands and have
these met in their relations with the EU? Is this success country-driven or EU-driven? Why
have s‘ome African countries been more successful than others in exercising leverage and

maintaining control vis-a-vis the EU?
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2 The argument and the analytical approach

The main argument of this thesis is that despite the fact that power asymmetry is an
overarching characteristic of relations between the EU and African countries, relational and
contextual factors can explain why some countries have been successful in reaching their
goals and preferences vis-a-vis the EU. This is because the EU faces institutional and
political constraints that lead to gaps between policy rhetoric and practise, and between
expectations and actual capabilities. This affects the EU’s position vis-a-vis third parties
and creates a disjunction between the EU’s structural power and its actual bargaining
power. Structurally weaker countries are able to achieve their preferences and goals
successfully vis-a-vis the EU, firstly, because of how perceptions of the EU’s constraints
and capacities shape their strategies vis-a-vis the EU, and secondly, because relational and
contextual factors can create conditions in which weaker countries can be successful in
reaching their goals and preferences vis-a-vis stronger actors. In other words, the ability of
an actor to be successful can be constrained or facilitated according to certain factors that
intervene in power asymmetry and shape countries’ strategies, demands, and ability to
exercise leverage and maintain control. Leverage refers to the ability of an actor to reach its
preferences and interests vis-a-vis another actor by placing its interests and preferences on
the political agenda; by getting the other actor to take its demands and concerns seriously
(i.e. opinions, criticisms, and demands are seen as legitimate and valid); and modifying or
shifting others’ behaviour, choices, decisions, or preferences. Control, or ownership, refers
to the freedom, or relative freedom, a weaker actor has to formulate and pursue strategies
and policy preferences and implement policy outcomes without interference from outsiders,
without necessarily pleasing external actors, or without having to compromise or
accommodate the interests of others in order to reach its preferences and goals (see Chapter
1 for a more detailed discussion on leverage and control).

By relational factors it is meant that power is understood as operating between two
or more actors in a specific context or issue-area. Acknowledging that power is relational is
essential for understanding asymmetry. Thus the exercise of power is dependent on the
relationship that exists between two or more actors. Furthermore, the issue-areas and
context in which the parties operate matter greatly in determining how power asymmetry
shapes both the process and the outcomes of these relations. As such, in establishing how
and why a weaker actor has or has not been able to reach its preferences vis-a-vis a stronger
actor these two all-important factors must be taken into account. Conceptualising power as

contextual recognizes that resources or capabilities relevant in a particular context may
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prove irrelevant or useless in another. Furthermore, the contextual nature of power.denotes
that certain historical, socio-economic, political, and cultural factors can also interveneina
power asymmetric environment. Power can thus be characterised as operating through an
interactive, dynamic, and intersubjective process in which contextual factors intervene in
shaping the extent to which actors can exercise leverage vis-a-vis another and maintain
control (see Chapter 1). Therefore, an actor’s preferences, interests and demands shape both
the process and outcome of power relations, and the structural environment, or contextual
factors constrain or facilitate the exercise of leverage and control. Both the agent and the
structure affect and shape the process and outcome of power relations. Power asymmetry
therefore is not a static situation, in which one actor is fatalistically bound to concede to the -
demands of the stronger actor. Instead, power is exercised through an interplay of actor
preferences, demands and interests, and a dynamically-evolving context in which such
relations occur.

If power is conceptualised as relational it can help explain why in situations of
power asymmetry sometimes the weaker actor can continue to maintain control, make
demands and even exercise leverage vis-a-vis a stronger actor. Because of the relational
nature of power, the way in which the actors formulate preferences, strategies, and
demands vis-a-vis one another is a crucial element to take account of in analysing successes
and failures in a power asymmetric environment. In this sense, success is intrinsically
linked to how an actor perceives its own power as opposed to that of others, as well as how
it perceives the other actor’s power as opposed to its own. Power is thus influenced and
shaped by actors’ perceptions of themselves, of others, and vis-a-vis one another. Thus
although an actor may possess power in the traditional sense, if it is not perceived by the
weaker actor to be able to convert this power into bargaining power, this necessarily
hampers its ability ‘get what it wants’. In analysing power relations between weak and .
strong parties, it is therefore crucial to identify borh parties’ capacities and constraints in
conducting relations with one another, for it is the perception of these capacities and
constraints which shape actors perceptions and their consequent strategies vis-a-vis one
another. It is argued that in its relations with Africa, the EU is constrained on three levels:
in terms of terms of its capability to employ the resources and expertise necessary to
effectively implement its policies in African countries; in terms of coherence and
coordination between the different actors and institutions comprising the EU; and in terms
of consistency and coherence between the various policies constituting the EU’s foreign

policy actions. These constraints are seen as affecting other actors’ perception of the EU,
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which in turn contribute to shaping the weaker actor’s own strategy, approach, and
demands (see Chapter 1).

Yet perceptions alone cannot entirely explain weaker actor leverage and control.
Although perceptions shape the actors’ approach and strategy vis-a-vis one another, they do
not necessarily determine success in exercising leverage and maintaining control. Indeed,
this is where the contextual and structural nature of power relations becomes fundamental
in explaining weaker actor successes and failures in a situation of power asymmetry. For it
is the contextual environment in which relations between weaker and stronger actors
operate which determines firstly how the countries perceive one another and secondly how
the preferences and strategies adopted translate into successfully reaching preferences in
policy processes and outcomes. The thesis thus considers five main categories of contextual
factors which are seen as creating the conditions under which weaker countries are either
constrained or able to exercise leverage and control: these are namely historical,
institutional, economic, strategic, and political/ideological factors (see Chapter 1).

The thesis focuses on three different fields or issue-areas in which the EU and
Africa have been or are seeking cooperation, namely aid/development, trade, and
migration. Aside from migration, the thematic areas are the main policy fields in which
EU-Africa relations operate. Examining relations in the specific context of these three
thematic areas can offer insight into how different issue-areas and contextual environments
influence strategies and approaches, as well as recognising that power asymmetry can differ
from one issue-area to the next, and is therefore not a determinant for policy processes and
outcomes between weak and strong actors. The areas were chosen for the following
reasons.

Aid and development cooperation through the funding of projects and programmes,
is the most traditional and established form of cooperation between the EU and Africa. Aid
relations between the EU and Africa have a long tradition, which although having evolved |
over time, have led to significant familiarity between the parties. Yet the aid framework is
one in which differences in power between the EU and Africa are expected to be the most
pronounced, in that the politics of aid are concretely based on an asymmetry of resources
between donors and recipients. From a neorealist point of view therefore, this implies that
recipient countries are generally reliant on the preferences of donors, as it is namely the
donor exerting control over the resources the recipient aims to acquire.

As in aid, the EU’s trade relations with Africa also point to a similar power
asymmetry. The sheer size of the EU’s market, its vast experience conducting trade

negotiations, and its position as a primary donor in Africa, compared to the extreme trade
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marginalisation of most African economies and the significant capacity constraints in terms
of human resources and technical trade expertise illustrate this asymmetry. Furthermore,
the EU does not have particular strategic economic interests in most of Aftica and so
countries’ structural bargaining strength is expected to be significantly weaker than that of
the EU. The evident structural asymmetries that exist between the EU and African
countries in the aid and trade fields make these areas particularly relevant for further
investigation for weaker actor leverage and control. Aid and trade therefore were chosen on
the basis that these are, and have been since the beginning, the main pillars of EU-Africa
relations. As such, they are the main areas in which the parties negotiate and interact with
one anbther, and therefore merit due consideration in examining power relations.
Migration is a slightly different issue-area compared to aid and trade. The need to
engage migrant-sending countries to cooperate in stemming migratory flows challenges the
traditional asymmetric relationship between the weak and the strong. The necessity for
cooperation on the EU side is expected to create a more balanced relationship in which both
parties can make demands and concessions. The increased priority of migration issues on
the EU agenda as well as the realisation that migration can only be effectively managed in
joint cooperation, have possibly given some African governments a new scope for
influence in putting forward their agendas and in making demands on the EU. As such, this
field potentially offers important insight into the changing and evolving context in which
relations between the EU and Africa take place, and how this may affect the actors’
positions towards one another. Migration was chosen over other new policy fields in which
cooperation is now unfolding, namely because of the increasing importance this issue-area
is starting to acquire in EU-Africa relations, and especially in the EU’s relations with West
Africa. Indeed, as the migration phenomenon grows, it is likely that this area will continue

to remain high on the EU-Africa political agenda.

3  Methodology

The thesis adopts an empirical approach to analysing power asymmetry between the EU
and African countries. As such, the analysis relies mainly on detailed descriptions of how
Senegal and Ghana’s perceptions and contextual factors have shaped the countries’
strategies since the coming into force of the Cotonou Agreement in 2000. The empirically-
oriented investigation proceeds in four steps: First, the capacities and the constraints the EU
has in formulating and implementing its policy preferences with Africa are considered, in
order to establish its limitations and how these may affect the perception of the countries

under investigation. Second, the EU’s policy orientations, actions, and implementation
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record are examined, to contextualise the relationship between the parties and establish the
extent to which the EU has been coherent and consistent in its policies towards Senegal and
Ghana. Third, the countries’ policy preferences and the strategies they have adopted to
reach those preferences are analysed. Finally, the reasons behind the countries’ success or
failure are assessed, by examining how perceptions and contextual factors contributed to
the exercise of leverage and control.

The conclusions are largely context-bound and sweeping generalisations about
power relations between the weak and the strong are necessarily limited. Nevertheless, this
empirically-focused approach does have its strengths. Firstly, such an approach recognises
that EU-Africa relations are complex and context-bound, and relying merely on
assumptions that power asymmetry determines how the actors will interact with one
another presents a rather simplistic view of this relationship. In challenging the notion that
power asymmetry determines processes and outcomes, it is crucial to investigate these
relations at the individual country level. Looking at Africa or the ACP as a whole overlooks
the complexities of these relations and fails to provide insight into perceptions held of the
EU, how and why certain policy preferences and negotiating strategies are adopted, and
how these strategies translate into a capacity to exercise leverage and maintain control in
relations with the EU. Secondly, the detailed descriptive approach taken in the country
chapters allows for informed comparisons of the different strategies that the countries have
employed in their relations with the EU. Although the findings are indeed country-specific,
the framework developed in the thesis can be applied to similar situations in which
developing countries might be able to exercise leverage and control vis-a-vis stronger
external actors. This then, can be used to formulate wider generalisations about the way in
which these countries are able to negotiate successfully despite evident power asymmetries
between actors. In sum, the thesis uses detailed empirical analysis to demonstrate that the
traditional conceptualisation about power asymmetry in EU-Africa relations is too one-
dimensional. It shows that there is more to these relations than meets the eye. Although it
by no means negates that power asymmetry exists, it aims to demonstrate that in taking into
closer consideration the context in which relations between the EU and African countries
operate, this asymmetry can be seen as decidedly less deterministic.

Gathering information for the empirical work involved extensive field research
based largely on in-depth interviews with relevant EU and African policy-makers and

technical experts. Between March and September 2008, 47 interviews were conducted
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mainly in Brussels, Accra, and Dakar.* These followed a semi-structured format, in that
participants were provided with a set of questions, but with the discussion generally
consisting in a flexible approach to allow respondents to talk about their views,
experiences, and perceptions. Information gathered from the interviews was corroborated
with primary and secondary materials. EU and individual country documents, publications,
and reports as well as press releases and media coverage on negotiation positions, the
process and results of negotiations, and the implementation of demands were thoroughly

examined to substantiate claims made in the interviews.

3.1 Timeframe: post-Cotonou

The thesis will examine EU-Africa relations in a relatively short time period,
namely since the signing of the Cotonou Agreement in 2000 and the decade following the
implementation of the Agreement. As mentioned above, the negotiations surrounding the
Cotonou Agreement, and the signing and implementation of the Agreement signalled a
definite shift in the way in which relations between the two ‘country blocs would be
conducted. How did Cotonou change EU-Africa relations? And why does it merit a detailed
study of how this affected the ability of African countries to reach their preferences vis-a-
vis the EU?

Cotonou signalled a decisive shift in relations between the EU, Africa, and the ACP
in general. On the one hand, relations between the country blocs became less unique,
through the ending of preferential trade access, the onset of political and economic
conditionalities, and the use of more subjective judgements on the merits of countries being
able to receive financial assistance. Indeed, as Smith wrote, “What is [or was] happening, is
not a shift away from the ACP, or at least African states, but a normalization of relations
with them, in that those relations are becoming more like the EU’s relations with other
regions: more political and encompassing a wider range of concerns” (2004: 70-71; see also
Orbie 2004: 18-19). Africa, and the ACP, became one amongst the many regions or set of
countries with which the EU conducted its external relations, and the instruments used to

project the EU’s objectives and implement its policies came to resemble more closely those

* 15 interviews were conducted with officials in the relevant directorate-generals in the European
Commission, namely DG Development, DG Trade, and EuropeAid; 5 interviews were conducted with
Commission officials from the EC Delegations in Accra and Dakar; in Dakar 9 interviews and in Accra 11
interviews were conducted with senior officials and technical experts/advisors from the Senegalese and
Ghanaian governments with relevant experience negotiating with EU. 3 interviews were conducted with
practitioners in international organisations based in Accra and Dakar; 2 interviews were conducted in London
with officials working for the UK government; and 2 interviews were conducted in Berlin and Brussels with
African diplomats with relevant experience with the EU both in European and African contexts. Follow-up
information was also gathered through electronic and telephone correspondence with some participants.
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used to deal with other geographical areas. In addition to this normalisation, the continent
also became increasingly marginalised in terms of its importance on the EU’s foreign
policy agenda. Other regions and other foreign policy concerns aside from Africa and
development became priorities for the EU. On the other hand, relations also became more
politicised, with conditionality becoming a more prominent instrument with which the EU
could essentially make more subjective judgements on countries’ performance.
Furthermore, political and security elements, such as the onset of official and regular
‘political dialogue’ between the parties and support for policies on and actions in areas
ranging from migration, peace-keeping, drug trafficking, terrorism, and arms proliferation
were also integrated into the EU-Africa framework. In sum, Cotonou significantly changed
the relationship between the EU and Africa, and in so doing, created both new challenges
and new opportunities between the two parties. It is on the contemporary context of this
changing relationship where the thesis will place its focus.

While the early part of the decade following Cotonou clearly confirmed the
marginalisation of Africa, as the continent slipped further down the list of EU priorities in
terms of trade, development, and foreign policy in general, in recent years scholars and
practitioners alike have come to note a definite resurgence of Africa on the EU agenda
(Carbone 2008: 218; Michel 2007; Kotsopoulos 2007; Kotsopoulos and Sidiropoulos
2007). Indeed, this has been confirmed, at least in theory, by the coming into force of the
EU-Africa Strategic Partnership in the latter part of 2007. In implementing the partnership,
_ the EU recognised the regained strategic and economic importance of the continent, and
confirmed its intention to remain a crucial actor in the developments that are now re-
shaping Africa’s relations with external actors. It has thus become far too simplistic to
dismiss these relations as marginalised or asymmetric provided the increased opportunities
African countries are now anticipated to have.

Certainly, this very recent and brief timeframe on which the thesis focuses implies
that many of the processes and issues under examination are currently ongoing and
continually evolving, therefore some conclusions will be somewhat preliminary. However,
nearly 10 years have passed since the signing of Cotonou, and given the changes in the
relationship stemmed by this Agreement, in addition to the regained importance of Africa
in international affairs, the time is ripe to re-examine EU-Africa relations within this new
and evolving context, and to account for the way in which this changing context has either
permitted or constrained African countries’ opportunities for reaching their preferences vis-

a-vis external actors.
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3.2 Case studies: Why West Africa? Why Senegal and Ghana?

In analysing how and why some African countries have been successful in reaching
their demands vis-a-vis a structurally stronger EU, the thesis places the focus exclusively
on the West African region. There are three reasons for this choice. Firstly, because of the
region’s close proximity to Europe and the long-standing historical ties between the parties,
there has been considerable involvement and interaction between the EU and West Africa,
thus offering a rich basis upon which to conduct detailed empirical research. Secondly, the
proximity and close ties have also led West Africa to become a particularly relevant region
in which the EU is now negotiating and implementing many of its newer policies and
actions on migration, peacekeeping, arms proliferation, and drug trafficking. This makes
West Africa a particularly interesting region to investigate more closely, because of the
increased significance that these policies and actions are gaining in the context of the EU’s
relations with the continent. Thirdly, West Africa is the poorest region in the world, which
makes conclusions on West African countries’ ability or inability to exercise leverage and
control vis-a-vis one of the wealthiest regions in the world particularly interesting and
important. In demonstrating that some countries, despite their extreme poverty and the
significant structural constraints they face, are able to formulate strategies, project these
onto structurally stronger external actors, and have on occasion been successful in getting
their demands met, it can be shown that firstly, contextual and nuanced analyses are
absolutely fundamental in understanding relations between weak and strong actors, and
secondly, that the way in which the capacities and preferences of developing countries have
been conceptualised in the past, are perhaps in need of rethinking.

Within the West African region;Senegal and Ghana have been chosen as the two
case studies for examining the possibility of weaker country leverage and ownership in EU-
Africa relations. The countries have been selected based on a most similar methodology,
which implies that as ‘weaker’ countries they share many of the same characteristics yet
they have differing degrees of success vis-a-vis the EU. The thesis aims to explain why two
countries which on the surface seem quite similar in terms of their history with the EU, face
similar structural constraints in negotiating with the EU, and are comparable with regards
to their political and strategic position, have adopted such differing strategies towards the
EU and have had differing degrees of success in having their preferences met.

Both Senegal and Ghana have a long history of relations with the EU and its
Member States. Senegal gained independence from France in 1960, but retained close ties

with Europe through its ‘special relationship’ with France, maintaining close political,
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military, and cultural links, and through association to the European Economic Community
(EEC) in 1957, and later to the EC/EU as a signatory to the Yaoundé (1963), Lomé (1975)
and Cotonou (2000) agreements, governing EU-ACP relations. Ghana was the first country
in Africa to gain independence from Britain in 1957. After Britain joined the EEC in 1973,
Ghana became a signatory to the Lomé Convention, and has continued to cooperate with
the EU through the framework of the Cotonou Agreement. Upon becoming part of the ACP
group, both countries have received development assistance from the EU under the
European Development Fund (EDF); until 2008, their exports had preferential access to the
EU market; and since 2000 the countries have engaged in considerable political dialogue
with the EU through the auspices of the EU-Africa Strategic Partnership, EU-ECOWAS
(Economic Community of West African States, a regional organisation of which both
countries are members) ministerial troika meetings, and through bilateral dialogue on issues
such as migration, fisheries, and the environment. The long-standing history of cooperation
between Senegal and Ghana and the EU have allowed for significant familiarity and
experience between the parties.

Despite these established relations, structural power asymmetry between Senegal
and Ghana and the EU is prevalent, and it is precisely for this reason that they make for
interesting cases for studying weaker country leverage and ownership vis-a-vis the EU.
Given their structural weaknesses, it is relatively unexpected that either of these countries
might be able to exercise leverage and maintain control in relations with a structurally
stronger EU. Both Senegal and Ghana are amongst the most aid-dependent countries in
Africa, with poverty, income inequality, and significant developmental challenges featuring
prominently as structural constraints to the countries’ economic and financial position (see
Table 3.1 in Chapter 3). In terms of world trade, both countries are heavily marginalised.
They have small export markets, mainly concentrated in a limited number of agricultural
and service sectors, while they are required to import heavily to meet basic needs due to
limited industrialisation and low production capacity (see Chapter 5). Furthermore, as low
income countries, they both face significant constraints in their institutional capacity to
formulate strategies, administer relations with external actors, and negotiate at the
international level. This compared to the EU’s financial, economic, and institutional
strengths clearly shows the significant power asymmetry typical of relations between the
EU and many African countries.

Notwithstanding these evident constraints that characterise the countries as the
‘weaker’ party, they also have some notable assets that could strengthen their strategic

positions vis-a-vis the EU. Indeed, political stability in a tumultuous region, a
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commendable record of good governance, democracy, and adherence to human rights, and
a willingness to implement structural economic reforms, have positioned Senegal and
Ghana as relative success stories on the African continent. Furthermore, both countries
have also been politically active at the regional and continental levels in promoting peace,
development and integration, and are considered to have an important role in
contemporary African diplomacy and politics. The countries’ track record in political and
economic reform, and their position of leadership at the continental level have also made
them attractive aid recipients and partners in political cooperation for the EU, as their
success can be used to point out developmental and political successes to an often sceptical
public. Indeed, the countries have both been preferred aid recipients of EU aid, faring well -
amongst ACP countries in terms of the aid they have been allocated relative to their need
and good performance records (see Table 3.5 in Chapter 3).

Although the countries are seemingly quite similar, interestingly, their strategies
towards the EU have been rather divergent. The countries’ hold very different perceptions
of their own capacity to exercise leverage and maintain ownership vis-a-vis the EU and of
the EU’s capacity to transform its structural strengths into bargaining strengths. While
Senegal has sometimes adopted a conflictual approach and exerted a strong sense of
ownership in relations with the EU, Ghana has instead demonstrated a much more
consensual stance, preferring compromise over confrontation. It is argued that these
differing perceptions and approaches have led to differing levels of success in convincing
the EU to consider more closely their preferences and in maintaining control over their
policy agendas despite the constraints they face as weak countries. The reasons behind the
varying degrees of success can only be explored by delving deeper into the context of each
country’s relations with the EU.

In choosing two West African countries as case studies to explore the wider context
of EU-Africa relations, the conclusions will be specific to the country and regional context.
At the same time, the two case studies can also be considered representative of those
African, and indeed, developing countries that are increasingly demonstrating political will
and capacity to negotiate at the bilateral and multilateral levels, despite marginalisation and
capacity constraints. As such, the case studies can be considered a first step in identifying
common trends between different African, ACP, and even developing countries in their

relations with the EU, but also with other international actors.
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4  Outline of the thesis

The thesis consists in seven substantive chapters. Chapter 1 provides the conceptual
framework for the thesis. The chapter provides a brief overview of the literature on EU-
Africa relations and identifies some of its shortcomings. It then summarises the different
approaches to the concept of power in International Relations literature and how these have
conceptualised weak and strong actor power relations. Based on these two fields of
literature, the chapter proposes several theoretically-informed hypotheses on power
asymmetry in EU-Africa relations. The thesis then proceeds with the empirical analysis of
relations between the EU and Senegal and Ghana in the three thematic areas. Chapter 2 lays
out the changes that have occurred in the EC’s development policy and how these have
impacted on EU-Africa relations. It focuses particularly on the European Commission as a
donor and the EC as a development actor in Africa and looks at the constraints faced by the
EC and how these affect its position in Africa. These constraints challenge the idea that
structurally stronger actors necessarily hold all the cards when negotiating aid with
structurally weaker countries. Chapter 3 analyses the extent to which Senegal and Ghana
have or have not been able to reach their preferences within the framework of the EC’s
development cooperation policy, and more specifically questions whether the countries
have or have not been able to maintain control over negotiations and implementation of
financial assistance. Although power asymmetry between the donor and the recipient is
clearly areality, this does not necessarily determine that negotiated outcomes are in favour
of the donor rather than the recipient, nor does it necessarily determine whether an aid
relationship is successful or not. Chapter 4 explores the changes that have ensued in the
EU’s trade policy towards Africa and analyses how these changes have impacted on the
EU’s relations with the continent, and it establishes the EU’s constraints and capacities in
exercising power as a trade negotiator in Africa. Regardless of the EU’s experience in trade
negotiations and its economic size, the constraints faced by the EU create a disjunction
between the EU’s structural power and its actual bargaining power or ability to influence
and negotiate a preferred outcome with weaker actors in trade negotiations. Chapter S
examines how Senegal and Ghana have or have not been able to achieve their preferences
in regional trade negétiations between the EU and West Africa. Due to favourable
contextual conditions and the countries’ perceptions of the EU as a trade negotiator, at the
individual country level there has been some scope for influencing negotiating processes
and outcomes. Chapter 6 explores how the EU’s external mi gration policy has influenced

its relations with African migrant-sending countries and examines the EU’s capacities and
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constraints in implementing an effective and coherent approach to cooperation in migration
matters with Africa. The EU is constrained in fully engaging in migration dialogue and
policy with Africa and this has affected the EU’s position vis-a-vis Africa in a context in
which interests in migration diverge. Chapter 7 discusses how the EU’s migration policy
has affected the scope of influence of migrant-sending countries, Senegal and Ghana,
noting that the increased strategic impoftance migration has afforded to some African
countries, as well as the necessity for joint cooperation, has created a more balanced
relationship in which both parties can make demands and concessions. Finally, the
conclusion reviews the main findings and places these in the larger context of power
asymmetry in EU-Africa relations. It discusses the implications of the research on the wider
international role of the EU in the world and identifies some future avenues of résearch to

advance the field.
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Chzipter 1

Power and asymmetry in EU-Africa relations:

A conceptual framework

The concept of power has been, and continues to be, one of the most highly contested areas
of debate in the field of International Relations (IR) and beyond (Barnett and Duvall 2005;
Schmidt 2005). The debate has generated various definitions and understandings of how
power operates in general and between actors. Although this thesis adopts an empirical
approach to studying power asymmetry, it is nonetheless necessary to lay out a framework
for the concept of power. The chapter firstly explores how power asymmeiry has been
conceptualised in the context of EU-Africa relations, indicating that an EU-centric
approach to these relations has tended to place power exclusively in the hands of the EU,
obscuring African opportunities to exercise leverage and maintain control. This is followed
by an outline of five different theoretical approaches to understanding power. It summarises
how each approach conceptualises power; the main scholars to whom these understandings
can be attributed; and lastly whether these understandings contribute to a better
understanding of power relations between weak and strong actors. The chapter then defines
the concepts of power, leverage and control as they will be used throughout the thesis,
while the last section provides several theoretically and empirically-derived hypotheses of
how weaker actors might exercise leverage in relations where power asymmetry is a

defining characteristic.

1 Power Asymmetry in EU-Africa relations: moving beyond the current debate

Theoretical and empirical analyses of EU-Africa relations have tended to place overarching
power on the side of the EU. The EU, the Commission, and/or the Member States, are the
focal points of these analyses, and are considered to have the ultimate decision-making
power when it comes to relations with African countries. Indeed, relations between Africa
and the EU have long been conceptualised as driven mainly by the EU’s interests and
preferences. Ravenhill (1985) contended that a mixture of psychological, political,
bureaucratic and economic factors explained the EU’s relations with Africa. The EU-Africa
relationship operated along clientelistic lines, in which the EU and the Member States
behaved as collective patrons towards the ‘clients of the Community.” Holland (2002)

found that integration theory could best explain the EU’s actions abroad, in which
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development policy was seen as a core activity in order to further the EU’s integration
efforts. Olsen (2002, 2005) instead argued that the EU’s role in development could be
understood through a combination of ‘European’ and elite bureaucratic interests, rather
than altruistic considerations. He suggested that because general EU interest in the ACP,
and Africa in particular, became marginal in the face of ever-expanding and competing
foreign policy interests elsewhere, the policy serves the EU’s self-interests to the extent that
it establishes the EU as a significant international actor and enhances European integration
efforts (Olsen 2002: 145). Farrell (2005) suggested that the EU’s policy actions and its
behaviour in the Cotonou and trade negotiations with Africa have been beset by realist
tendencies. In this sense, the EU’s policies towards Africa operate along interest-based
lines rather than according to a normative framework in support of core values such as
human rights, democracy, and the rule of law.

Others have focused on internal policy formulation and the EU’s negotiating
approach towards Africa and the ACP, and in so doing, indicate that it is essentially the EU
which holds ultimate decision-making power in relations with weaker actors. Elgstrom
(2000, 2005) considered how the internal decision-making processes of the EU are a vital
factor in determining how the EU negotiates with the ACP countries in asymmetrical
negotiations. Rather than looking at the EU’s material bargaining power, Elgstrém
emphasised the role of norms as explanatory factors for the EU’s position towards the ACP.
The EU is argued to be on the stronger side of an asymmetric bargaining game, because its
norms and identity play a central role in determining its preferences and outcomes. Carbone
(2007) focused on the role of the European Commission as a development actor, and
formulated a set of conditions under which the Commission is able to exert a leadership
role in EU development efforts towards Africa and other developing countries. He argued
that this leadership role is conditional upon the presence of a strong institutional
entrepreneur which pushes policies through, internal cohesiveness, and the use of a
repertoire of tactics.

Others still have focused on the effectiveness and impact of the EU’s actions in
Africa, and how this affects the EU’s foreign policy identity. Although these studies do not
necessarily comment on the EU’s power over African countries in terms of decision-
making or its power to shape preferences and policy-orientations, they do illustrate the
asymmetries that exist between the parties. Dickson and Arts (2004) demonstrate how what
could once be considered a genuine commitment to creating a unique development policy
towards the ACP, now finds itself in a state of atrophy, where policy efforts have become a

mere symbolic gesture. Smith (2004) argues that the EU’s increased focus away from the
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ACP and towards other regions in the world can be explained by three factors: external
demands (demands for compensation by other actors due to the creation of the internal EU
market); member state interests (making a global impact as a unitary actor); European
interests (a sense of EU responsibility to former colonies and Eastern Europe, security
concerns, countering US hegemony, developing an international identity concerned with
respect for human rights, democratic principles, market economy and regional integration
efforts). Olsen (2004) demonstrates how the EU’s efforts in Africa have shifted from
development towards conflict and crises management. This shift in policy towards Africa
serves two important purposes, the first being the pursuit of the EU’s global interests, and
the second being the strengthening of European integration efforts.

Certainly these studies have contributed to furthering understandings not only of the
EU’s relations with Africa, but also how its actions on the continent have shaped its
international identity. Past literature on EU-Africa relations therefore forms a vital basis
upon which this thesis aims to build. Yet what all contributions on EU-Africa relations
have in common is that they essentially adopt an EU-centric approach to understanding,
conceptualising, and analysing this relationship. In this sense, the EU is not only the focal
actor in these studies, it is also the actor that initiates, formulates and implements policy
actions, and its interests and preferences fundamentally shape the processes and outcomes -
of these relations. Africa is conceptualised as a mere beneficiary or to use the aid
terminology, recipient, with little capacity for preference formulation or input. In focusing
on the EU, power asymmetry between the EU and African countries has tended to be
presented as a rather deterministic or even fatalistic condition of these relations, as the EU’s
preferences determine outcomes because it is the stronger actor. As previously noted in the
Introduction, analysis on the African side of these relations has been lacking and this has
resulted in a rather skewed picture of how relations between the partners have actually
progressed. In adopting a more holistic approach to studying EU-Africa relations, this
thesis contends that it is misleading to conceptualise developing countries merely as a set of
actors positioned at the receiving end of the policy spectrum, with no capacity for input or
articulation of preferences. It is crucial to take the literature on EU-Africa relations beyond
the current framework focusing almost exclusively on the EU side of the spectrum. It is
certainly important to consider the EU’s strengths and weaknesses in relations with African
countries, and to understand what drives the EU’s policy preferences and actions towards
these countries. At the same time, it is essential to examine just how African countri€s have
perceived the EU’s efforts, how they have articulated their own strategies towards the EU,

and whether they have indeed been able to reach their preferences regardless of evident
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power asymmetry. Indeed, although power asymmetry defines these relations it does not
necessarily determine the process and outcome of these relations.

The lack of an African perspective evidences another gap in the literature
concepfualising the EU as a foreign policy actor. Until recently, little effort had been made
to integrate other actors’ perceptions, views, understandings, and images of the EU, into the
context of analysing the EU’s effectiveness and impact as a foreign policy actor and how
that contributes to shaping its international identity. Considering the ever-expanding
foreign policy role of the EU, this analytical gap is in crucial need of being filled by
empirical studies that more closely consider ‘outsiders’ views of the EU. Indeed, it is in the
EU’s relations with the wider world that the significance of its policy actions can be
understood and that more complete assertions can be made about the EU’s ‘actorness’.' In
this sense, it is not enough merely to consider the way in which the EU perceives its own
power or the understandings it has about its expected or appropriate role in the world; the
expectations that other actors’ have of the EU, and how the EU is perceived to be meeting
these expectations are equally crucial to understanding the full extent of the EU’s power
vis-a-vis others. Scholars of EU foreign policy studies are increasingly recognising the need
to consider the way in which other actors perceive the EU (see Lucarelli 2007, 2007a;
Elgstrom 2007), and some notable attempts to capture such perceptions of the EU have
started to appear in recent scholarship (see Lucarelli 2009; Chaban and Holland 2008;
Chaban et al. 2006; Holland et al. 2007; Elgstrom 2007; Ortega 2004; Tsuruoka 2004,
2008).

Although commendable in their efforts, these studies have focused exclusively on
‘influential’ or ‘important’ external actors, such as Russia, China, Brazil, South Africa, the
World Bank, the World Trade Organisation (WTQ), and the United Nations. In these
attempts to capture outsiders’ perceptions of the EU, there exists a manifest under-
representation of ‘weaker’ countries. In fact, these studies have only captured how the
perceptions of others affect the EU’s international identity in a contextual environment in
which power asymmetry is decidedly less manifest. It is nonetheless important to take into
consideration the views of the EU by less-prominent, or weaker actors for two reasons.
Firstly, as noted by Elgstrém (2007), an actor’s perception of the EU can contribute and

obstruct the EU’s ability to exercise power and take on a leadership position in

'EU ‘actorness” here refers to Bretherton and Vogler’s idea that as a sui generis foreign policy actor, the EU
has started exhibiting qualities of a foreign policy actor. According to them, actorness is “constructed through
the interplay of many factors, both internal to the Union and in the external environment of ideas and events
that permit or constrain EU action ... Actorness comprises three elements — opportunity, which denotes the
external context; presence, which captures the ability of the EU, by virtue of its existence, to exert influence
beyond its borders; and capability, which signifies the ability to exploit opportunity and capitalize on
presence” (2006: 2).
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international fora. While it may reasonably be expected that the views and the consequent
actions of influential international actors such as Brazil, China, the WTO, etc. will impact
the EU’s power and leadership, given current understandings of the power asymmetry that
exists between the EU and Africa, it is much more unexpected that economically and
politically marginalised actors have the capacity to influence the EU’s position in the
world. If it can be demonstrated that the perceptions, strategies and actions of such actors
have indeed been effective in challenging notions of the EU’s power or leadership, this
would imply that it is necessary to re-examine common notions of both the EU’s
international identity and of power asymmetry between the EU and weaker actors. A
second reason why it is important to take into consideration African perceptions is because
of the historical significance of the EU’s relations with the continent. In looking at how
African countries have perceived the EU and how they have shaped their own strategies
vis-a-vis the EU, one can more closely consider the extent to which the EU is beginning or
not to be seen as an international actor with an identity separate from Member States’
bilateral long-standing relations with these countries. In other words, Africa offers a
context in which it can be examined whether the EU as such, has or has not been able to
establish itself as a power and a leader in its own right, or whether Member States’ foreign
policies continue to overshadow its multilateral efforts.

Although many studies on EU-Africa relations have pointed at the power
asymmetry which exists between the two sides, as outlined above, these studies have
tended to rely on a rather one-sided view of these relations. In order to understand this
relationship better and to offer a more complete framework for analysing relations between
the EU and Africa, we need to establish more nuanced understandings of powér, and how
these can affect the way in which the actors interact with one another. The following
sections examine the concept of power in the IR literature and then propose a definition of

power to be applied throughout the thesis.
2 The concept of power in the International Relations literature
2.1 Power as force/possession

Realist and neo-realist schools have understood power as a tangible possession.
Morgenthau understood power to be “anything that establishes and maintains the control of
man over man” (1960: 9). Thus, Morgenthau contended that the pursuit of power could be

explained by basic human nature, which was based on the drive to dominate others. Thus,
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man was considered to be “born to seek power” (Morgenthau 1946: 1988). The ultimate
expression of power is found in the capability to use force, and therefore to force others
into accepting one’s preference and choices. Thus in the pursuit of power, resorting to force
is the only normal (or ‘natural’) way to go about securing one’s interests. Power was
therefore conceptualised as necessarily a conflictual condition, in which opposition became
the defining factor. Thus it is the use of force that ultimately determine who ‘wins’ and who
‘loses’ in a situation of conflict.

Like realism, neo-realism also assumes power as a central factor in relations
between states, but instead of attributing the pursuit of power as an intrinsic feature of
human nature, it is instead the anarchical nature of the international system that drives
states to secure more power (e.g. military capabilities) in order to survive. In a situation of
international anarchy states find themselves in a race for survival in which the acquisition
of more power is essential. Power is reduced to a possession, or the measure of “the
military, economic, and technological capabilities of states” (Gilpin 1981: 13). Neo-realists
have thus equated power with capabilities and resources. This is clearly demonstrated not
only in how power is defined, but even more so in their insistence that ‘measuring’ power
and ‘order-ranking’ states by their level of power is useful. Waltz proposed such a ranking
according to a state’s “size of population and territory, resource endowment, economic
capability, military strength, political stability and competence” (1979: 113). Similarly,
Cline (1975) and Knorr (1975) asserted that power is merely a matter of measuring states’
possessions. Cline took the idea of power as possession even further, providing a
systematic “calculus of national power.” Through his formula, which combined numbers on
“critical mass (population and territory), economic capability, military capability, strategic
purpose, and the will to pursue national strategy,” Cline believed he could accurately
measure and rank the power of a particular state (1975: 11).2

Neorealist understandings of power as possession have led power to be
conceptualised in an abstract and general form, or what Guzzini has called a “lump concept
of power” (2000: 55; see also Schmidt 2005: 529-530, 537), in that it greatly
underestimates the full range of power. Importantly, by simply reducing power to tangible
elements, realist and neo-realist understandings of power cannot adequately explain why
actors who lack such vpossessions have at times demonstrated success in having their
demands met. If indeed power consisted solely in the ability to use force or in its possession
of resources, there would be little need to analyse relations between the weak and strong, in

that outcomes favouring the strong would be a given (Habeeb 1988: 2-3, 11, 14; Zartman

2 For other attempts to measure power see Stoll and Ward (1989).

33



and Rubin 2000: 10). As such, relations between states become a zero-sum game. When a
stronger party proves unsuccessful in ne goﬁating its preferences, the response of neorealist
and realists has been to refuse the weaker party any potential contribution towards this
success, but simply attributing the stronger actor’s lack of will as the explanatory factor.
Yet Baldwin argued that this led to a “paradox of unrealized power” (1979: 163), which
realist and neo-realists schools have tried to explain through the failure of stronger states to
use resources effectively, or what he calls a “malfunctioning conversion process,” or has
failed to be explained due to lack of consideration of the “policy-contingency framework”
that surrounds the actors concerned (see below). It is clear that realist and neorealist
understandings of power as force and/or resource possession offer only limited insight into
relations between weak and strong actors. Although resources, capabilities, and force may
play a part in determining the success or failures in weak states’ power relations with the

strong, these cannot be considered the ultimate determining factors of power.
2.2 Power as relational and contextual

Highly influential works by Habeeb, Keohane and Nye, and Baldwin have
conceptualised power in relational and contextual terms, and in so doing, have posed as a
challenge to realist and neo-realist understandings. Habeeb (1988) stressed that realist/neo-
realist and pluralist conceptions of power failed to interpret power as a process which can
produce change in an actor’s behaviour and lead to a negotiated outcome. He defined
power as “the way in which actor A uses its resources in a process with actor B so as to
bring about changes that cause preferred outcomes in its relationship with B” (Habeeb
1988: 15). Power in negotiation is therefore not as simplistic as mere possession, but
equally so as a strategy to bring about change. Habeeb divided power into, what he termed,
‘aggregate structural power’, referring to an actor’s capabilities and resources (/bid.: 17-
18); ‘issue-specific structural power’, referring to resources and capabilities within a
specific context (/bid.: 19-23), and finally ‘behavioural power’, referring to the tactical
approach adopted by an actor in reaching a preferred outcome (/bid.: 23-25). In dividing
power into distinctive types, Habeeb allows for power to be understood not solely from the
stronger parties perspective, but equally so from that of the weaker side. Therefore,

conceptualising power relations between the weak and strong, involves acknowledging not

? As Habeeb has illustrated: “some analysts have preferred to try to force asymmetrical negotiations to ‘fit’
into the classical framework. Thus some analysts regard Panama’s successful negotiation for sovereignty over
the Panama Canal as ‘Jimmy Carter gave away the Panama Canal,’ and explain America’s defeat in Vietnam
as lack of will to take advantage of the tremendous power disparity between the United States and North
Vietnam” (1988: 3).
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only that there exists a balance of power between the participant parties (Habeeb 2000: 83),
but equally so, that power cannot be fully attributed to mere structural advantages
possessed by one party over another (Zartman 2002: 6-7). Thus the outcome of any
particular negotiation, whether asymmetrical or symmetrical, can only be understood as
resulting from each side’s power (Habeeb 1988: 1). Therefore an important factor in better
conceptualising power in negotiation is to break it down into several elements, of which
force, capabilities, and influence are merely three.

Neoliberal institutionalists’ Keohane and Nye explicitly rejected the idea of an
“overall power structure” (2001: 36-42), that is, the idea that “within a system, the structure
(that is, the distribution of power among states in it) determines the nature of its
international regime. And the most important power resources are military” (Keohane and
Nye 2001: 37). In their efforts to break away from traditional thought, Keohane and Nye
suggested that an overall structure model makes faulty predictions regarding patterns of
behaviour. Instead they proposed that power be analysed according to “issue structure”
(Ibid.: 43-45), positing that “power resources in one issue area lose some or all of their
effectiveness when applied to others ... Issue structuralism does not predict congruence of
power across issues. On the whole, then, analysis of politics will have to be conducted by
issue area” (/bid.: 44). Clearly, they advocate the importance of conducting contextual
analysis when looking at power; it is only through such analysis that the relevance of a
particular power resource in a specific context will become clear and the concept of power
will be meaningful.

Furthermore, Keohane and Nye (2001) also made an important contribution to the
concept of power as an analytical tool for understanding relations between weak and strong
actors through their concept of complex interdependence. The authors argued that
economic interdependence between states made realists understandings of power as based
on military force unconvincing, as the use of such power is useless in situations where
economic issues are more important, such as free trade negotiations between allied states,
for example (again, pbwer is contextual). In a situation where states have become
interdependent, power relationships are based on mutual asymmetrical dependencies. The
level of this asymmetry, according to Keohane and Nye, is determined by “sensitivity” and
“vulnerability”, where the former refers to the extent to which changes in one actor’s
situation affect other actors, while the latter refers to the costs faced by an actor should it
choose to terminate a relationship. When there is a high level of asymmetry in sensitivity
and vulnerability between actors, then the relationship can be characterised as dependent,

rather than interdependent (again, power is relational). Thus levels of relative dependencies
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exist between actors and these can predict the distribution of potential power amongst
them.

Baldwin too emphasised the importance of context, or what he calls the ‘policy-
contingency framework,” when analysing power. Baldwin criticised traditional power
analyses’ exclusive focus on “property concepts” (1985: 22-23), or rather measures of
objective elements such as economic resources and military force. Baldwin argued that
“relational concepts” are much more relevant to fully understénding how power actually
operates.* Thus while it is important to understand actors’ capabilities, it is equally
important to identify their “value system” (Baldwin 1985: 22). Indeed, for Baldwin, power
“refers to a relationship between two or more people, not to a property of any one of them”
(1985: 20). In conceiving of power as a relation between actors, Baldwin clearly rejected
the idea of power as a possession. By making power a relational concept, he allowed for
explanations of how power is exercised between parties, without coming to the simplistic
conclusion that the stronger actor won because it simply possessed more resources or lost
because it was unwilling to use those resources. Furthermore, if power is indeed relational,
then it must also be contextual. As Baldwin wrote: “In order to make a meaningful
statement about an (actual or potential) influence relationship, one must (explicitly or
implicitly) specify who is influencing (or has the capacity to influence) whom (domain)
with respect to what (scope)” (Ibid.: 20). Thus, like Keohane and Nye, Baldwin noted that
what may be considered a useful resource for exercising power in one context may prove
irrelevant in another. Similarly, this brought him to reject the overall power structure idea,
in that “the notion of a single overall international power structure unrelated to any
particular issue-area is based on a concept of power that is virtually meaningless.”
(Baldwin 1979: 193). For Baldwin, power is meaningful because of “the multiple
distributional patterns of a wide variety of resources related to a number of significant
issue-areas” (/bid.).

The authors’ interpretations of power add valuable insights, crucially underlining
the importance of contextual analysis or issue-areas, and rejecting the idea of power as a
possession. This thesis thus empirically engages with their interpretations of the concept of
power, as the context in which relations between the EU and African countries take place is

assumed to be an important factor in determining a weak actor’s leverage and control. At

* Baldwin was highly influenced by Dahl’s definition of power, namely that “A has power over B to the
extent that he can get B to do something that B would not otherwise do” (1957). Dahl’s definition saw power
as arelational concept. As such, power was not found only in quantifiable possessions or military force, but
rather in how it was expressed between actors. Although Dahl’s definition has been heavily criticised for
-being too intuitive, tautological, and broad, it nonetheless prompted a debate on the need for a re-
interpretation of the concept (Bachrach and Baratz 1963: 163; Baldwin 1979: 165; Habeeb 1988: 14; Lukes
2005: 16-19, 27, 39; Lukes 1986: 3-4; Nagel 1975: 12).
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an aggregate level, the EU is clearly the stronger actor, but reality demonstrates that
Baldwin’s ‘paradox of unrealized power’ operates in relations between the EU and Africa.
Certainly, one cannot simply rely on the explanation that it is the EU’s unwillingness to use
its potential power towards African countries that has allowed certain countries to have
their demands met. Indeed, contextual analyses which take account of both actors’
positions vis-a-vis one another can demonstrate the opportunities in which a certain context
or a particular issue-area can favour the weak.

Nevertheless, although these scholars shed new light on understandings of power,
aside from Habeeb (2000), they do not undertake in depth empirical analysis of power
relations between the weak and strong. While Baldwin stated that “so-called ‘weak powers’
influence so-called ‘strong powers’ because of the power analyst’s failure to account for the
possibility that a country may be weak in one situation but strong in another” (1979: 164),
he did not endeavour to expand into in-depth analysis of how a weak actor might indeed
reach success in exercising leverage. In fact, both Baldwin, and Keohane and Nye were
more concerned with explaining how power resources differ from one context to the next,
but not so much with how actors may behave in relation to one another and how differences
in power asymmetry may affect behaviour and/or the ability to make demands (Zartman
and Rubin 2000: 5). Holzscheiter, for example, argues that the authors in fact relied on
realist/neorealist notions of power. She writes, “the extended realist notions of power
introduced by Keohane, Nye and Baldwin are of limited help as soon as it comes to
accounting for situations in which actors that lack material bargaining capabilities can be
successful. They remain fundamentally state-centred and faithful to the primacy of realist
states’ interests: the maximisation of material profit and security” (Holzscheiter 2005: 729).
This is not due to analytical failure by the scholars however, but rather due to the scope of
their argument, which is purely theoretical. In other words, the re-conceptualisations of
power by Baldwin and Keohane and Nye simply did not aim to address empirical
questions, but rather aimed at partially breaking from traditional thought in order to present

an improved understanding of power relations.

2.3 Power as a perception

Where Baldwin and Keohane and Nye essentially stop short, rational-choice
negotiation theorists’ Zartman and Rubin pick up the discussion. Although there have been
noteworthy attempts to analyse weak actor success in asymmetric relations with the strong

(see Zartman 1971; Aggarwal and Allan 1983; Habeeb 1988; Singh 2000), Zartman and
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Rubin not only present numerous detailed empirical accounts of such successes, but on a
theoretical level the scholars also aim at re-conceptualising the notion of power to better
understand the position of the weak. Zartman and Rubin understand power to be a
“perceived relation” capable of intervening in objective reality (2000: 13; see also Zartman
2008: 107). They define power as “the perceived capacity of one side to produce an
intended effect on another through a move tha‘g may involve the use of resources” (Zartman
and Rubin 2000: 14). Although perceptions may indeed be partially based on reality, such
as resource possession, it is not the only determining factor constituting power. Indeed,

Perception mediates objective reality, although of course reality imposes certain limits

on the implication of perception ... The perceived symmetry or asymmetry of a

relationship is related to elements such as force and resources, as well as to reputation

and prospects of a party to produce past and future movements on the part of its

targets. As such, it becomes the basis of an action that constitutes power (/bid.: 13).
Conceiving of power as a perception, rather than an absolute objective reality, maintains
the relational and contextual aspects of power, yet also adds a further dimension to
analysing relations between the weak and the strong. Power as a perception posits that the
successful use of power is intrinsically linked to how it perceives both its own power as
opposed to that of others, as well as how an actor perceives the other actor’s power as
opposed to its own. As such, power as a perceived relation tends to offer particularly
relevant insight into overcoming Baldwin’s ‘paradox of unrealized power’, or what
Zartman and Rubin similarly refer to as the ‘structuralists’ paradox’ (lbid.: 3-4, 14;
Zartman 2008: 101).

At first glance Zartman and Rubin’s conceptualisation of power may seem to
exhibit constructivist undertones. Indeed similarities can be drawn between their
understanding of power as a perception, and Wendt’s explanation of a power relationship
as based on “intersubjective understandings and expectations” (1992: 396), constituting an
actor’s conception of self and other. Zartman and Rubin note that perceived power is able
to convey how an actor’s behaviour is shaped through the, “perception of their own power,
the other’s power, and the relative standing of self and other” (2000: 13-14). Wendt, on a
similar note, writes:

A fundamental principle of constructivist social theory is that people act toward
objects, including other actors, on the basis of the meanings that the objects have for
them. States act differently toward enemies than they do toward friends because
enemies are threatening and friends are not. Anarchy and the distribution of power are
insufficient to tell us which is which. US military power has a different significance
for Canada than for Cuba, despite their similar “structural” position, just as British
missiles have a different significance for the US than do Soviet missiles. The
distribution of power may always affect states’ calculations, but how it does so
depends on the intersubjective understandings and expectations, on the “distribution
of knowledge,” that constitute their conceptions of self and other (1992: 396).
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A closer look at Zartman and Rubin’s definition of power however, reveals that the
scholars instead continue to follow a more rationalist line of thinking. This is particularly
evident in their definition of power that highlights the action of one actor producing
“intended effects” on another actor. Their understanding of power relies on initially
identifying a set of fixed preferences (or demands) and then through causal analysis,
deducing how and which of the intended preferences were either altered or conceded to. As
will be shown in the following section, constructivist thought takes a slightly different
approach to the analysis of power. While placing importance on the role of perception, and
how this may influence preferences and behaviour, constructivists also stress the role of
‘structural’ elements comprised in the notion of power; of particular importance are
considerations of ‘unintended effects’ and how formation of ideals, values, norms, and

preferences may affect behaviour.
2.4 Power as agenda-setting

By moving away from grand theories of power as proposed by realists and neo-
realists, the rationalist approach presented above has been able to more accurately capture
situations in which weaker actors have shown leverage over the strong. Nonetheless, the
literature thus far presented is essentially lacking in a conceptualisation of power as an
implicit and informal exercise. The focus, in fact, has been placed largely on outcomes, and
as such, power is understood to be exercised through an observable process of formal
decision-making. The actor which makes the decisions therefore is ultimately more
powerful. Power as decision-making is what Lukes has referred to as a “one-dimensional”
view of power (2005: 16-19), in which “to exercise power is to prevail over the contrary
preferences of others” (Lukes 1986: 9), while Bachrach and Baratz (1962) insisted it
constitutes just one ‘face’ of power. In an influential attempt at expanding this limited
conception of power, Bachrach and Baratz posited that power could also be understood ina
more subtle manner. They contend that: |

Power is also exercised when A devotes his energies to creating or reinforcing social
and political values and institutional practises that limit the scope of the political
process to public consideration of only those issues which are comparatively
innocuous to A. To the extent that A succeeds in doing this, B is prevented, for all
practical purposes, from bringing to the fore any issues that might in their resolution
be seriously detrimental to A’s set of preferences (Bachrach and Baratz 1962: 948).

The scholars argue that power is not just exercised by who actually wins in decision-
making in a formal setting, but can also be attributed to those who set the agenda, or rather

those that set the rules of the game, both in a formal and informal setting. According to
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Bachrach and Baratz, “the dominant values and the political myths, rituals, and institutional
practices which tend to favor the vested interests of one or more groups, relative to others”
(1970: 11), is a crucial element in power relations. Analysts should not merely analyse the
decision that has been made (e.g. the outcome), but equally important is an examination of
“nondecision-making”, or rather:

A decision that results in suppression or thwarting of a latent or manifest challenge to

the values or interests of the decision-maker ... A means by which demands for

change in the existing allocation of benefits and privileges in the community can be

suffocated before they are even voiced; or kept covert; or killed before they gain
access to the relevant decision-making arena; or failing, all these things, maimed or
destroyed in the decision-implementing stage of the policy process (Bachrach and

Baratz 1940: 44).

The argument made by Bachrach and Baratz generated a new group of scholars to
take-up the notion of power, and re-interpret its meaning in a more constructivist manner.
Lukes’ contributions to the concept of power have been of key importance to expanding the
concept even further. Lukes argues that Bachrach and Baratz’s understanding of power as a
more covert process of both decision- and nondecision-making is actually power’s “second-
dimension” (Lukes 2005: 21-25). Lukes remains unsatisfied however by this interpretation,
proposing instead a “three-dimensional view” (2005: 25-29) of power, which, “incorporates
power of the first two kinds, but also allows that power may operate to shape and modify
desires and beliefs in a manner contrary to people’s interests” (Lukes 1986: 10). Thus
power is exercised not only when one actor wins, or in success in preventing certain issues

from being placed on the decision-making agenda, but power also consists in the capacity,

to shape, or determine others preferences.
2.5 Constructivist notions of power

The important contribution that constructivist thought has made to the concept of
power is found in their concern with preference-shaping and the ‘nonintentionality’. This
constituted a true shift in thinking about power, often referred to as ‘structural power’
(Barnett and Duvall 2005; Guzzini 1993). Barnett and Duvall (2005), Morriss, (2002),
" Strange (1988) and Lukes (1986; 2005), have all argued that power should not always
imply intentional outcomes. Lukes notes that, “what actors intentionally do always
generates chains of unintended consequences and it is implausible to deny that some of
these manifest their power” (2005: 76). Thus power is present even when one actor doésn’t
have the direct intention to change the other’s preferences. B’s perception of A as a

potentially powerful actor can in fact influence behaviour; Zartman and Rubin have alerted
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us to the significance of perceptions before. Yet power does not necessarily require A’s
overt will and intention to directly control or influence the behaviour of B. If B concedes to
A, could it not have been Bachrach and Baratz’s idea of non-decision that caused B to
concede? Or was it instead A’s ability to manipulate B’s preferences so that an actual
conflict of interests never even arises? Or as Lukes has put it,

To put the matter sharply, A may exercise power over B by getting him to do what he
does not want to do, but he also exercises power over him by influencing, shaping or
determining his very wants. Indeed, is it not the supreme exercise of power to get
another or others to have the desires you want them to have — that is, to secure their
compliance by controlling their thoughts and desires? (2005: 76).
Therefore, power is not always the direct result of A’s intended actions towards B, thus
contesting the causality implied in understandings of power as a relational concept. As
Guzzini notes in his thorough analysis of constructivist responses to Baldwin’s and
Keohane and Nye’s rational choice approaches to power:

Power as the production of unintended effects is not captured because it falls outside
the causal link between A’s intention and B’s changed behaviour ... By reducing the
analysis of power to the establishment of a causal chain from A’s intention to the
outcome, a choice-theoretical approach cannot theoretically incorporate the idea of
power as unintended effects into the concept of power (1993: 459).

Guzzini criticises the rational-choice approach even further, when he warns that its inability
to incorporate unintended effects neglects more implicit elements of power. He contends
that, “exclusion of nonintentionality privileges the manipulative actor’s (or power holder’s)
view and leaves the analysis of power with a specific blind spot, namely, the tacit power of
the strong” (Ibid.: 461). Incorporating an element of ‘nonintentionality’ into the concept of
power allows for an account of how the formation of ideals, values, norms, and preferences
may affect an actor’s behaviour, thus recognising in addition to intended action, both
potential and latent actions (Lukes 2005: 25-29).

Preference-shaping is therefore a fundamental part of the constructivist approach to
- power. The rationalist framework also conceded the need for an expansion of the power
concept in preference-shaping terms, albeit in a much more overt and observable manner.
Nye’s notion of soft power is one such example. He argues that power exists both in a hard
and soft form, the former comprising military and economic power resting on “coercion
and inducement,” (Nye 2004: 7) and the latter, defined as “getting others to want the
outcomes that you want,” based instead “on the ability to shape the preferences of others”
(Nye: 5). While Nye’s focus on preference-shaping offers a welcome shift from the realist
ahd neorealist focus on more tangible (economic and military) resources associated with
power, it nevertheless does not fully fit into constructivist thought. His discussion on soft

power is agent-centred, that is, power is understood as an action exercised by an actor, as

41



opposed to focusing on unintended effects or how structural processes shape an actor’s
preferences and understandings of self. As Nye’s definition of power is “the ability to
influence the behavior of others to get the outcomes one wants” (Ibid.: 2), the focus
remains on an understanding of ‘power over’ as opposed to a more constructivist
understanding of ‘power to.”* Unlike ‘power over,” which implies an element of control
over behaviour (whether coercive or cooperative), ‘power to’ is instead concentrated on
identifying the “locus of power” (Lukes 1986: 5). ‘Power over’ is an exercise, whereas
‘power to’ is a capacity (Haugaard 2002: 277; Lukes 1986: 1; Morriss 2002: 297-300).
Barnett and Duvall clarify further:

Concepts of power rooted in behavior and interaction point to actors’ exercise of
control over others; they are, then, “power over” concepts. Concepts of power tied to
social relations of constitution, in contrast, consider how social relations define who
the actors are and what capacities and practices they are socially empowered to
undertake; these concepts are, then, focused on the social production of actors’
“power to” (2005: 46).

Yet ‘power to’ concepts, and in particular Lukes’s third dimension of power are also
slightly problematic. Lukes’s third dimension of power is heavily influenced by the
Gramscian idea of hegemony, which sustains that the power of a ruling class in essence is
not a product of coercion, but rather of manipulation, or the intellectual and moral ability of
authority to gain compliance from the masses (Gramsci 1971). Although Lukes’s extension
of the concept of power considers “the socially structured and culturally patterned
behaviour of groups and practices of institutions” (2005: 22), like the concept of hegemony,
this view leans towards elitist tendencies. In a similar vein of realist/neo-realist
understandings of power, Lukes’s view places ultimate power exclusively in the hands of
the dominant actor, and severely minimises if not wholly excludes the possibility of
reciprocal behaviour from a weaker and or ‘dominated’ actor.

Such notions of power should not be discarded altogether however. Certainly, it is
important to consider that structural limitations are in place when actors interact with one
another. Structural power is in fact not necessarily inconsistent with other notions of power;
it merely presents an alternative approach to the concept. What is particularly interesting in
constructivist discussions on power is their emphasis on the need for broadening the
concept to include both rationalist and constructivist interpretations. Lukes’ three-

dimensions of power illustrate such an attempt at a more comprehensive concept,’ so too

* For a game theoretic discussion on ‘power to’ versus ‘power over’ see Dowding (1996: 1-18).
¢ See also Gill and Law (1988), who distinguish between three dimensions of power: overt, covert, and
structural.
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does Barnet and Duvall’s (2005) distribution of power into four categories.” They
essentially argue that power comes in multiple forms, yet not enough has been done to
integrate these forms into a more complete framework. In advocating the building of
bridges between different theoretical approaches, they discourage discarding one
framework in favour of another, in that each offers valuable insight into the concept of

power (Barnet and Duvall 2005: 43-45; 67-69).
3 Definitions and indicators

Power is much more complex than the capability to use force effectively or the possession
of resources. As shown by the occasional negotiating successes of the weak vis-a-vis the
strong, power is inherently a multifaceted concept. It is therefore vital to ask, in any
empirical research considering relations between the weak and the strong, not just whether
asymmetry exists, but also what kinds of asymmetries exist between the parties and to what
extent these determine how power is employed vis-a-vis one another. Certainly if power is
indeed bound to the context and relations in which it is exercised and to each actor’s
perception of objective reality and of one another, asymmetry becomes a much more
intricate process requiring more in-depth analyses. Nevertheless, the structural constraints
operating in relations between traditionally weak and strong actors should by no means be
obscured either (e.g. structural power, or the Lukes’s ‘third dimension of power’). It is
therefore vital to recognise that power may be exercised in a more implicit manner through
nondecision and agenda-setting, and furthermore that the entire structure of international
relations may indeed partially operate according to structural understandings of power
based on both tangible and intangible structural factors. While this study offers a more
empirical investigation on power relations, it nonetheless theoretically engages with the
concepts of power cited above by emphasising the contextual, relational, and perceptive

nature of power and how this shapes an actor’s ability to exercise leverage and control.
3.1 Power

In this thesis, power is characterised as operating through an interactive, dynamic,

and intersubj ective process in which contextual factors help to determine the process and

7 «“The first type is power as relations of interaction or direct control by one actor over another— Compulsory
Power; the second is the control actors exercise indirectly over others through diffuse relations of
interaction—Institutional Power; the third is the constitution of subjects' capacities in direct structural relation
to one another— Structural Power; and the fourth is the socially diffuse production of subjectivity in systems
of meaning and signification—Productive Power” (Barnett and Duvall 2005: 43).
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outcome of relations between weak and strong actors. It is interactive because power works
as a relation between two or more actors, in which reciprocal rather than unilateral
behaviour and learning occurs. This does not imply that relations between two or more
actors necessarily exhibit power symmetry, but it does assert that each actor benefits from
some sort of power, even if that merely entails the power to leave a relationship (Habeeb
1988: 16). Power is a dynamic, not a static, concept. The process in which it is employed
constitutes “changes in the actor’s positions, values, attitudes, objectives and expectations”
(Ibid.: 14), eventually leading to a particular outcome. Power cannot be understood as a
given, but as a factor of the context in which relations take place. Lastly, power is
intersubjective in that an actor’s perceptions of its own power and that of others determine
how it shapes its interests and demands (Wendt 1992: 396; Zartman and Rubin 2000: 13-
14). This takes account of how an actor’s preferences are formed within the relationship, as
well as determined through the larger structural environment (Hopf 1998: 175). Thus an
actor’s preferences, interests and demands shape both the process and outcome of power
relations, while the contextual environment may constrain or facilitate power. Both the
agent and the structure affect and shape the process and outcome of relations.

Power, when it is employed, can be equated with leverage through pressure and
persuasion (Zartman 2008: 101), but also through coercion and non-compliance. The other
dimensions of power which is also important to consider in relations between weak and
strong actors, is the power to maintain autonomy or exert control or ownership. These

terms are further discussed below.
3.2 Leverage and influence

As has been demonstrated above, understanding power in material terms limits
explanations for situations in which weakness can actually be turned into strength when
there is asymmetry in structural power between actors. It is therefore more practical to
consider not just an actor’s power in se, but rather how effectively power can be turned into
instances of leverage and influence. Leverage refers to the ability of an actor to reach its
preferences and interests vis-a-vis another actor by placing its interests and preferences on
the political agenda; by getting the other actor to take its demands and concerns seriously
(i.e. opinions, criticisms, and demands are seen as legitimate and valid); and modifying or
shifting others’ behaviour, choices, decisions, or preferences. The exercise of leverage can
be seen as successful when items of interest are placed on the EU’s agenda or incorporated

in the EU’s strategy towards the country, where it did not previously do so and when the
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EU begins to seriously consider the other actor’s preferences because it cannot afford to
ignore these (e.g. the country is considered a ‘voice to be reckoned with’). An actor can be
seen as successful in exercising leverage when it can use its power, whether real and/or
perceived, to reach its preferred outcome. This can be considered synonymous with
influence, which refers to the ability to induce changes in behaviour or preferences without
necessarily possessing the relevant authority to do so and without the use of force or
coercion (Berenskoetter 2007: 5).% In the context of negotiations, leverage and influence are
often equated with terms such as bargaining power, bargaining strength, or negotiating.
capital,’ and indeed these terms can be used interchangeably to express a situation in which
one party has the capacity to produce a shift or change in another actor’s position or
preferences, is successful in shaping the agenda, or influences behaviour.

Leverage and influence are exercised through the use of tactics and instruments such
as persuasion, pressure, coercion, and behaviour which affect actors’ perceptions of one
another, and which in turn, shape and define (and re-shape and re-define) actors’ strategies,
positions, and preferences vis-a-vis one another. In the absence of structural resources with
which to coerce, persuasion can be used as a means to induce a voluntary change or shift
through social interaction or through offering incentives and/or side payments for
- compliance. Thus persuasion is both “a process of convincing someone through argument -
and principled debate” (Checkel 2002: 1), and an offer of structural resources or support in
exchange for a change in position or preferences. Pressure and coercion instead involve the
use of conditionalities, restrictive measures and even punitive action in order to ensure an
induced change or shift in position. In this case, leverage is exercised because one party has
the means and ability to impose and/or force another actor to consider and accept its
preferences because of the high costs associated with not doing so. Thus, when a situation
arises in which a party is unwilling to comply, the use of a threat by an opponent will
increase the cost of non-compliance, potentially leading to failed agreement. In sum, both
persuasion and coercion are meant to alter the gains or losses the other party is able to

conjure from a negotiated outcome (Hopmann 1998).

® For example, Mokken and Stokman define influence as “the capacity of actors to determine (partly) the
actions or choices of other actors within the set of action or choice alternatives available to those actors,”
(1976: 37; see also Morriss 2002). Power, on the other hand, is defined as “the capacity of actors to fix or
change (completely or partially) a set of action alternatives or choice alternatives for other actors” (/bid.), thus
encompassing notions of power both as a possession and as agenda-setting.

® For example, Meunier defines bargaining power as “the ability of a negotiating actor to obtain the best
possible deal in the negotiation, that is, to obtain the most from its opponent while conceding the least, other
things being equal” (2000: 104). Whitfield and Fraser define negotiating capital as “the leverage that a
negotiator is able to derive from [certain] structural conditions” (2008a: 39).

45



Leverage can also be exercised through certain types of behaviour. In the case of
interactions between weak and strong actors, an actor’s decision to act compliantly or non-
compliantly affects its negotiating position and the perceptions held of that actor. This in
turn, will affect the leverage it can exercise in attempting to reach its preferences vis-a-vis
the other actor. Compliance is found in the willingness to concede to the preferences and
demands made by another actor. Thus compliance necessarily entails that the other actor
has been more successful in exercising leverage, because it has convincingly ensured either
a change in position or secured the status quo from the other party. This is not to say that
compliance is necessarily undesired, it merely indicates that compliance is an indicator of
bargaining strength of one actor over another.'® Leverage, however, can be exercised
through non-compliant behaviour, when this produces a change or shift in the other actor’s
position or even creates stalemate in negotiations between weak and strong parties. Non-
compliance entails éxpressing dissatisfaction with the terms and conditions of the
relationship; resisting intimidation or coercion by a structurally stronger actor, and its
potential capability to employ threats or punishments; refusal to comply with the other
actor’s demands which could potentially lead to the disintegration of the relationship. Non-
compliance may also be manifested through public voice or criticism, terminating a
relationship or refusing to negotiate as a form of protest, or seeking alternative partnerships

or agreements.
3.3 Control and ownership

A second dimension of power is found in an actor’s ability to maintain control,
autonomy, or exert ownership over policy processes and outcomes. An actor can be
considered to have control if it is able to maintain independence in determining its own
policies and strategies in relations with other actors. This means that an actor is free, or at
least relatively free, and perceives itself as such, to formulate and pursue strategies and
policy preferences and implement policy outcomes without interference from outsiders,
without necessarily pleasing external actors, or without having to compromise or
accommodate the interests of others in order to reach its preferences and goals. In this
sense, power does not mean the ability to influence others to accept your preferences, or the
ability to produce a shift or change, but rather it refers to the ability to circumvent outside

influence in the formulation of strategies and preferences, and the implementation of

' Consider for example, that according to Whitfield, recipient countries which adopt a strategy of compliance
in aid negotiations with donors, “start by recognizing the chronic subordination of the recipient state, and by
doing so, they undermine the country’s own negotiating strength, perpetuating weakness” (2008: 21).
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outcomes, in the first place. Furthermore, in the context of relations between weak and
strong actors, power as control or autonomy is often synonymous with ownership, and in
fact, also in this thesis, these terms are used interchangeably.11

Control involves the ability to identify an actor’s own priorities and interests in
relations with external actors, establishing and relying on a country’s own systems and
frameworks for cooperation with external actors, a willingness to negotiate and cooperate
according to the weaker country’s terms and preferences and to forego cooperation should
this not be the case, and lastly, the ability and willingness to initiate and implement policy
processes formulated with the country’s own interests and preferences in mind. In
establishing the extent to which weaker countries have or have not been able to maintain
control or ownership in evident situations of structural power asymmetry, it is thus
necessary to distinguish between the objectives and goals of the actors concerned in order
to be able recognise when a weak country can control policy processes and outcomes.
Furthermore, in assessing whether weaker actors have or have not been able to maintain
control in relations with stronger actors, it must be established whether processes and
outcomes have been decided by the weaker actor without considering the stronger actor’s
preferences; whether processes and outcomes are the result of a compromise or consensus
between the actors; or if processes and outcomes are imposed by outsiders and accepted
reluctantly by weaker actors despite d.iffering preferences, but as a necessary price to pay to
reach a certain outcome (see Whitfield and Fraser 2008: 4).

This section has provided a more nuanced definition of power and explained how this
is linked to the exercise of leverage and the maintenance of control vis-a-vis stronger
actors. So how then, does this more nuanced understanding of power and the exercise of it
actually apply to relations between stronger and weaker actors? In other words, what are
some of the possible explanations for weaker actor leverage and ownership? The following
section provides some theoretically and empirically driven hypotheses of how these notions

might play out in the EU’s relations with African countries.
4 Hypotheses
Based upon the conceptualisation of power as operating through an interactive, dynamic,

and intersubjective process in which contextual factors create conditions under which

actors can exercise leverage and control, and given the gaps in the literature on EU-Africa

"' For example, in their analysis of the strategies African government’s have adopted in aid negotiations,
Whitfield and Fraser define ownership as, “the degree of control recipient governments are able to exercise
over policy design and implementation” (2008: 4).
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relations and conceptualising EU ‘actorness’ in foreign policy, it is now possible to
formulate some theoretically and empirically-informed hypotheses regarding the conditions
under which weaker actors, in this case African countries, are able to exercise leverage vis-

a-vis stronger actors, in this case the EU.
4.1 Perceptions

Following the conceptualisation of power as a perceived relation, and based upon
the need to consider more closely outsiders perceptions of the EU as a foreign policy actor,
it is assumed that the way in which an actor perceives its own power as opposed to that of
others, as well as how it perceives the other actor’s power as opposed to its own, will affect
the exercise of leverage, and to a lesser extent, control (Tables 1.1. and 1.2 at the end of this
chapter summarise the assumptions and hypotheses regarding perceptions). Whose
perceptions are important in shaping strategies? This thesis will mainly concentrate on the
perceptions that African policy-makers and negotiators hold of the EU and of their own
capabilities, as well as the perceptions held by high-level political actors, such as Heads of
State and relevant Ministers. While the perceptions of this first set of actors will be

, determined by in-depth interviews, as described in the introduction, the perceptions of the
second set of actors is determined mostly by the type of responses and discourse they have
expressed regarding relations with the EU. While it is recognised that this may not
accurately reflect these actors’ true perception of the EU, their public statements and views
can be seen as representing the countries” overall approaches and strategies in dealing with
the EU.

Perceptions affect leverage to the extent that they significantly influence the
strategies and policy preferences that actors will adopt vis-a-vis one another. To a lesser
extent, they also affect control in terms of whether a weaker actor sees the stronger actor’s
influence as necessarily contributing in a positive or negative manner to the formulation of
strategies and policies, and in terms of whether the actor is willing or not to forego
cooperation with the stronger party. Therefore, although the EU may possess power, if it is
seen as unable to convert this power into bargaining strength or influence, this affects the
other actor’s perception of the EU’s ability to reach its preferences in relations with other
actors. Conversely, it is also important to consider how the weaker actor perceives of its
own power vis-a-vis the EU. If the weaker actor perceives its own capabilities and abilities

as a source of bargaining strength or if it is ideologically inclined to maintain ownership,
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for example, it is likely to affect the intensity or the confidence with which it will pursue its
strategies and demands. Perceptions are shaped in three ways:

Firstly, they are shaped by objective reality, or the possession of structural
resources an actor has. Indeed, as Zartman and Rubin (2000) have noted, perceived power
is partially based on the realities of what each actor concretely possesses. In relations with
Africa, this would imply that perceptions of the EU’s power are shaped by its financial and
economic strength in development and trade. At the very basic level, economic and
financial differences between the EU and Africa define the structural power asymmetry
between the parties, in that the EU is wealthier than African countries, and therefore the
power of the purse means the EU is the ultimate decision-maker with regards to how much
aid it is willing to allocate or how many trade preferences it is willing to concede.
Furthermore, perceptions of the EU’s economic and even political strengths influence the
weaker actor’s behaviour and strategies, because it raises expectations of what the stronger
actor is capable of and how it should behave (Hill 1993; Tsuruoka 2008, 2004). Differences
in wealth therefore shape the basic structural environment and affect weak countries’
perceptions of the EU’s potential to use power or influence. In this sense, African countries
are likely to perceive the EU as a more powerful actor and one with which cooperation is
necessary given their marginal and weak position.

Secondly, perceptions are shaped by external actions and the effectiveness and
impact of these actions. Therefore, what the EU actually does in Africa, the way it does it,
and how much impact this actually has is important in shaping other actors’ perceptions of
the EU’s capability to translate its rhetoric into action or its structural resources into
bargaining power. If the EU is perceived to be inconsistent or even incapable of negotiating
or implementing policies according to its claims this is likely to affect actors’ perceptions
of the EU’s ability to exercise power. In this sense, while the EU may raise external actors’
expectations in terms of what it is structurally capable of, the inability to meet those
expectations due to constraints or even unwillingness can considerably affect perceptions
(Hill 1993; Tsuruoka 2008, 2004). In analysing power relations between weak and strong
parties, it is therefore crucial to identify both parties’ capacities and constraints in
conducting relations with one another, for it is the perception of these capacities and
constraints which shapes their consequent strategies vis-a-vis one another.

There are four ways in which the EU’s actions are posited to affect countries’
perceptions of it. First, in terms of the employment of the resources and expertise necessary
to implement its policies in other countries: if the EU is unable to convert its rhetoric into

practise because it lacks, or is unwilling to employ, the resources necessary, this is likely to
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weaken its effectiveness abroad and will consequently lower countries’ expectations and
affect their perceptions of the EU negatively. This may lead to less willingness to cooperate
(non-compliance) and/or more conflictual strategies for reaching preferences. Conversely,
if the EU is seen as capable, experienced, and ‘putting its money where its mouth is’, thus
meeting and perhaps increasing countries’ expectations, this will positively affect their
perceptions. This may lead to more likelihood to cooperate (compliance) with the EU
and/or a more consensual strategy for reaching preferences.

Second, in terms of its image as a united or divided actor or in terms of coherence
between the Commission and the Council/Member States in employing policies abroad:
when there is inconsistency or incoherency in the position or- actions of the Member
States/Council and those of the Commission, it negatively affects the EU’s position as a
single unitary actor. When the EU is perceived as divided, other actors may attempt to seek
out either interlocutors or actors within 'the EU that are more sympathetic to their position
thus facilitating leverage. Yet Elgstrém (2005) and Forwood (2001) have argued that in its
relations with weaker actors (especially the ACP), the EU tends to present itself as a strong
and unitary actor, which makes challenging the EU’s position difficult for such actors
(Elgstrom 2005: 184, 187). In addition to the above proposition, it is also posited therefore
that if the EU is perceived as united in its position, or as ‘speaking with one voice’, it
. positively affects other actors’ perceptions of the EU’s ability to act consistently,
coherently, and united. This strengthens the EU’s position and will make other actor’s less
likely to successfully exercise leverage or control. Thus, “EU unity contributes to the
perceived power of the Union” (Elgstrém 2007: 950).

Third, divergence or incoherence between various EU policies, and coordination
amongst the different areas of competence also affects other actors’ perceptions of the EU’s
capacity to engage with them. Thus, “if one negotiating party does not accept the
proclaimed self-image of its opponent, or sees it as inconsistent with the actual behaviour
of that actor, it will doubt the sincerity and credibility of the actor and hesitate to agree to
its proposal” (Elgstrém 2008: 12). If the EU is perceived as being inconsistent and/or
incoherent in translating policy rhetoric into meaningful and impactful actions, than
countries will be more likely to lower their expectations of the EU, and in turn adopt
strategies that more closely assert their own preferences, which might be conflictual with
the EU’s policy préferences, or they may just be less willing to cooperate with the EU. If a
country views the EU as necessarily powerful or influential, it is more likely to devise a

strategy that might be consensual with the EU’s strategy or policy preferences.

50



Fourth, and related to the above point, the EU’s actions in Africa are often said to
serve a wider purpose of establishing the EU as a relevant foreign policy actor. In this
sense, the EU uses its policies and actions in Africa not merely as instruments for securing
cooperation in development, trade and migration (see Chapter 2, 4, and 6), but also, in
order reach wider political and strategic objectives such as establishing itself as a relevant
power in the world and confirming and strengthening its ‘actorness’ (Crawford 2007; Olsen
2002, 2004, 2005; Keukeleire and MacNaughtan 2008: 12; Arts and Dickson 2004,
Holland 2002). The fact that the EU often uses its policies and actions in Africa to achieve
broader goals such as legitimising its role as a foreign policy actor, affects the way in which
it conducts its relations with others, because if a certain policy, negotiation, or country, is
seen as particularly beneficial to strengthening the EU’s role, the costs of failure to find
agreement or to establish good relations can be high for the EU. In this sense, it is posited
that perceptions of the EU’s willingness, urgency, and/or need to find agreement with the
weaker party, the extent to which it is dependent on a negotiated solution, and/or has
interests in establishing good relations with a weaker actor, can be used as a source of
bargaining strength for the weaker party, provided they are aware of these constraints.2
The EU’s use of its relations, actions, and policies vis-a-vis weaker countries to achieve
wider political and strategic objectives can raise the costs of failure, non-compliance, or
non-implementation for the EU. In this sense, the EU is, to sbme extent, constrained by its
wider policy interests and goals to project itself and to be seen as a relevant and powerful
political actor. If the EU is perceived as not constrained by its interests, or if the weaker
actor is unaware of these constraints, it will be less likely to formulate a non-compliant
strategy and exercise leverage vis-a-vis the EU. If the EU is perceived as constrained by its
interests, the weaker actor will be more likely to devise a strategy in which it can expose
these constraints and exercise leverage in finding agreement or influencing the agenda.

Finally, perceptions are shaped by the larger international and domestic context in
which relations take place. This point is particularly crucial, because it brings the
discussion back to the importance of accounting for the contextual nature of power. In this
sense, historical, socio-economic, political and cultural factors contribute to the way in

which actors perceive one another and consequently the power they are able to exert vis-a-

12 For example, in bilateral negotiations on aid conditionality between Indonesia and the US, structurally
much weaker Indonesia was able to exercise leverage vis-a-vis a structurally stronger US partially because of
its awareness of what consequences failed agreement would have for securing the US’s position as a
hegemon. According to Kivimaki, “because of its dependence on abstract strategic concemns and on the
legitimacy of its position, the United States had to abandon many of its self-interests” (2000: 75). The US’s
need to find a compromised solution to aid negotiations, provided Indonesia with bargaining strength when it
threatened to shift relations towards the Communist camp, unless a negotiated agreement to the conditionality
surrounding much-needed US’s aid allocations could be found (see also Kivimaki 2003).
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vis one another. Importantly, these factors are not necessarily under the direct control or
influence of the actors, but instead are elements of the larger contextual environment in
which relations between the EU and Africa operate. Contextual factors help to determine
firstly how the countries perceive the EU and secondly how they perceive their own
capabilities to exercise leverage and maintaining control vis-a-vis the EU, and how these
will in turn translate in to the confidence and willingness to pursue strategies and demands
vis-a-vis a stronger actor. Importantly, a weak actor’s ability to exercise leverage or
maintain control vis-a-vis the EU, is determined by the extent to which its perceptions of
the EU’s and of its own power and the context in which these relations operate, provide the
country with the confidence to translate its strategies into an asset it can deploy in meeting
its preferences and demands.

Although this thesis examines relations between the EU and African countries in a
relatively short time period, namely since the Cotonou Agreement of 2000, the historical
legacy between the EU and these countries affects not only the way in which the parties are
likely to perceive one another, but furthermore, also contributes to the formulation of
strategies, approaches and preferences in negotiating with one another. The way in which
African countries choose to negotiate and formulate their strategies vis-a-vis the EU is
influenced by their historical experience in dealing with the EU as a development actor, as
a trading partner and more recently as a foreign policy actor. In addition to the countries’
historical experiences in dealing with the EU, the historical legacy of the countries’
relationship to EU Member States, by way of their colonial past as well as the presence of
Member States as bilateral development and foreign policy actors in the countries also
contributes to shaping perceptions of the EU. Before advancing the discussion, some words
must first be said about these historical factors in the specific case of Senegal and Ghana’s
relations with the EU. Although the historical relations between the countries and the EU or
the Member States are not explored in detail in the following chapters, it is nevertheless
important to outline how history might contribute to shaping the actors perceptions of the
EU.

Senegal is historically closely tied to France, with links between the two countries
dating back more than three centuries. Senegal was France’s oldest colony in sub-Saharan
Africa, and the two countries have up until very recently maintained the close ties
developed during the colonial period since political independence in 1960. Thishasledtoa
“special relationship” in which France has been intimately involved in Senegalese affairs,
while Senegal used its status as a strategic francophone country to solidify its important

status in the region and in francophone Africa (Chafer 2007). In recent years however,
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unsatisfied with the level of developmental and economic progress that its relationship with
France has brought the country, Senegal has begun to diversify its relations away from its
traditional partner towards other international partners such as the US and the UK, but also
Arab states, China, and India. On the one hand, therefore, Senegal has based its
expectations and interactions with the EU on its previous experiences in dealing with
France. On the other hand however, Senegal’s increasing interest in expanding its relations
with alternative actors also has important implications for the extent to which it is willing to
~ assert ownership and control in relations with external partners.

In Ghana, the historical ties to its former colonial power, the UK, are not nearly as
strong as Senegal’s ties to France. In fact, it has been mostly other actors such as the World
Bank and the IMF that have influenced and shaped Ghana’s understanding and perceptions
of other foreign policy actors. Upon independence, Ghana began to face almost immediate
economic decline, which eventually led it to pursue reform arrangements with international
financial institutions (IFIs). Although the IMF was politically unpopular in the 1960s and
1970s, in the 1980s the government of Jerry Rawlings actively pursued its relations with
the IMF and the World Bank through the Economic Recovery Programme. As argued by
Whitfield and Jones (2008), it is mainly Ghana’s intimate relations with these financial
institutions, and not so much its former colonial master, that have shaped the government’s
understandings and expectations in conducting relations with foreign actors. Indeed, “the
IMF and World Bank became the most important architects of Ghana’s economic strategy
and policies” (Whitfield and Jones 2008: 190). In this regard, other external actors, and
especially, other donors such as the EU, the UK, and other Member States are merely
considered one amongst the many international actors present in Ghana. Ghana’s intimate
relations with financial institutions and its relatively ‘normal’ relations with other bilateral
and multilateral actors have created a different historical setting in Ghana than in Senegal,
which as will be demonstrated in the following chapters has influenced the strategies it
adopts towards the EU, which have been mostly in line with the overall approach the

country adopts towards external actors in general.
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Table 1.1: Summary of assumptions on perceptions

1.

Assumption 1
The way in which an actor perceives its own power as opposed to that of others, as
well as how it perceives the other actor’s power as opposed to its own, will affect
the exercise of leverage and control.

Assumption 2

Perceptions are shaped by:

objective reality, or the possession of structural resources an actor has;

2. external actions and the effectiveness and impact of these actions;

3.

the larger international and domestic context in which relations take place.

Table 1.2: Summary of hypotheses on perceptions

Hypothesis 1

Based on perceptions of structural power, weaker actors are likely to perceive the
EU as a more powerful actor and one with which cooperation is necessary given
their marginal and weak position.

Hypotheses 2a

If the EU is unable to convert its rhetoric into practise because it lacks, or is
unwilling to employ, the resources necessary, this is likely to weaken its
effectiveness abroad and will consequently lower countries’ expectations and affect
their perceptions of the EU negatively. This may lead to less willingness to
cooperate (non-compliance) and/or more conflictual strategies for reaching
preferences. ’

If the EU is seen as capable, experienced, and ‘putting its money where its mouth
is’, thus meeting and increasing countries’ expectations, this will positively affect
their perceptions. This may lead to more likelihood to cooperate (compliance) with
the EU and/or adopt a more consensual strategy for reaching preferences.

Hypotheses 2b

If the EU is inconsistent or incoherent in the position or actions (between the
Member States/Council and the Commission), it negatively affects other actors
perceptions of the EU as a single unitary actor and its capacity to act accordingly.
Divisions within the EU may allow weaker actors to seek out interlocutors or
actors with which to exercise leverage or control.
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Hypotheses 2b continued

If the EU is united in its position, or ‘speaks with one voice’, it positively affects
other actors perceptions of the EU as a single unitary actor and its capacity to act
accordingly. Unity amongst the EU will make weaker actors less likely and able to
exercise leverage and control.

Hypotheses 2¢

Divergence or incoherence between EU policies, and lack of coordination amongst
the different areas of competence, is likely to negatively affect weaker actors’
perceptions of the EU’s capacity to engage with them. This may lead to less
willingness to cooperate (non-compliance) and/or more conflictual strategies for
reaching preferences.

If a weaker actor views the EU as powerful, capable, or influential, it is more likely
to cooperate (compliance) with the EU and/or adopt a more consensual strategy for
reaching preferences. -

Hypotheses 2d

The EU’s use of its relations, actions, and policies vis-a-vis weaker countries to
achieve wider political and strategic objectives can raise the costs of failure, non-
compliance, or non-implementation. If the EU is perceived as not constrained by its
wider interests, or if the weaker actor is unaware of these constraints, it will be less
likely to formulate a non-compliant strategy and exercise leverage and control.

If the EU is perceived as constrained by its wider interests, the weaker actor will be
more likely to devise a strategy in which it can expose these constraints and
exercise leverage and control in finding agreement or influencing the agenda.

4.2 Contextual factors constraining and favouring leverage and control

Perceptions alone cannot entirely explain weaker actor leverage, however.
Perceptions are important, but they cannot on their own determine success or failure in
exercising leverage and control. Indeed, this is where the contextual factors in power
become fundamental to consider in explaining weaker actor leverage and control in a
situation of power asymmetry. For it is the contextual environment of relations between
weaker and stronger actors which creates the conditions under which preferences and
strategies adopted can translate into successful outcomes vis-a-vis stronger actors. In this
regard, in analysing leverage in relations between weaker and strénger actors, it is
important to take account of “the ever-changing global and national economic, political,
ideological, and institutional context within which donor and recipient define their

preferences and select their strategies” (Whitfield and Fraser 2008: 39). On the one hand,
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although the structural differences between actors cannot “determine the outcome of any
negotiation in a mechanistic sense”, they create both constraints and opportunities for the
actors “in deciding what they think can be achieved ... and which resources to draw on to
make their case in a way that compels the other to consider their preferences seriously”
(Whitfield and Fraser: 39). On the other hand, the context in which the weak and strong
conduct relations has a determining effect on the process and outcomes of their
interactions. To this extent, preferences are shaped and strategies are chosen “in the context
of given structural conditions and how it [the actor] decides those conditions can be
deployed in negotiations to meet its objectives” (/bid.: 39). Based upon previous literature
on negotiations between the weak and the strong, and on contextual and structural
understandings of power, four main categories of factors affecting the conditions under
which weaker countries are either constrained or able to effectively reach their preferences
and shape outcomes in relations with stronger actors can be identified: institutional,
economic, strategic, and political/ideological (Tables 1.3. and 1.4 at the end of this chapter
summarise the factors constraining and favouring leverage). The way in which these factors
are expected to facilitate or constrain weaker actor leverage and control is here further

explored.
4.2.1 Institutional factors

The actual institutional capacity of African countries to negotiate with the EU is an
important element in determining the extent of their success in exercising leverage and
control. Institutional factors are particularly relevant, because in addition to the economic
disparities that create power asymmetry between African countries and the EU, a country’s
institutional capabilities to develop strategies, to negotiate with external actors, and to
actually implement policies contributes signiﬁcahtly to structural weaknesses or strengths
which constrain or favour an actor’s ability to exercise leverage and control. Institutional
factors which constrain leverage and control include: a lack of or limitations in the capacity
to formulate and implement strategies (strategies are formulated exclusively by external
actors or mainly in accordance with the preferences of external actors; government input
and the incorporation of their own preferences is limited); a lack of or limitations in
expertise (officials have not received the training necessary to carry out their tasks; are .
unaware or misunderstand how the external actor functions; have little or no experience in
a particular policy field), a lack of or limitations in human and technical resources,

(officials are overburdened and overwhelmed by complex and excessive administrative
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procedures; lack the necessary assistance to carry out their tasks; have inadequate access to
equipment or research to formulate and implement strategies); a lack of or limitations in
negotiating experience or the presence of weak institutional memory (little, no, or
unsuccessful negotiating experience in a particular policy field; little or no training in
negotiation skills; a high turnover rate of officials); and weak government administrative
and management systems and frameworks (the implementation of external actors’ policies
bypasses government administrative and management structures). Therefore, although
African governments may have the political will to determine their own policies and
preferences, they may be significantly constrained by several institutional factors that
-weaken their position vis-a-vis stronger actors."

At the same time, there are other institutional facfors which favour a country’s
ability to exercise leverage and control in relations with external actors. Factors which can
strengthen the abiiity to exercise leverage and control include: a capacity for strategy
formulation based on prior negotiating experience or based on the presence of strong
technical expertise (officials have participated, often successfully, in similar negotiations;
have received the necessary training in negotiation skills); the presence of capable human
and technical resources (officials are provided with the necessary assistance in fulfilling
their tasks and goals; have received necessary and proper training; are not overburdened by
the amount and complexity of administrative procedures required to manage external
actors); and strong country management systems and frameworks exist (country systems
and frameworks are initiated and implemented by the government; the government insists
on the use of country-owned frameworks; external actors rely on country frameworks and
do not bypass the government in negotiating and implementing their strategies and
policies). Therefore, although weaker countries might be severely constrained in
implementing their policy preferences, they nevertheless may demonstrate a willingness
and capacity to at least formulate strategies and maintain ownership over their policy

preferences.

" For example, in aid negotiations, Briutigam and Botchwey (1999; see also Moss ef al. 2006) have
demonstrated that although for a few select countries high levels of aid have actually assisted in establishing a
strong local capacity to manage aid and donors, for most countries aid dependence tends to impose high
transaction costs on the government, leading to donors by-passing the government in the execution of projects
and programmes, weakening capacity and ownership on the part of the government, creating revenue
instability and fragmented budgets, lowering the incentive to rely on alternative resources for financing
development, and undermining transparency, accountability and democratic decision-making. Chisala (2006)
has also identified the main institutional features of aid dependency as constituting an excessive number of
projects and programmes relative to the country’s capacity to absorb incoming aid, thus welghmg down
institutions which are already weakened by a lack of financing or trained expertise.
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4.2.2 Economic factors

The economic conditions facing African countries also impact on the extent to
which they can exercise leverage and control. At the very basic level, economic conditions
largely define power asymmetry, in that the stronger actor is usually wealthier than the
weaker actor, and therefore it decides, for example, how much financial assistance it is
willing to allocate in aid negotiations, how much market access it is willing to grant in trade
negotiations, or how much labour access or financial assistance it will allow in migration
negotiations. Differences in wealth shape the basic structural environment in which the
parties formulate their preferences and strategies, yet these do not necessarily determine
outcomes. Indeed, other economic factors also condition the exercise of leverage and
control in EU-Africa relations.

A country’s financial and trade dependence on the EU plays an important part in
determining the extent to which it can exercise leverage and control. A country which does
not depend entirely on EU aid to finance its developmental objectives or is not entirely
dependent on preferential access to the EU market, and can draw upon other sources of
financing such as foreign or domestic investments, migrant remittances, resource capital,
etc. or alternative trading partners, and therefore has more room for manoeuvre.'* Instead, a
highly aid- and trade-dependent country is more constrained by its continual need to
finance and meet its development goals through EU aid and trade, and is therefore less
likely to refuse aid and trade preferences altogether or even to put forward its own
preferences, in order not to risk foregoing aid and trade offers. 15 At the same time, financial
or economic dependence does not necessarily imply that weaker governments have no
room for manoeuvre vis-a-vis stronger external actors. For one, recipient countries which
receive aid from many donors, may be able to play external actors against each other and
are therefore more likely to be able to secure their own preferences. At the same time,
where donor coordination efforts are extensive and effective, this may also imply that “in
so far as donors take common policy positions or push funds through one common pool,

this can reduce recipient-government bargaining power” (Whitfield and Fraser: 40).

' For example, in Botswana revenue from diamond mining and sound macroeconomic policies which
generated sustained economic growth have allowed the government to become less dependent on foreign aid
and gave it additional leverage in aid negotiations, by being able to refuse aid which did not meet the
government’s own terms (Maipose 2008; Land 2002).

" Indeed, the main findings to come out of a comprehensive comparative case studies of African strategies
used in aid negotiations suggests that the key factor distinguishing more or less successful negotiating
strategies (success being the extent of government control over negotiation outcomes) is a government’s
confidence that its strategies will not lead to the loss of aid (Whitfield 2008).
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Another important economic factor to consider is the presence or the pursuit of
alternative trading partners. In increasing trade and economic links with non-traditional aid
and trade partners such as China, for example, governments may be provided not only with
an alternative source of funding, but also with an element of leverage in negotiating the
terms and conditions of aid and trade agreements with established donors such as the EU
(Alden 2007; Whitfield and Fraser: 40; Whitfield 2008: 347-348; Whitfield 2008a: 364-
365). Therefore, the ability or willingness of a country to forego cooperation, or risk the
consequences of non- or limited cooperation is an important element in determining the
success of leverage and control. In this sense, it is posited that the presence of alternatives
~ (resources, trading partners, or cooperation frameworks) can give the country the
confidence either to bypass relations with the EU, or to project stronger control by putting

forward its preferences on its own terms.
4.2.3 Strategic factors

Strategic factors too create increased opportunities for African countries to exercise
leverage and control vis-a-vis the EU.!® The strategic importance of a given country is -
determined firstly by its economic position, in terms of economic or commercial interests it
provides for the EU (including the presence of highly-demanded or lucrative natural
resources; investment opportunities; an influential player in international trade fora;
openness to and facilitation to international trade; good infrastructure). Secondly, it is
determined by its geographic position vis-a-vis the EU, in terms of its importance for
example, as a migrant-sending country (the physical access its location provides for
migrants coming to the EU), or in terms of trading opportunities (a country’s vicinity to the
EU and the access it provides to other countries or regions). Lastly, strategic importance is
found in a country’s ability to define itself and convince the EU of its status as a ‘success
story’, by, for instance, undertaking macroeconomic reforms, generating economic growth,
promoting democracy, human rights and the rule of law, or acting as a regional leader in

the promotion of regional integration, conflict resolution, or crisis management.'” For

'8 For example, the strategic importance of a country like Ethiopia, positioned as a Western ally in the Horn of
Africa, has given the government additional negotiating room especially vis-a-vis a donor such as the U.S.,
which has particular interests in maintaining stability in a fragile region (Furtado and James Smith 2008; The
Economist 2007).

' For example, according to Rocha Menocal and Mulley (2006) good economic management and sound
macroeconomic policies, as well as a willingness to undertake reforms tend to favour the creation and
maintenance of good donor-recipient relations. During aid negotiations therefore, recipients may refer to a
sound economic performance track-record in order to convince donors to meet their preferences. Indeed, for
many donors, strong macroeconomic policies and the undertaking of reforms are often a condition for aid
allocations and disbursements, and where a recipient does indeed demonstrate success or at least a willingness
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example, in the aid field, strategic considerations may lead to some countries becoming ‘aid
darlings’, namely countries with a high proliferation of donors and high aid allocations
because of favourable conditions or efforts undertaken by the government in the eyes of the
donors (Whitfield and Fraser: 41; Whitfield 2008: 341; Harrison et al. 2008; Rocha
Menocal and Mulley 2006). In other words, a country’s strategic importance as a ‘success
story’ is determined by the extent to which its politics and policy actions ‘fit” with the EU’s
stated norms and preferences for conducting relations with such countries. Indicators for a
country constructing itself as a ‘success story’ include the presence of many donors or
external actors; reference by external actors to the country’s success in order to showcase
successful examples of their interventions; and the extent to which its actions are seen as
effective and relevant by other regional and international actors.

An important caveat needs to be pointed out here. Countries are considered ‘success
stories’ for ‘policy’ and ‘political’ reasons, and this affects the extent to which they are able
to exercise leverage and control vis-a-vis external actors. A country which is considered a
success story for ‘policy reasons’, because of, for example, its willingness and success in
enacting donor-imposed reforms or a good record of democracy and rule of law, is less
likely to successfully exercise leverage as opposed to a country which is considered a
success story for ‘political reasons’, based on, for example, its influential or critical
position and role on the international, continental, and regional scene (Whitfield 2008: 341;
Whitfield and Fraser 2008a: 41). Thus while ‘aid darlings’ may receive high aid allocations
and have numerous donors contributing to their development goals, at the same time,
because of extreme donor interventions, they may have developed a significant stake in the
success of the country’s development framework and will therefore likely be reluctant to
allow for exclusive government control.'® In this sense, compliant behaviour on the part of
the weaker actor, may allow for cordial relations between actors, but it does not necessarily
confer it with increased leverage or control. Instead, the politically-strategic importance of
some countries (through, for example, the successful mediation of regional conflicts; being
seen by others as promoting regional integration; having an important voice on regional and

international scenes), with regards to the EU’s interests in establishing itself as a relevant

to meet conditions in these areas, donors have been more inclined to provide higher and more predictable aid
allocations, disbursements and performance assessments.

18 The case of Tanzania versus Rwanda, for example, demonstrates that while an aid darling like Tanzania has
often played the ‘darling’ or ‘good reformer’ card in negotiations with donors and has indeed obtained high
aid allocations, at the same time the considerable resources donors have invested in the country have given
them a strong stake in the country’s development agenda consequentially diminishing government control
over development policies (Harrison et al. 2008). In Rwanda, on the other hand, the government’s awareness
that for geo-strategic or political reasons donors are unable to withdraw aid, has led it to circumvent aid
conditionalities and excessive donor interventions (Hayman 2008).
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and important development and foreign policy actor on the international stage, can assist
the exercise of leverage and control (Crawford 2007; Olsen 2002, 2005).

This last point merits further expansion. The use of these policies to achieve wider
political and strategic objectives can create opportunities for weaker country leverage.
Where capacity permits, countries with a political environment where the EU’s policies can
be used as a tool for promoting its foreign policy objectives, through, for example, conflict
or crisis management, or countries which are politically influential at the regional or
continental level, are expected to be in a more favourable position to exercise leverage and
control vis-a-vis the EU. This is because their strategic position can give them increased
bargaining strength, because the EU will be more likely to cooperate with such countries
given their potential for contributing to securing wider strategic objectives. A weak actor
can transform its weakness into strength by playing on these wider strategic needs and

interests.
4.2.4 Political and ideological factors

Finally, international and domestic political factors also shape the environment in
which African countries are enabled or constrained in exercising leverage and control.
Whitfield and Fraser have suggested that on the one hand, a high degree of domestic
political legitimacy and a strong electoral mandate tend to favour recipient country leverage
in that it confers upon the government a strong negotiating mandate and the confidence to
project this mandate in relations with foreign actors (2008a: 41). Furthermore, a high
degree of unity within the government can also assist the countries’ position vis-a-vis
external actors, as this will make it more difficult for external actors to seek possible
interlocutors within the government which support their preferences and persuade key
officials within the government to shift or support a certain position (/bid.: 42). On the
other hand, other political factors at the domestic level, such as interventions and pressure
by powerful interest groups, a weak electoral mandate, or instability amongst coalition
groups can either constrain the government in the eyes of external actors and therefore
provide them with a stronger position to impose their own preferences, or can create
leverage for the government when the external actors prefer the government over the
political opposition (/bid.: 41).

Further to this, aside from dependence at the economic level, the degree of
dependence on external actors at the political level is also an important element in shaping

countries’ ability, and willingness to exercise leverage and control. Chisala has argued that
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in addition to the effects of institutional aid dependence on recipient countries, political aid
dependence can lead to ‘dependency behaviour’, such as a lack of initiative on the part of
the government in formulating and defending its strategies and policies in relations to
external actors, as well ‘as the presence and intrusion of external actors in preference
formulation of the government, and more generally, a reactive, rather than proactive
government (2006: 27; see also Moss et al. 2006). Political dependence therefore tends to
stifle the adoption of a leadership role in negotiations by distorting incentives to take on
such a position due to supplements and allowances coming from external actors.

Lastly, resonance between governments’ and the EU’s political or ideological
orientations can assist in creating an environment which favours good relations and
facilitates dialogue, but this does not necessarily confer leverage or control on the weaker
actor. Although Elgstrom (2005; 1992; 1990) has highlighted the importance of cultural
similarities and differences between the parties, and shared norms about what policies
should and should not accomplish, in facilitating relations between weaker and stronger
actors, leveragé and control can be successfully exercised if the country’s domestic political

environment so permits.
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Table 1.3: Factors constraining and favouring weaker actor leverage and control

Factors constraining leverage and control  Factors favouring leverage and control

Institutional Institutional
e Lack of or limited capacity e Capacity for strategy formulation
e Lack of or limited expertise e Technical expertise
e Lack of or limited human and e Presence of capable human and
technical resources technical resources
e Lack of or limited negotiating e Prior negotiating experience/strong
experience/weak institutional institutional memory
memory e Strong country management
e Weak government administrative systems and frameworks
and management systems and
frameworks
Economic Economic
e High financial/trade dependence on ¢ Low financial/trade dependence on
EU } EU
e Lack of (and/or lack of confidence e Presence of (and confidence in)
in) alternative sources of finance or alternative sources of finance or
trade trade
e High number of coordinated e High number of uncoordinated
donors/external actors donors/external actors
Strategic Strategic
e Lack of or limited economic and e Economic and commercial interest
commercial interest for EU for EU
e Geographic location vis-a-vis EU ¢ Geographic location vis-a-vis EU
e Lack of or limited political and e Political and ideological interest
ideological interest for EU for EU
e Lack of awareness of stronger e Awareness of stronger party’s
party’s strategic constraints strategic constraints
Political/ldeological Political/Ideological
e Pressure and intervention by e Domestic political legitimacy
interest groups e Strong electoral mandate
e Weak electoral mandate ¢ Government unity and stability
¢ Government disunity and e Strong government
instability initiative/political will

e Political aid dependence on
external actor(s)/dependency
behaviour

e Weak government
initiative/political will
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5 Conclusion

Although structural power asymmetry characterises relations between weak and
strong actors, it is here suggested that certain constraints and conditions faced by both the
strong and weak intervene significantly in shaping the environment in which the parties
conduct their relations and negotiate with one another, and more importantly, can account
for occurrences in which a negotiated outcome is not necessarily always in favour of the
structurally stronger party. Because relations are influenced by both contextual and
relational factors, the analysis of relations between the EU, on the one hand, and African
countries, on the other, is based on the premise that the process and outcome of interactions
between the two sides is a result of an encounter between the preferences of both the weak
and the strong actor. In addition, “the ability of each actor to successfully achieve their
preferred outcomes is heavily constrained by the conditions under which each faces the
other (the negotiating capital they can draw on) and the negotiating strategies they adopt to
pursue their preferences” (Whitfield and Fraser 2008a: 38). Importantly therefore, the
constraints and strengths faced by both actors should be explored in order to better
understand why or why not some countries have been successful in reaching their
preferences regardless of the evident power asymmetry that constitutes this relationship. By
looking at power from a contextual, relational, perceptive and structural point of view, this
study aims to shed new light on relations between weak and strong actors. As an empirical
work, it offers a more in depth look at how African countries have attempted to promote
their interests and preferences by exercising leverage and control in relations with the EU,

regardless of power asymmetry.
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| Chapter 2

Aid and development cooperation:

EU constraints and African opportunities

The purpose of this chapter is to lay out the changes that have occurred in the EC’s
development policy and how these have impacted on EU-Africa relations. It focuses on the
European Commission as a donor and the European Community (EC) as a developrhent
policy actor. Although the aid relationship between the EC and African countries is
fundamentally based on asymmetry in power, typical of donor-recipient relations, it is too
simplistic to assume that the stronger actor, in this case the Commission, necessarily holds
all the cards in the negotiation and implementation of aid with weaker countries. Although
recipient countries face several constraints in effectively projecting their preferences onto
donors, it is also important to consider the constraints faced by the donor. This chapter
explores some of the major developments and policy orientations shaping EC development
policy since administrative and political reforms undertaken in 2000. Secondly, it provides
a brief overview of the EC aid cycle and examines the opportunities available to African
countries for participating in aid negotiations, showing the evolution of negotiating roles
and the increased possibilities countries have to determine their preferences. The third
section looks at the constraints faced by the Commission as the institution implementing
the EC’s aid policy and how these affect the EC’s position as a development actor in
Africa.

In comparison to the other two areas of EU-Africa relations explored in-this thesis
(trade and migration) aid, or the funding of development projects and programmes, is the
most traditional and established form of cooperation between the two parties. EC assistance
to Africa dates back to the start of European integration. The 1957 Treaty of Rome
designated a system of association between former African colonies and the six founding
Member States of the then-EEC, and included the provision of development assistance for
the associated countries through the European Development Fund (EDF)."! Eventually this
developed into the Lomé Conventions in 1975, where association between the EC and the

ACP came to be based on two instruments for cooperation, trade and aid. The trade element

! The founding of a European development policy was largely driven by French (and in part by Belgian and
Italian) insistence, as it was eager to share the costs of maintaining current and former colonies, while
continuing to uphold preferential trade (Claeys 2004: 113).
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provided a system of generalised preferences towards the ACP,? while the EDF provided
the ACP with financial assistance for development. Aid relations between the EU and the
Africa have thus existed for a long time, and have resulted in significant familiarity
between the parties. |

More importantly, the aid framework is one in which differences in power between
the parties are most pronounced. This is because “development policy is one of the few
policy domains where the Union can draw on the power of the purse” (Orbie and Versluys
2008: 75). The Commission and the Member States together provide a little over half of all
Official Development Assistance (ODA) in the world, with 50% of this destined for sub-
Saharan Africa (EU Donor Atlas 2008). The EC as single donor provides about 10% of all
ODA in the world and surpassed the World Bank in 2004 to become the primary
multilateral donor in Africa (OECD 2008). Importantly, “the fact that the EC has at its
disposal a substantial budget for development policy — larger than that of any individual EU
Member State — is exceptional” (Orbie and Versluys 2008: 75). Unlike newer thematic
cooperation instruments and policy spheres (political dialogue, security, environment, and
migration), in which cooperation is seen as essential (by the EU) for achieving policy
objectives and goals, the politics of aid are concretely based on a power asymmetry. From a
realist/neorealist point of view, this implies that recipient countries are generally reliant on
the preferences of donors, as it exerts control over the resources the recipient aims to
acquire. It is assumed that the recipient has little room for manoeuvre, with the balance of
power clearly in favour of the donor (Elgstrom 1990: 147). Yet differences in resources do
not necessarily determine an actor’s success in exercising leverage or asserting ownership,
because the relational and contextual nature of power can create conditions under which
weaker actors can reach an outcome in their favour. The following sections examine how
the aid relationship between the EC and Africa is characterised by power asymmetry, but
will also argue that this by no means implies that the EC has necessarily had the upper hand

in determining the process and outcomes of aid relations.

2 It granted preferential access to ACP exports entering the EC, offered financial support to compensate for
losses in export earnings, and provided guaranteed and fixed prices at which countries could purchase EU
goods.
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1 Major developments and orientations in EU development policy

The EC has become a significant aid donor and development actor in its own right, as its
development policy has increased in importance and relevance (Dearden 2008a: 2; Orbie .
and Versluys 2008: 68). The Commission plays an important role in implementing the EC’s
development policy and acts as the main coordinating body amongst Member States. It
manages several development programmes, with cooperation with the ACP, financed
through the EDF, constituting the cornerstone of the EC’s development policy.’ Since the
late 1990s, the EC’s development policy has undergone some important changes. The
evolution of the policy is further explored here to provide a framework for the current state
of the policy and its implications for the EC as a donor, and secondly, its implications for
relations with African countries, as recipients.

- By the end of 1990s the EC’s development policy was renowned for long delays in
aid disbursements, complicated procedures, and a generally inefficient management of the
aid project cycle. Overall, the policy lacked a clear vision and rationalisation for the EC’s
interventions. Furthermore, an increasing build-up of dormant or unutilised funds, known
as the ‘reste a liquider’ (RAL)* severely plagued the EC’s aid distribution record.’ Internal
administration of the policy was fragmented, overstretched, and “excessively bureaucratic,
with a concentration upon administrative procedures and disbursement rather than
evaluation of the results” (Dearden 2008: 188). Lastly, aid programmes were considered ill-
suited for the local conditions of recipients, with programming and the preparation of
project proposals carried out entirely by the Commission and its consultants rather than
with the participation of national stakeholders and local administrations (Dearden 2008a:
4). Recipient governments had little room to influence the EC’s contributions to their
development goals and objectives.

In light of international criticism, and internal acknowledgement of flaws, in 2000,
the Commission committed to a major overhaul of its external assistance programme (CEC

2000:«_\).6 The reforms aimed at significant improvements in both the quality and timely

? Aside from the EDF, the EU budget also provides assistance for the ACP through thematic budget lines in
wide-ranging areas such as the environment, NGO co-financing, migration, the European Initiative for
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), food security and disaster prevention.

* The RAL is used as an indicator for speed between financial commitments and payments.

3 For example, under the 8® EDF, 77% of aid commitments failed to be disbursed within the timeframe of the
fund. Unspent balances were carried over into the subsequent 9" EDF, increasing it by 50%, from €13.8 to
€27.3 billion.

S In 1998 an OECD/DAC peer review of the EC’s aid policy outlined some of the major inefficiencies
plaguing development cooperation (OECD 1998). In addition, in the Communication on the Reform of the
Management of External Assistance, the Commission acknowledged: “Management performance has
deteriorated over time to the point of undermining the credibility of its external policies and the international
image of the European Union. EC external assistance programmes have a reputation for slow and
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delivery of aid, while ensuring robust financial management and increased impact of
assistance. This included a radical overhaul of programming and management of aid
projects by setting out clearer budgets, strategies and timeframes for implementation;
reforming financial and administrative control mechanisms through the creation of the
EurppeAid Cooperation Office (also known as AIDCO), responsible solely for
implementation, (making DG Development and DG RELEX responsible for policy
formulation and programming of aid); and ensuring a stronger impact on the ground
through ‘deconcentration’, as termed by the Commission, which devolved the
responsibility for aid management to delegations located in recipient countries. That same
year, a ‘landmark’ Statement on the European Community’s Development Policy was
released, placing poverty reduction as the central objective of the EC’s policy and
highlighting areas in which it was considered to have a comparative advantage.” The
Statement also insisted on the EU’s commitment to coherence, coordination, and
complementarity amongst policies (especially trade, agriculture, fisheries, and security),
between the EC’s development programme and those of the Member States, with
international financial institutions (IFIs), such as the IMF and the World Bank, and lastly,
with the domestic policies of recipients (Dearden 2008a: 5). It furthermore committed the
EC to allocating aid on the basis of country needs and performance, increasing country
ownership over development strategies, and involving government and civil society in the
programming, allocation, implementation and evaluation of aid (Grim et al. 2005: 2).
Where the recipient country had sufficient administrative capacity, co-management
between the delegation and the government was solicited; where this was not the case, the
option of co-financing with other donors, especially EU Member States, was preferred
(Dearden 2008a: 6). Importantly, the reforms sought to place increased responsibility and
participation on recipients while increasing coordination with Member States’ own
development policies. In sum, the EC’s development policy had gained a new strategic
direction and strengthened the objectives and means to achieve this (Grim et al. 2005: 2).

In 2004, a qualitative assessment noted some considerable improvements in the
EC’s aid policy (CEC 2005f). EDF disbursement rates had increased by 37% since 2001
and the RAL stabilised for the first time at €20 billion. Furthermore, devolution to 61
delegations was considered completed, with 70% of funds managed at the local level and

with additional staff transferred and acquired (Dearden 2008a: 9-10). At the same time, a

unresponsive delivery, poor quality and excessively centralised and rigid procedures. The balance of external
aid spending is also heavily influenced by the political priorities of the European Parliament, Member States
and events in the world that are beyond the Commission’s control” (CEC 2005c: 5).

7 The areas are: the link between trade and development, regional integration, macroeconomic support,
transport, rural development, health and education, and institutional capacity building (CEC 2000).
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considered vague (Dearden 2008a: 7; Santiso 2002: 414; Hewitt and Whiteman 2004: 146).
Lastly, despite the increased role solicited for recipient governments in identifying their
priorities for development, the EC had failed to “develop deeper and more enduring
partnerships with the beneficiaries of its aid programmes” (Dearden 2008: 189).

By the end of 2004, the international development environment was moving
towards a new consensus in development thinking and practise. The adoption of the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in 2000 just months after the launch of the new
EC development policy, established a specific set of developmental goals to which the
donor community and developing countries reoriented their efforts. At the UN Conference
in Monterrey, Mexico in 2002, the international donor community committed to increasing
ODA to 0.7% of Gross National Income (GNI). Furthermore, the Rome High-Level Forum
on Aid Harmonization in 2003 and the Paris High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness-in
2005 (whose outcome was the Paris Declaration), committed donors and recipients to aid
harmonisation, alignment and management. In view of the continuing problems faced by
the EC’s development policy, the changes in the international development environment,
and a new incoming Commission, by 2005 the EC’s development policy was outdated, and
arestatement of the policy was necessary (Dearden 2008a: 11; Dearden 2008: 189; Grimm
et al. 2005: 2; ECDPM 2005: 7-8).

In 2005, the Commission, the Member States, and the European Parliament (EP)
agreed to The European Consensus on Development. It set out a framework for common
principles amongst the EC and the Member States, solicited the implementation of
development policies according to a complementary approach, and recognised the
comparative advantage of the Commission as a coordinating body for EU’s development
efforts.® In line with the Paris Declaration, the Consensus acknowledged that aid
effectiveness could only be achieved through increased country ownership of the
development process and the alignment of the EC’s strategies with those of recipients. In
assigning a coordinating role to the Commission, it also reiterated the commitment to aid
harmonisation by undertaking joint programming exercises, shared analysis, joint missions
and co-financing with other donors. Lastly, it highlighted the EU’s intention to move away
from project-based aid to budget support, to facilitate the alignment of countries’ policies
with the EC’s, increase country ownership over the development procéss, and decrease

transaction costs for both the EC and the recipient country (CEU 2005a).

® The Commission was said to have a “global presence,” could ensure “policy coherence for development,”
promote “development best practices,” had a crucial role in facilitating “coordination and harmonisation,” its
aid programmes are notable in “size and critical mass,” it possesses particular experience in promoting
“democracy, human rights, good governance and respect for international law,” and lastly, can put “into effect
the principle of participation of civil society” (CEU 2005a: 17-18).
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As a follow-up to the Consensus, in 2007, the Council adopted the EU Code of
Conduct on Complementarity and Division of Labour in Development Policy, significantly
stepping up EU efforts towards increased aid coordination between Member States and the
Commission (CEC 2007g). The Code limits the number of donors active in a country and
in a certain sector, ensures that development cooperation is evenly distributed across
countries (i.e. aid darling versus aid orphans), and allows donors with a comparative
advantage to act as the lead donor in a particular sector. Importantly, the Code promotes
primary leadership and ownership of donor coordination by the recipient country,
especially where capacities permit. Implementation of the Code is seen as depending on
cooperation between delegations and Member State agencies, and between the delegations
and relevant actors in the recipient government (Dearden 2008a: 14).

In sum, the EC’s development policy has undergone some important changes since
its inception, with the reforms in 2000 sparking a new era for the policy. The evolving
nature of the policy has afforded a greater role to the Commission as a coordinating body
amongst the Member States and as a development actor in its own right, as well as
increasing the opportunities for recipients to determine how aid contributes to their
development goals. These change indicate that at the level of policy orientation, the EU’s
relations with developing countries have aimed to move away from a traditional donor-
recipient relationship in which recipients are positioned at the receiving end, with no
capacity for input or articulation of preferences. Yet, while these efforts are certainly
commendable, most observers remain critical on whether recipients have truly been
afforded a more participatory role in determining their own preferences in relations to

" donors. The next section considers this in more detail.

2 The EC aid cycle and opportunities for recipient participation

The Cotonou Agreement, provides for development assistance to the ACP .until 2020, with
the EDF as the main instrument for this aid. The EDF is external to the EU budget and is
intergovernmental, in that it is decided upon entirely by its own committee, consisting of
| Member State representatives. The amount of the fund is decided by the Council of
Ministers approximately every five years and later ratified by national parliaments, and is
financed by voluntary ad hoc contributions from Member States. The EDF committee
approves general country strategies and large aid projects based on qualified majority
voting, with the voting weights determined by the level of Member States’ contributions to
the Fund. Although Member States provide the funding and decide the total aid package of

the fund, the Commission is responsible for managing and distributing the aid.
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Coinciding with the 2000 reforms, Cotonou afforded some important changes to the
aid relationship between the EC and the ACP. The number of aid allocation instruments
available were reduced to two separate envelopes, where Envelope A allocated aid for
long-term development goals, and Envelope B for emergencies and unforeseen
circumstances.” Cotonou also marked the end of automatic aid entitlements. Aid allocation
decisions would be based on criteria concerning not just a country’s need for aid, but also
its performance in implementing and administering aid according to a country strategy.'°
Furthermore, the EDF was transformed into a multi-annual ‘rolling programme,’ in which
aid disbursements would be based on regular performance reviews which could lead to
adjustments in allocations according to results achieved. A ‘sunset clause’ was also
introduced, requiring funds committed in a given year to be spent within a three-year
timeframe, while unspent funds would be de-committed and either returned to a general
reserve or simply repatriated to the Member States.!! These changes significantly impacted
on EC-ACP aid relations (Carbone 2008), but more importantly, changes provided by
Cotonou, the 2000 reforms, and follow-up initiatives such as the EU Development
Consensus and the Code of Conduct, have also aimed to strengthen the scope for recipient
country participation and involvement in determining outcomes in the aid cycle,
particularly in the programming and evaluation phases.

The EDF aid cycle is organised into six stages: programming, identification of
projects, appraisal, financial allocation, implementation, and evaluation. It is in the
programming phase, when aid allocations and strategies are negotiated, and the‘ evaluation
phase, when allocations and strategies are revised according to performance evaluations,
where recipients are most likely able to influence development strategies and policies
(Whitfield and Fraser 2008a: 39-40). Since the 2000 reforms, recipients are required to
draw-up individual Country Strategy Papers (CSP), specifying their political and socio-

economic situation, development priorities and projects, and the envisioned value-added of

® The Lomé Conventions allocated programmable aid towards long-term development projects and non-
programmable aid on an issue-specific basis, such as SYSMIN (support for mineral dependent countries faced
with unforeseen circumstances and export losses), STABEX (support for agriculture dependent countries
faced with unforeseen circumstances and export losses), SAPs (Structural Adjustment Programmes),
emergency aid, and refugee and returnee aid.

1% Needs assessments are based on: “per capita income; population size; social indicators; level of
indebtedness; concentration of dependence on export earnings; export earnings losses and dependence on
export earnings.” Performance based allocations, to be assessed in “an objective and transparent manner,”
consider: “progress in implementing institutional reforms, the use of resources, effective implementation of
current operations, poverty alleviation or reduction, sustainable development measures and macroeconomic
and sectoral policy performance” (Annex IV, Cotonou Agreement).

1 Under the Lomé Conventions, once aid had been committed it could not be de-committed and remained
available until the funds had been fully utilised. In the most problematic of cases, the full utilisation of funds
took up to 17 years: the last of the unspent funds from the 6 EDF, implemented in 1985, were paid as late as
2002 (Grimm 2004: 2).
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EC contributions to development goals and priorities. The CSP is accompanied by a
National Indicative Programme (NIP), setting out a plan of action and timetable for
implementation. In preparing these, recipient governments are expected to collaborate
closely with the EC delegation, various non-state actors, EU Member States. and other
active donors. CSP/NIPs, and individual aid projects and programmes, are then carefully
scrutinised by the inter-service Quality Support Group (iIQSG), which ensures quality
control and promotes the adoption of best practices (Dearden 2008a: 6).'2 As a last stage in
the programming phase, the CSP/NIP is approved by the entire Commission. The
programming process is intended to provide recipients with an element of ‘ownership’ of
the development process. Emphasis is placed on the developmental needs established by
the country, and on the strategies deemed appropriate for development. The CSP should
therefore be aligned with the country’s national development strategies, which mainly
implies alignment with countries’ Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP)."

In the evaluation phase too, countries are expected to participate. Aid programmes
and country strategies are subject to annual, mid-term, and end-of-term reviews, which may
lead to adjustments in aid allocations according to a “result-orientated framework” (CEC
2002: 13). An assessment review can modify a country’s strategy or aid allocation
according to financial, sectoral and macroeconomic criteria, special circumstances, and a
judgement on a country’s capacity to implement the aid. Thus the reviews evaluate a
country’s progress not only invmeeting development goals, but more importantly, serve as a
means to verify countries’ performance and adjust, reward, or penalise accordingly.'*
Reviews are ideally a joint exercise, and as such the country’s National Authorising Officer
(NAO) and the EC Head of Delegation are involved in reviewing needs and performance
and altering the CSP/NIP as needed.

The onset of increased budget support contributions as opposed to project aid is also
expected to give recipients increased opportunities for influence. As the project-based
approach became increasingly criticised for failing to align aid contributions with

recipients’ national development strategies and reform programmes, budget support

12 Although the iQSG is located in DG Dev, it reports to Relex and Member State representatives in the EDF
Committee.

1 The PRSP process began through Highly Indebted Poor Country (HIPC) initiative, led by the International
Monetary Fund (IMF). It aimed at reducing the debt burden of aid recipient countries provided that these
governments drew up medium term national development strategies. PRSPs are prepared by governments,
involving domestic stakeholders and external development partners, and describe the macroeconomic,
structural and social policies and programmes that will promote growth and reduce poverty, as well as
financing needs and the sources financing.

" In 2004 the Commission undertook the first set of systematic reviews know as the mid-term review (MTR),
adjusting aid allocation for 45 countries (see CEC 2005¢).
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gradually became a more popular aid instrument (Schmidt 2006: 2)."5 EC budget support
consists of a direct transfer of funds into the recipient government’s treasury. To receive
budget support countries must first demonstrate that they have met basic eligibility criteria,
which consists in a well-defined national or sector policy and strategy, in most cases this is
encompassed in a country’s PRSP; a stable macro-economic framework, usually pre-
approved and supported by a major international financial institution such as the IMF; and
a credible commitment to reform and improve domestic public financial management
(PFM) systems.'® The implementation, harmonisation, and alignment of budget support is
negotiated in groups of donors contributing to such support, and in negotiations between
donors and the recipient government. It is intended not only to provide the recipient
government with more discretion as to how and where aid is spent, but to increase the
importance of dialogue between the government and the donors.!’

This increased focus, at least rhetorically, on country participation and ownership,
and the move toward more results-oriented aid, have changed the negotiating roles between
the Commission and aid recipients. Countries’ negotiating roles have become much more
solicited and relevant in utilising the programming phase to determine the type of aid they
are allocated and where and how aid is spent. They can also ensure that aid will actually be
disbursed by using the review phase as an opportunity to bargain for a better aid package,
provided they are successful in convincing the Commission of their good performance and
aid implementation capacities. At the same time, the new aid procedures have also afforded
the Commission with “far more discretionary power in allocating resources to individual
ACP country programmes” (TRADES 2000: 29), in that the loss of automatic aid
entitlements allows it to allocate and disburse funds according to subjective judgements and
reviews of country needs and performance.'® Yet while the Commission’s decisions should
ideally be based on a mutual acknowledgement of the assessment given, in fact it retains

ultimate decision-making power when it comes to financial allocations. Furthermore,

1% Since 2005, EC budget support allocations to the ACP have increased nearly two-fold. The 10" EDF
allocgted 44% of programmable aid (€13.5 billion) in the form of budget support, compared with 25% under
the 9™ EDF.

'¢ Budget support contributions are disbursed according to fixed and variable ‘tranches’, with the former
consisting in an all-or-nothing payment based upon the country upholding the basic eligibility conditions for
receiving such support, and the latter disbursed depending upon the achievement of targets for performance
indicators agreed with the recipient government (CEC 2005h: 4).

' Interview EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC13); Interview EC Delegation, Accra: September 2008 (EC 19).
13 At the onset of the MTR, the ACP expressed reservations about the decision-making process of the reviews,
warning that “the EU should not be both the judge and jury and the application of performance criteria in a
discretionary manner should be avoided” (ACP Secretariat 2004a: 5). Concerns arose with regards to
Commission objectivity in the review process, not only due to a lack of clear-cut criteria for judging
countries’ performance, but also due to failure to address shortcomings in the Commission’s own role in aid
allocation and implementation. Secondly, concerns arose regarding transparency, ACP ownership, and
participation in the review process; for some countries participation was limited at best, for others, the NAO
and civil society did not participate in the review (Mackie 2006: 3; Africa Peace Forum et a/. 2005: 13-15).
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although reviews should be conducted with the participation of both the Commission and
the relevant country authorities, it can be reasonably expected that when the Commission
sees fit to reduce funds, it will do so without the consent of these authorities.

Has this new approach offered increased opportunities for aid recipients to negotiate
their preferences vis-a-vis the Commission? How have recipients utilised these
opportunities to meet their preferences? Or has traditional power asymmetry between
donors and recipients continued to dictate aid relations in favour of the more powerful
actor? To understand the opportunities available to aid recipients to influence the aid
process, it is first necessary to investigate the conditions that either constrain or encourage
aid recipients in exercising leverage and control vis-a-vis the donor. One of these
conditions may be found in the Commission’s own constraints as a donor, as explored in

the next section.

3 Constraints on the EC as a donor

While asymmetry in power is certainly the overriding characteristic of EU-Africa aid
relations, careful consideration of the context in which such relations take place is essential
in establishing both parties’ limitations, capacities, and opportunities for negotiating and
administering aid according to their preferences. On the one hand, the EC holds a strong
position in its aid relations. Indeed, as previously noted, it possesses significant financial
strength as a donor, and these contributions are considered by recipients as important and at
times crucial in furthering development prospects.'® In analysing the Cotonou negotiations,
| Elgstrom argued that the EU often presents a “take it or leave it” approach in negotiations
with weaker parties, making it a “tough actor to deal with” and creating considerable
difficulties in challenging the EU’s position (2005: 184, 187; Forwood 2001). However,
although the EC certainly has the ‘power of the purse’ and may even present a strong and
united front when faced with weaker negotiating partners, its aid administration continues
to face several significant problems. These problems are firstly found in the Commission’s
relationship with the Member States, secondly in the administrative and political concerns
remaining after the 2000 reforms, and thirdly in the lack of policy coherence between
development and other external policies. These constrain the Commission’s position as a
donor and the EC as a development actor, which in turn affect the recipients’ perception of

the EC and shapes their strategies in dealing with the Commission.

" Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1; S2); June 2008 (S3; S4; S6; S7); Interviews
Ghanaian government, Accra: 17 September 2008 (G3; G4; GS5; G8).
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3.1 The Commission’s relationship with the Member States

Despite development policy being a shared competence between the EC and the
Member States, the Commission’s mandate vis-a-vis the ACP is strong (Elgstrom 2005:
187). Indeed, once funds and strategies are approved by the intergovernmental EDF
committee, the Commission has the sole responsibility to negotiate and administer the
Fund. This implies that the Commission has substantial responsibility to, firstly, deliver an
effective aid policy, and secondly, in comparison to the other two policy areas examined in
this thesis, migration and trade, to negotiate directly with the ACP and therefore act and be
seen as a development actor in its own right (Dearden 2008a: 2; Orbie and Versluys 2008:
68). However, the Commission remains both indirectly and directly constrained by its
relationship with the Member States in the realm of development cooperation with Africa.
Indirectly, the Commission is constrained by its relationship with Member States, not
because of a narrow mandate bestowed upon it, but because Member States remain “not
fully convinced of the capability of the European Commission to deliver aid ‘better and
faster’, in spite of its remarkable achievements in the restructuring of the EU external
assistance programme” (Carbone 2008: 219). The EC is also constrained directly by its
relationship with the Member States because it is confined to using their resources under
the EDF, which have not increased significantly since the reforms.

The Commission’s relationship with the Member States indirectly constrains its
room for manoeuvre in its aid relations with Africa due to the intense pressure to deliver
from the Member States, and to a lesser extent from the Court of Auditors. Past failures
placed considerable pressure on the Commission to deliver an effective and efficient policy.
Thus, “in its rélations with the ACP countries, the European Commission has its hands tied
not by a mandate of the Member States, but by its past management failures” (Carbone
2008: 227; see also Frederiksen and Baser 2004: 4).2° With the transformation of the EDF
into a rolling fund, the Commission now faces pressure to assure that funds are committed
and disbursed quickly and according to a predicted timeframe, or risk their repatriation.
Furthermore, although calls by some Member States, such as the United Kingdom, to
renationalise or repatriate EC development policy entirely have largely ceased, many

Member States remain critical of increasing contributions to the fund until significant

% Frederiksen and Baser identify two sources of political pressure exerted on the Commission to improve on
past management failures: externally, the EC finds itself under pressure from the Member States, the
European Parliament, and the Court of Auditors. Internally, Relex commissioners have been keen to advance
on the reform process which they initiated and to demonstrate that improvements in aid management have
indeed taken hold (2004: 4).
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improvements are substantiated (see below).>! The Commission also faces pressure from
the Court of Auditors, which has continually criticised the speed of EDF disbursements and
the tendency to formulate unrealistic disbursements and implementation forecasts (Mackie
et al. 2004: 118). Paradoxically, the increased pressure constrains the Commission’s
capacity to deliver an effective and flexible aid policy. Indeed, as Santiso has commented
in his critical account of the reforms, “the Commission has come under increased pressure
to improve accountability and enhance transparency in the management of foreign aid.
However, as distrust breeds bureaucracy, demands for increased transparency and
accountability have tended to reduce flexibility and effectiveness, illustrating the trade-offs
that exist between accountability and efficiency” (2002: 411; see also Frederiksen and
Baser 2004: 5).

This increased pressure to deliver has an adverse effect on the Commission’s
position in negotiating aid packages with African countries. In reviewing the EC
negotiations with Botswana and Malawi under the 10" EDF, Carbone found that “the
excessive preoccupation of the European Commission with improving the quality of EU aid
has fatally resulted in reduced ownership of development by African countries” (2008:
218). In addition, although EDF consultations with African governments experienced initial
delays in 2006, the Commission later pushed governments to speedily sign programming
documents by the end of 2007, to begin implementing the Fund by 2008. This notably
reduced the opportunities for African governments to participate (ECDPM 2006).2 Lastly,
the pressure to deliver, which led to the EDF becoming a ‘rolling programme’ subject to
progress reviews, has placed an increasing burden on African governments, and most
notably the NAOs, in that this requires governments to put the funds to use in the times
specified, or risk losing the aid.

Pressure has also had the adverse effect of creating stringent rules and regulations
on the delivery of aid. This has led to persisting complexity of the EC’s aid management
systems and continued untimely aid disbursements. In interviews with EC officials
responsible for the approval and implementation of projects and programmes, this
excessive complexity was continually noted, with many respondents charging the increased

pressure in recent years to deliver quality aid as a major obstacle to efficient aid delivery.?

?! Indeed, a 2004 UK House of Lords report on the added value of Commission’s aid programmes concluded
that, “the benefits of EU aid outweigh the possible advantages of ‘repatriating’ it to national aid budgets ...
Today, in view of the improving quality of the EU programme, the much larger United Kingdom bilateral aid
budget ... the existence of a substantial EU aid programme is in Britain’s interest.” The same report also
warned, however, that, “Until EU Development Aid’s quality and speed of delivery further improves, the
Government and other Member States should be wary of any large increases.”

2 Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6; EC7); Interview Namibian diplomat, Berlin: March 2008 (N1).
% Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6; EC7; EC8; EC12; EC13; EC15)
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Indeed, since 2005, the Commission’s efforts to improve the quality of aid requires funding
proposals to pass through a review mechanism, the iQSG, making project approval and
implementation even more rigorous and lengthy. EuropeAid officials note that they often
approach funding approval requests with caution, to minimise the risk of a project or
programme eventually failing to meet the predicted implementation times or exceeding the
initial funding allocation. It is not unusual for a proposal to be sent back to the delegation
and the recipient government several times before it is approved in Brussels.?* Despite
shifting to a more participative and results-oriented approach for aid negotiations and
management, the EC’s policy practises continue to exhibit an excessive emphasis upon
disbursement rates and preventing mismanagement, rather than improving the actual impact
of aid (Dearden 2008a: 9; ECPDM 2006; Frederiksen and Baser 2004: 5).

The Commission is also directly constrained by its relationship with the Member
States, because it is they who provide the resources for the EDF. This not only sets the
Commission apart from bilateral donors, but it is also problematic for the strength of its
negotiating position vis-a-vis recipient countries. Member States have been cautious to
increase their contributions due to past failures and mismanagement, and continue to prefer
their own bilateral programmes over the EC’s. This is shown, firstly, by the refusal of some
Member States, namely the United Kingdom, Spain and Ireland, to incorporate the EDF
into the Community budget, which would make Member States’ contributions mandatory
and open the Fund to EP scrutiny. Despite strong support for this by the EP, the
Commission, the Nordic and Benelux countries, Poland and Hungary, and most recently
France (Mackie et al. 2004: 17), budgetisation of the EDF has been subject to heavy debate
each time the EC’s budget is due to be decided.?® Furthermore, Member States have failed
to meet the Commission’s expectations for increased funding under both the 9" and 10™
EDF cycles, despite their commitments at the international level to increase aid
contributions, with total EDF funding reduced over the last two EDF cycles, “due (in part)
to disagreements among EU Member States on the amount of their contribution” (ECDPM
2006: 1). Although the Commission monitors Member State progress in maintaining
commitments made at Monterrey in 2002, Barcelona in 2005, and Gleneagles in 2006, most
Member States continue to prefer their own bilateral development programmes over the
EDF.

* Ibid. (EC2; ECT; ECS).

# Arguments against budgetisation include a fear of increasing contributions to the Fund; a diversion of
funding away from the ACP towards other geographical areas or foreign policy objectives; distortion of the
privileged relationship with the ACP (Mackie et al. 2004: 18; European Voice 2008; ACP-EU JPA 2005).
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Thus reliance on Member State funding constrains the Commission because it is
unable to maintain its initial offers for funding, reducing its credibility in negotiations with
the ACP group as a whole and with individual countries. During the negotiations on the gth
EDF the Commission initially indicated a likely total sum of €14.3 billion to the ACP, but
Member States decreased this to €13.8 billion. This was largely to the dismay of the ACP
who had anticipated an increase as promised during the Cotonou negotiations (Carbone
2008: 220; Elgstrom 2005: 197). Similarly, during the 10" EDF negotiations, Member
States committed €2 million less than what was promised during the 2005 revision of the
Cotonou Agreement (CEU-ACP 2006).

Despite findings by Elgstrom (2005) and Forwood (2001) that the EU presents itself
as a strong and unitary actor when faced with weaker negotiating partners, in reality,
African aid officials and negotiators are well aware of the extent to which the EDF is a
product of intense internal negotiations.2® Although all interviewees were keen to note the
value of EC funding in attaining development goals, the Commission’s reliance on
voluntary Member State contributions and its excessive bureaucratic procedures were seen
as placing it in a subordinate position vis-a-vis other major international donors.?’
Accordingly, although the EC’s contributions are seen as necessary by most countries,
government officials prefer donors that offer more predictable aid flows, give larger
contributions, and whose practises are less complex. Thus, perceptions of the EC as less
capable than other international donors have affected its position as a development actor.
This highlights how Hypotheses 2 on perceptions posited in the previous chapter play out
in the EU’s aid relations with African countries. Indeed, if the EU is perceived as being
incapable, inconsistent, and/or incoherent in translating policy rhetoric into meaningful and
impactful actions, then countries will be more likely to lower their expectations of the EU,
and perhaps circumvent cooperation when faced with alternative and better options.

The Commission’s position as a development actor was significantly strengthened
when it was mandated a central coordinating role of the EU’s development policies,
including the Member States’. Both Orbie and Verslyus (2008) and Carbone (2007) argue
that since being delegated this task the Commission has adopted a leadership role in
coordination efforts, with signs of an ‘integrationist shift’ in the EU’s development policy
emerging. A lack of coordination with Member State policies significantly impacted the

value-added of the EC’s interventions, with Member States and the Commission pursuing

% Interview Namibian diplomat, Berlin: March 2008 (N1); Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: May
2008 (S1); Interview Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3).

" Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1); June 2008 (S3; S4; S7); Interviews Ghanaian
government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; GS5; G8).
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different or competing objectives or unnecessarily duplicating efforts, while over-
burdening recipient governments with excessive administration (Orbie and Versluys 2008:
73). Both the Consensus on Development and the Code of Conduct made significant strides
in ensuring increased coherence and complementarity amongst the different EU
development policies. This is one area of the EU’s development policy where the
Commission is starting to face fewer constraints and has instead gained increased capacity
to pursue its role and objectives (see especially Carbone 2007). Interviews with African
officials confirm that the Commission is increasingly perceived as a leader in coordination
efforts amongst international donors, which in intensifying interactions between the
Commission, other donors, and the recipient government, has also increased the importance
of the EC in general amongst other donors.”® The Commission’s capability to act as an
effective coordinator has thus been important in shaping and indeed even shifting African
perceptions of the EC as a development actor. At the same time, the emphasis on increased
coordination and complementarity with the Member States may also have resulted in “a
reduced space for negotiations with recipient countries” (Carbone 2008: 227), in that
countries are less able to have donors compete against one another in terms of offering the
best proposal which most closely fits with the recipient’s preferences (Whitfield and Fraser
2008: 40; Woll 2008). The increasingly important role of the Commission in more closely
integrating EC and Member State development policies and practises is thus an important
element to take into consideration in analysing how the constraints and capacities faced by

the EC affect its relations with recipient countries.

3.2 Remaining administrative/institutional concerns

Remaining administrative/institutional concerns within the Commission have also
affected the EC’s position as a donor. These are found in the role of the delegations in
administering the EC’s aid policy and providing opportunities for recipient participation
and in the policy split in Brussels between development policy formulation and
implementation. Hypothesis 2a posited in Chapter 1 is thus highlighted here: if the EU is
seen as incapable of employing resources and expertise effectively in other countries, or is
unable to convert its rhetoric into practise because it lacks or is unwilling to employ
necessary resources, this is likely to weaken its effectiveness abroad and will consequently

affect other countries’ expectations and perceptions of the EU negatively. The way in

% Interviews with African officials also confirm that they perceive the EC as having taken the lead in
coordination efforts amongst international donors (Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S3);
Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; G5; G8)).
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which this plays out in the specific context of the EU’s relations with Africa will become
clearer in the following chapter.
The role of the delegations in creating an effective EC aid policy towards Africa is

fundamental. Indeed:

Continued attention to implement, adjust and consolidate the different reform

components will be key in the struggle to increase the quality and effectiveness of

external assistance. Implementation and consolidation of the extensive devolution of
management responsibilities from EC headquarters in Brussels to the EC delegations
abroad will probably be the most critical component in this endeavour (Frederiksen

and Baser 2004: 1).

More than strengthening the EC’s donor performance-record, devolution is also a means to
provide increased ownership of aid programming to recipient governments by providing
“influence, decision-making power and some control over finances” (/bid.: 2). Prior to the
2000 reforms, the EC’s delegations had poorly defined responsibilities, limited decision-
making power, persistent staff shortages and limited training opportunities (/bid.: 1;
Dearden 2008a: 4-5). The reforms sought to address this by delegating more decision-
making power to the delegations. They were charged with presenting, explaining and
implementing the policy, analysing and reporting on the developments of the recipient
countries, and conducting negotiations in accordance with their given mandate. They are
expected to manage all phases of the project cycle, previously under the responsibility of
EuropeAid, and participate closely in tﬁe drafting of programming documents, such as the
CSP. Importantly, delegations should play a key role in the implementation of the EC’s aid
programmes, by leading the programming process in consultation with national
governments, managing the aid implementation, launching and managing local calls for
proposals, and coordinating with other international donors, civil society, and NGOs.
Furthermore, the role of the delegations is expected to become even more crucial with the
increase in budget support, as “a greater understanding of the local context becomes of
prime importance and therefore the role of the Delegations is central to ensuring the
realisation of effective aid programmes” (Dearden 2008: 190).

Although the role of the delegations is a crucial one in both creating a more
effective policy and providing African countries with an increased role in negotiations,
devolution has not been entirely successful and this has constrained the EC’s aid relations
with Africa. As Dearden has pointed out, two fundamental problems remain regarding the
devolution process, firstly “adequate resourcing of the Delegations to undertake their new
analytical and policy-driving role,” and secondly, “the relationship of the Delegations to
Brussels,” (2008a: 19). For one, administrative funding to run and manage aid relations

with Africa and the ACP has not increased significantly (Carbone 2008: 227), and this
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constrains the Commission’s capacity to cope with increased responsibilities. Although
staff numbers have increased, delegations continue to lack the staff necessary to undertake
their new activities, while current staff often lack the expertise, skills and training necessary
for these new roles. Furthermore, staff is either contractual or rotates every two to three
years, impeding the building of effective and trust-based relationships with the recipient
government and contributing to the loss of ‘organisational memory’ (Frederiksen and
Baser: 4-8; ACP Secretariat 2004).%° There is also a wide consensus amongst recipient
governments that despite devolution, major decisions continue to pass through Brussels
first, with misinformation between the delegations and headquarters a continuous problem.
Accordingly, this affects project implementation, stalls the timely aid disbursements, and
limits recipient ownership (/bid.).*® Therefore, deficiencies in financial and human
resourcing capacities and opportunities hamper the relationship between the recipient
government and the Commission, while the inability or the unwillingness for Commission
headquarters to support the role of the delegations undermines the attainment of policy
goals and further affects the relationship with recipients.

Another administrative/institutional constraint is found in the lack of clarity about
respective roles and responsibilities between DG RELEX, DEV and EuropeAid. The split
between aid programming and implementation is a significant problem in the
Commission’s position as an effective international donor. One of the main administrative
changes to come out of the reform process was the creation of EuropeAid, separating the
operational side of the EC’s aid policy from the formulation and programming side, as it
became the central agency responsible for the implementation of aid policies for all of the
EC’s partner countries, and not just the ACP. Although this was meant to increase
geographic coherence, observers note that the split has “damaged internal morale and
further eroded Development’s position in the EC hierarchy” (Hewitt and Whiteman 2004:
146). Indeed, former DG DEV Commissioner Poul Nielson was quoted as saying that it had
been “areal error in terms of management and policy responsibility that we have a tension
between the upstream policy part and the ‘do it’ part” (House of Commons 2002). Others
see this split as “possibly disrupting the project-cycle management” (Orbie and Versluys:
70; see also DAC 2002: 73; Santiso 2002: 414; House of Commons 2002; Hewitt and
Whiteman 2004; Dearden 2008a: 23), while the process is also said to have “dismayed its
clients — especially those of longest standing, the ACP” (Hewitt and Whiteman: 146;

% Interviews EC: Brussels, April 2008 (EC6; EC15); Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008
(S1), June 2008 (S3; S4; S6); Interviews EC Delegation, Dakar: June 2008 (EC17), Accra/L.ondon: October
2008 (EC 20); Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; GS5; G8).

%% Interviews EC officials, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6; EC15); Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar:
May 2008 (S1), June 2008 (S3; S4); Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; G5).
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Hoebink 2005). On the one hand, EuropeAid officials generally insisted that the working
relationship with DG DEV was efficient and cordial, with coordination mechanisms now in
place to ensure continuity between policy and implementation phases.*' On the other hand,
DG DEV interviewees and African officials demonstrated a different impression of this
split, indicating that one of the major bottlenecks for a more effective policy was found in
the division between strategy formulation phases and the actual implementation of projects
and programmes.>? According to one high-level EC official, the split had created significant
rupture and disappointment amongst long-time EC staff, rivalries and tensions at the level
of management (but not at the technical level), difficult reconciliation on clashing views,
and generally insufficient cooperation mechanisms.*® African officials were also of the
opinion that although the creation of EuropeAid was meant to improve the implementation
of aid, the division of labour in Brussels had had little impact on the effectiveness of the

policy on the ground (see also Hoebink 2005).%*

3.3 Policy (in)coherence between development and other external policies

The separation of programming between ACP and non-ACP countries, and
development policy and external relations, poses another constraint on the Commission’s
position as an international donor. Co-existence between development and foreign policy
goals has become a central element in the EC’s development policy since Cotonou, by
integrating security and political elements into the EC-ACP framework and proposing a
radical overhaul of the EU-ACP trade regime. Furthermore, development instruments such
as financial assistance have come to constitute an important part of the EU’s foreign
policy.** Development aid has become an important instrument through which the EU can
attempt to achieve its foreign policy objectives: it functions as an instrument for reaching
poverty-reduction (developmental) objectives, while simultaneously providing a tool with
which to promote political objectives, through conditionality or orienting aid towards non-
traditional development areas such as migration or trade.*® However, increased coherence

and the shift towards a co-existence between development and foreign policies have been

*! Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC2; EC13).

*2 Ibid, (EC10; EC11).

% Ibid. (EC10).

3 Interview Namibian diplomat: Berlin, March 2008 (N1); Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May
2008 (S1), June 2008 (S3); Interview Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3).

% Indeed, as note in a OECD DAC report on the EC’s development policy: “increasingly the EU views
development action as an instrument of foreign policy” (DAC 2007: 12). _

36 The integration of development with other foreign policy areas was confirmed in the 2005 Policy
Coherence for Development (PCD), which recognised that aid alone was insufficient in reducing poverty and
that many of the EU’s other policies had a decisive impact on the developing world. It stressed the need for
improvement in coherence between development and the EU’s non-aid policies.

83



much more difficult to attain in practise, as shown by the division between DG DEV and
RELEX. In an effort to ensure greater coherence amongst the EU’s external policies, the
2000 reforms reshuffled responsibilities amongst the different DGs. ACP trade-related
issues were made the competence of DG Trade, while RELEX became responsible for all
non-ACP countries, managing the delegations, heading the implementation of EC aid
through EuropeAid, managing thematic budget lines and ensuring coherence amongst the
EU’s external relations in general. This left DG DEV with the sole responsibility of
formulating development policy in general, and managing relations (but not
implementation of aid) with the ACP. According to Dearden, this split points at “the
unresolved issue of the relationship between a ‘poverty-reduction’-orientated development
policy and the wider concerns of EU external relations” (2008a: 23). Indeed, while DG
DEV has focused mainly on making poverty reduction the central objective of its policy,
DG RELEX’s budget lines have been “more directly placed within the wider political and
foreign policy objectives of the EU” (Riddell 2007: 68; see also Carbone 2007: 48).
Although the importance of policy coherence in shaping the EU’s relations with African
countries will become especially evident in the chapters considering trade and migration
policies, even at the level of aid this division at the practical level between DG DEV and
RELEX has an important impact on the EC’s position as a donor, because it impacts on
how coherently it promotes or pursues its policies, which in turn shapes other actors’
perceptions of and strategies for negotiating with the EU, as outlined in Hypothesis 2c¢ (see
Chapter 1).

A last constraint is found in the EU’s use of development policy to reach its foreign
policy goals. Development policy is increasingly “considered a field of action which allows
the EU to reinforce both its internal and external legitimacy” (Orbie and Versluys: 86).> It
is now widely argued that development has come to serve as a means for enhancing the
EU’s image internationally and legitimise its position as a relevant foreign policy actor or
to further the image of the EU as a concerned, active, and relevant international actor (see
Olsen 2002, 2004, 2005; Crawford 2007). The increasing use of the policy as a means to
achieve foreign policy goals affects the EU’s relations with Africa because policy
(in)coherence can influence others’ perceptions of the EU as a capable and legitimate
international actor and because this can constrain the EU to conducting its relations or
implementing its policies according to meeting these wider objectives rather than achieving

the goals of the individual policies. Indeed, as noted in the introduction and according to

37 Indeed, Commission Communications and Council Conclusions on the policy have increasingly highlighted
the need for increased visibility of the EU as a both a development and foreign policy actor.
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Zartman and Rubin’s definition of power as a perceived relationship (see Chapter 1),
although perceptions of power are based on objective realities, they are also shaped by the
EU’s actions, and the effectiveness and impact of these in a particular context. Therefore, if
the EU is perceived to be using its development policy to promote foreign policy objectives
rather than development objectives, this is likely to have an impact on outsiders’
perceptions of the EU as a truly concerned or altruistic development actor. Inconsistencies
between rhetoric and practise can lead to a lowering of expectations on the part of others,
and even diminish their willingness to cooperate. Furthermore, if the EU is perceived as
constrained to its wider interests, recipient countries might be more likely to devise
strategies for dealing with the EU as a donor in which it can expose these constraints and

exercise leverage and/or control.

4 Conclusion

In conclusion, it is worth considering Hoebink’s view of the EU’s position as a

development actor in the world:

The European Union has, in spite of its limited capacities, become more of a

global player than ever, but can it live up to this role? The Commission does not

seem to have either the organisational or intellectual capacity to play an important

global role in the field of development cooperation. This is partly due to staff

deficiencies, both in numbers and expertise, and to the limitations that EU

member states impose on the Commission. It is also partly caused by the complex

decision-making process in Brussels, particularly the disconnection between

policy making and policy implementation (2005: 1).
In sum, there exist certain constraints that the EC faces as a development actor which need
to be accounted for when examining its relations with weaker actors. This is so because
firstly, even as the structurally stronger actor, constraints can undermine or weaken the
EU’s potential to utilise its resources to meet its preferences, and secondly, because weaker
actors’ perceptions of the EU’s capabilities are not necessarily congruent with the power
that it possesses in terms of financial weight and resources. The EU’s potential to be an
influential leader or simply an effective development actor is sometimes undermined by the
way in which its policies, goals, and instruments are operationalised. Indeed, “incoherence
across issue areas ... lack of perceived legitimacy and, to a lesser extent, an excessive focus
on internal co-ordination” (Elgstrém 2007: 949), can lead to the pursuit of policy objectives
which is at times less effective and influential than the EU’s power may have it seem
capable of. It is important to take into consideration the constraints that the Commission
faces because of the way it affects its position vis-a-vis other actors, but more importantly,

how it affects others’ perceptions of the EU as a relevant development actor. Indeed, as
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posited in the previous chapter, if the EU is viewed by outsiders as incapable of effectively
transforming its rhetoric into action, these perceptions might affect both the EU’s position
to negotiate with outsiders, as well as affect outsiders’ strategies in dealing with the EU.

Although power asymmetry characterises donor-recipient relations, it has been
suggested that certain constraints and conditions faced by both the donor and the recipient
intervene in shaping the environment in which aid recipients conduct their relations and
negotiate with donors, and more importantly, can account for occurrences in which the
process or outcome is not exclusively determined by the stronger party. Because aid
relationships are shaped by both contextual and relational factors between donors and
recipients,

the outcome of aid negotiations are the product of the encounter between recipient
and donor preferences, and the ability of each actor to successfully achieve their
preferred outcomes is heavily constrained by the conditions under which each faces
the other (the negotiating capital they can draw on) and the negotiating strategies
they adopt to pursue their preferences (Whitfield and Fraser 2008a: 38).

Importantly therefore, the constraints and strengths faced by both actors should be explored
in order to better understand why or why not some recipients have been successful in
negotiating their aid preferences.

The aid relationship between the Commission, as the donor, and African countries
as recipients, is based on asymmetric distribution of power between the two parties. Yet
power asymmetry with regards to differences in structural resources available to each party
does not necessarily dictate an outcome in favour of the structurally stronger party. Indeed,
the aid relationship between the EC and the Africa is far more complex than this, with
recent institutional and administrative reforms, increased opportunities for recipient country
ownership and participation in the determining the aid cycle, and continuing administrative
and political constraints faced by the Commission, significantly challenging the idea that
structurally stronger actors necessarily hold all the cards.

While the focus here was largely on the EU side of the aid relationship, an
assessment of recipient countries’ position vis-a-vis the EU is also necessary in order to
draw relevant conclusions as to why certain countries are able to exercise leverage and
control despite power asymmetry. The next chapter will explore how and to what degree
the conditions for weaker actor leverage and ownership as outlined in the hypotheses
presented in the previous chapter (see Tables 1.2 and 1.3), have influenced the negotiating
position of Senegal and Ghana in their aid relations with the EU. Despite a similar overall
aid framework, the countries have adopted differing strategies in negotiating their aid

preferences vis-a-vis the EC, with Senegal proving largely successful in maintaining
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ownership and having its preferences met particularly during the initial programming
phase, while Ghana, although not necessarily unsuccessful, preferring a less proactive
approach to promoting its preferences and allowing donors to take more of a leading role in

determining the outcome of aid negotiations.

87



Chapter 3

Exercising leverage and control in aid and development cooperation:

Senegal and Ghana’s aid relations with the EC'

This chapter explores the extent to which Senegal and Ghana have or have not been able to
challenge the traditional donor-recipient relationship by exercising leverage and control
vis-a-vis the EC in aid relations. Although power asymmetry characterises donor-recipient
aid relations, it does not determine that the process or outcome of these relations always

favours the stronger actor. Elgstrom has claimed that:

By all standards, the bargaining strength of the ACP countries is very small. Their

relative bargaining power is extremely weak regardless of whether we look at their

aggregate or their issue-specific power. Their need for aid resources is desperate,

and their alternatives are few in a world where total aid flows are stagnating. Their

dependence on the EU is far-reaching (2005: 178).
At the same time, contextual and relational factors intervene in this power asymmetry and
can create conditions under which weaker actors can reach their preferences. Based on the
case studies of Ghana’s and Senegal’s relationship with the Commission as a donor, this
chapter illustrates how the countries’ perceptions of the EU have influenced their strategies
towards the EU, and the extent to which institutional, economic, ideological and political
factors have created conditions for exercising leverage and ownership. .

Senegal and Ghana are amongst the most aid-dependent countries in West Africa.
Foreign aid is a major source of finance for imports, public investment and social services
(Kaplan 2006: 83). Numerous bilateral and multilateral donors are active in both countries
and have traditionally played an important role in the formation of national development
policies and agendas. In fact, both countries have been able to attain more and better aid as
a result of their favourable position vis-a-vis donors. Indeed, it can be said that the
countries enjoy a rather ‘successful relationship’ with the EC, and most international
donors, meaning that they are not seen as ‘problematic’ aid recipients, as they largely fit
donor requirements for aid, such as political stability in a tumultuous region, a
commendable record of good governance and democracy, a willingness to implement
structural economic reforms, combined with low-income status and high levels of poverty.

These factors have made Ghana and Senegal attractive aid recipients, because donors “can

! The author thanks Dr. Robert Leurs, from the University of Birmingham, and Ms Erin Coyle, from the
Overseas Development Institute (ODI), for their assistance in providing documentation for the purposes of
completing this chapter. '
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point out developmental success to an often sceptical audience at home” (Schmitt 2008: 1).
At the same time, Ghana and Senegal face similar constraints in terms of institutional
capacity and this poses as a major constraint in their ability to exercise leverage and control
in their aid relations with donors. Despite these similarities and despite these weaknesses,
the countries have adopted diverging approaches in their relations with the EC, which have
led to differing degrees of leverage and control being exercised.

The first section of this chapter presents some basic aid facts and statistics on Ghana
and Senegal, to facilitate comparison in later sections of the chapter. The second section
presents the case study of Senegal’s aid relations with the EC. The Senegalese government
is effective in aligning EC development strategies with its national development framework
and has been able to attain increases in the type of aid it prefers. In this sense, Senegal has
demonstrated considerable ownership in the negotiation phases of the aid relationship. Yet
constraints faced by the EC combined with the constraints faced by the government have
made it more difficult for the government to exercise leverage. The third section presents
the case of Ghana. It demonstrates that although it too has attained the aid it prefers, the
government has failed to exert ownership. Instead it has adopted a consensual position,
where the programming of aid, project administration, budget support initiatives, and donor
coordination efforts have been initiated and driven by donors such as the EC rather than by
the government.

The case studies highlight some important findings about how the EC’s
development policy and the EC as a donor is perceived in recipient countries, as well as
how these perceptions have contributed to shaping the countries’ strategies vis-a-vis the
EC. The findings confirm that the EC is constrained in several ways in the effective
delivery of aid and in engaging with recipient governments. Furthermore, the case studies
demonstrate that an evident power asymmetry between donors and re’cipients does
constrain the recipient’s room for manoeuvre, in that capacity constraints and aid
dependency, combined with limitations faced by the donor, hamper the exercise of
leverage. Thus the structural realities and differences between the donor and the recipient
have an important impact on determining the process and outcome of aid negotiations. Yet
the findings also confirm that despite these structural realities, contextual elements also
intervene in determining such processes and outcomes, allowing recipient countries to
maintain control in their aid relations with donors and to negotiate congruent with their

national interests and preferences, and not merely those of the donor.
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1 Comparative aid facts and statistics on Senegal and Ghana

Senegal and Ghana demonstrate a considerable need for aid, in terms of their poverty levels
and the developmental challenges they face. Senegal is one of the poorest countries in the
world, accepting Least Deveioped Country (LDC) status in 2001. Although the economy
has grown steadily over the past decade due to economic reforms, wealth was not equitably
distributed and caused inequality to increase rapidly (CEC-GoS 2003: 13). Ghana has
proven to be quite a success story within the region of West Africa, in that it has twice the
per capita output of most other countries in the region and poverty trends have been
favourable over the last 15 years, yet extreme poverty remains a problem (see Table 3.1).
Although Ghana is not an LDC, “its population and Government suffer the same or similar

hardships and constraints as do countries officially designated as LDCs” (WFP 2001: 13).

Table 3.1: Senegal and Ghana poverty and development levels
Poverty

ranking in P;B?;atil:n Population Human Human
terms of ex tregme living below  Development Development
GDP per overt the poverty Index Ranking Le\?el
capita (20(?8' lessythan line (2008; out of (2008)
(2007; out of $1 2’5 a day) (2001, 2007) 179 countries)
178 countries) ' Y
Senegal 108 33.5% 33-54% 153 Medium
Ghana 95 30% 28.5% 142 Medium

Sources: UNDP 2008; CIA World Factbook 2001, 2007.

On the political front, Senegal is considered a symbol of peace, democracy, ethnic
and religious tolerance in a region characterised by instability. In 2000 it further
consolidated its strong democratic record, when elections led to a peaceful change of
power. Ghana is a model for democracy and good governance in Africa and has been
consistently praised by the EC and other donors for its,

Overall good record with regards to ... rule of democratic principles, respect for
human rights and fundamental freedom; the country’s constructive and stabilising
role in the context of regional conflicts and crisis; and encouraging progress in
poverty reduction, based on a comprehensive poverty reduction strategy and prudent
economic policies. (CEC-GoG 2004: 14).
Given the combination of Senegal and Ghana’s poverty levels, with their relative political
stability, a solid democratic record, and willingness to undergo difficult macroeconomic

reforms, both countries are considered attractive aid recipients (see CEC-GoS 2004: 15-16).
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Both Senegal and Ghana are aid dependent (see Table 3.2). In Senegal, foreign aid
is the principal source of financing development, encompassing half of all public
investment and a quarter of the government’s budget (MEF 2008a: 6). Since the 1980s, aid
flows to Ghana increased considerably, making it one of the highest recipients of aid per

capita in sub-Saharan Africa (Quartey 2005: 1080).

Table 3.2: Senegal and Ghana aid dependency

Net ODA  Aid per capita Aid dependence Aid as % Foreign Direct

($ millions) ()] (ODA as % of GDP) capital Investment
formation (as % of GDP)
2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005
Senegal 423 689 41 59 9.9 8.5 46.2 35.8 19.0 13.5
Ghana 600 1120 30 51 12.4 10.6 50.5 36.0 30.0 194

Sources: World Bank 2007; UNCTAD 2006

Furthermore, both countries also have a large number of donors actively contributing to
their developmental efforts. The number of donors is particularly high in Senegal, while the
number of ODA donors in Ghana set to expand even more in the near future.? The EU (the
Member States and the EC) is the primary donor, while the Commissio'n on its own ranks
amongst the top 10 donors in both countries (see Table 3.3).

Table 3.3: Overview of donors in Senegal and Ghana

Major bilateral and Number EU donor Commission Overall
multilateral donors of ranking donor ranking Commission
(2005-2010) donors (2007) (2006, net donor ranking
(2007) ODA (2006-2010,

disbursements)  expected net ODA
disbursements)
World Bank; France; EC 1%

Senegal  AfDB; US; Japan; Canada; 60 7 3t
Germany (50-60% of ODA)
World Bank; US; UK; 1™
Ghana AfDB; EC; Netherlands; 30 gt 2nd
Denmark; Germany (35-40% of ODA)

Sources: CEC-GoG 2007; CEC-GoS 2007; EU Donor Atlas 2008

EDF aid commitments to both countries have risen steadily, including per capita
commitments (CEC-GoG 2007; CEC-GoS 2007, see Table 3.4 and Figure 3.1). Amongst
the ACP, the countries have received slightly above average aid commitments from the

Commission, indicating their status as preferred aid recipients (CEC 2007f; see Table 3.5).

2 With the discovery of oil off the Ghanaian coast in 2007 Norway resumed its development cooperation, and
the Czech Republic is also considering becoming a donor (Schmitt 2008).
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Table 3.4: EDF aid commitments and disbursements to Senegal and Ghana

6" EDF 7" EDF 8" EDF 9" EDF 10" EDF
(1985-1990) (1990-1995) (1995-2001) (2002-2007) (2008-2013)
Committed Disbursed Committed Disbursed Committed Disbursed Committed  Disbursed® Committed  Disbursed*
Senegal 267.29 266.2 202.67 193.66 273.83 206.26 282 80.87 298.8 N/A
Ghana 121.65 121.45 266.22 25727 264.74 193.53 311 116.77 . 3746 N/A

Sources: CEC 2007f; CEC-GoG 2007; CEC-GoS 2007

Figure 3.1: EDF aid commitments to Senegal and Ghana, (1985-2008)
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Sources: CEC-GoG 2007; CEC-GoS 2007

Table 3.5: Top 15 ACP EDF recipients

Country Total 9" EDF
Allocation

Ethiopia 538.00

Mali 375.00
Uganda 363.00
Tanzania 355.00
Burkina Faso 351.00 -
Zambia 351.00

Niger 346.00
Malawi 345.00

Mozambique 329.00
Madagascar  327.00

Ghana 311.00
Senegal 282.00
Benin 275.00
Chad 273.00
Nigeria 266.00

Source: CEC 2007f

The next sections will use these statistics and trends in Senegal’s and Ghana’s aid relations

with the EC in analysing their efforts at exercising leverage and/or control.

? Payments are ongoing until 2010.
* Payments have not yet commenced.
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2  Senegal

EC aid, and the Commission as a donor, are seen to play a critical role in Senegal’s
developmental efforts. The EC is considered amongst the country’s priority donors with
which relations are essential. The EC is seen as the only donor that disburses aid in large
sums, which allows for the implementation of grand projects and programmes that have a
significant impact on the country’s development.’ The EC’s critical role and the importance
of its contributions as perceived by the Senegalese government, provide it with some
weight in Senegalese development efforts. In this sense, Senegal’s perception of the EC as
a development actor is partially shaped by the objective reality that it is the structurally
more powerful actor (see Hypothesis 1). This constrains the extent to which the
government can fully exercise leverage when or if EC preferences do not conform with its
own. Thus, the government does not feel it has the capacity to refuse EC aid or circumvent
cooperation altogether.® At the same time, the government’s perceptions of the EC are also
shaped by the EC’s actions in Senegal and by the contextual environment in which aid
relations operate. Indeed, it is these factors that have created the conditions under which the
government has been able to maintain some control over its aid framework. This is further

explored below.

2.1 The EC - Senegal aid framework

Senegal’s national development framework is set out in the country’s Poverty
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP), the primary instrument for development cooperation
with donors (AFRODAD 2007a: 12). 7 The most recent version of this is the PRSP II (2006
—2010), which has set as a main objective the raising of economic growth to 7% per year
so as to halve poverty by 2015, and place Senegal in line with the targets set out in the New
Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) and the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs). Despite this, since 2003, Senegal has experienced average growth rates of around
5%, insufficient for halving poverty and graduating out of LDC status by 2015. In view of
this, in 2007 the government took the initiative to align an Accelerated Growth Strategy
(Stratégie de Croissance Accélérée - SCA) with the PRSP II, to jumpstart the economy and

3 Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1; S2); June 2008 (S3; S4; S6; S7).

§ Ibid. (S7; S9). '

7 The first PRSP was implemented from 2003 to 2005, and focused on wealth creation, capacity building and
development of social services, improvements in the living conditions of the poor, and implementation of the
strategy and monitoring of outcomes.
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reduce poverty by using exports to drive wealth and job creation between 2007 to 201 18
The PRSP and the SCA are the main instruments with which donors are expected to align
their interventions and reinforce national ownership of the government’s development
strategies. Accordingly, the government is keen to have donors support its national
development framework and the government’s priorities (MEF 2008, 2008a; AFRODAD
2007a: 13).°

The EC’s development strategies for Senegal are aligned with the government’s
own strategies. Thus for example, in the 9" EDF, the EC aimed to support the
government’s efforts towards poverty reduction through project aid and budget support
dedicated to three focal sectors: good governance, regional integration infrastructure (road
transport) and sanitation infrastructure (CEC-GoS 2002: 18-22). For the 10™ EDF, the EC
aimed to align its strategy entirely with the PRSP II, focusing on reducing the incidence of
poverty through strong economic growth, facilitating access to basic social services,
protecting the most vulnerable, and promoting good governance and the rule of law through
a mixture of project aid and budget support (CEC-GoS 2007: 31-35).

To acquire more ownership over where and how aid was spent, the government was
keen to induce donors to increase budget support as opposed to project aid (AFRODAD
2007a: 19; Leurs 2002: 33; OECD 2005: 115).'° This was largely in-line with the EC’s
preferences as well, with the EC noting that “the option to reinforce budgetary support in
the 10™ EDF notably responds to European Commission’s desire to give States more
responsibility in implementing aid and to support the macro-economic reform policies and
management of public finances implemented by the Senegalese government” (CEC-GoS
2007: 23). Furthermore, in focusing more intensely on budget support, both the government
and the EC aimed to make aid flows more predictable and reduce the high incidence of aid
volatility, while at the same time relieving the EC of some of the high transaction costs
associated with administering project aid (see below; Schmidt 2006).

While the EC had provided some budget support prior to the 9™ EDF, until 2003
this was suspended, “due to irreconcilable difficulties with the public financial management

system and its lack of transparency” (Entwistle et al. 2005: 123; Schmidt 2006: 44).

¥ The SCA focuses on the promotion of investments through improving the Senegalese business environment
and on the promotion of developing 5 crucial economic sectors: agriculture and agro-industry, fishing,
tourism, textile, and information and communication technologies (ICT).

° Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S2); June 2008 (S3; S4).

1 Ibid. (S1; S2; S3; S4; S6); Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC13; EC14). Budget support only
constitutes a small proportion of total incoming aid; in 2008 it represented only 15% of total donor
commitments and 5% of disbursements (AfDB-OECD 2008: 543). As 0f 2008, only a few donors contributed
to budget support, namely France, the World Bank, the EC, the Netherlands, and the AfDB, and most
recently, Germany (MEF 2008a: 5).
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Regular EC budget support for Senegal began in 2003 with the implementation of the 9™
EDF, encompassing 26% of the total aid package. Despite a willingness to move away
from project aid, disbursement of the last tranche of budget support suffered major delays
in December 2007, when it was judged that the country had not met all the necessary
conditions (MEF 2008a: 28; CEC-GoS 2007: 22-23). Regardless of the problems
surrounding EC budget support in the past, in 2004 mid-term review (MTR) the EC
increased budget support to €53M, and under the 10™ EDF this increased considerably to
over 50% of total programmable aid allocations. The significant increase in budget support
directly corresponded to the government’s preference for increasing this type of aid."!

At the same time, significant problems and obstacles remain between the
Senegalese government and donors, namely a very high aid volatility and limited
_ coordination and harmonisation amongst donors. Firstly, while the increase in EC budget
support is a success for the government in securing the type of aid it prefers, the delays in
disbursing budget support also point to fundamental problems which persist in the EC —
Senegal aid framework. High aid volatility in Senegal is evident amongst all donors,
making “one of the major characteristics of external assistance in Senegal, the low
disbursement ratio from several development partners” (Entwistle ez al. 2005: 123). Only
about 10— 30% of incoming aid is actually disbursed and/or implemented (MEF 2008a: 7;
Leurs 2005: 381-382). Several studies and interviews indicate that amongst the different
donors present in Senegal, the EC is considered the worst performer in terms of timely and
predictable disbursements (SPA 2006; OECD 2005: 117)."? For example, under the 9"
EDF, aid projects were slow to get started, with implementation suffering from severe
delays. At the end of 2005, of all the aid the EC committed to Senegal since the beginning
of the 9" EDF cycle (€240M), only 7% had been disbursed. It was only with the signing of
the budget support programme in December 2005 and the approval of a major road works
project, that funds eventually began flowing more regularly in 2006 and 2007, thus raising
the disbursement rate to 27% at the end of 2007 (CEC — GoS 2007: 21).

Secondly, although Senegal is highly committed to the implementation of the 2005
Paris Declaration, both the government and donors consider coordination and
harmonisation of donor practises and procedures as fundamentally in need of improvement
(MEF 2008; OECD 2005)."> With such a large number of donors active in Senegal, the

government faces a particular challenge in implementing and absorbing incoming aid, and

" Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S4).

12 Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1); June 2008 (S3; S7); Interviews EC, Brussels:
April 2008 (EC6; EC13; EC14).

B Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S2); June 2008 (S3).
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administering relations with the different donors. Although, some significant progress in
donor coordination has been made (AFRODAD 2007a: 18),"* most of these processes
remain merely informal, with limited opportunities for the government to participate,
leaving donors to coordinate in a setting removed from the government (/bid.: 19)."° Lastly,
delegated and silent partnerships, in which two or more donors represent one another in
policy dialogue (‘silent’), or in which one donor manages funds for a particular project or
programme of another donor (‘delegated’), are currently not active in Senegal. Only about
19% of all the donor missions in the country are ‘joint missions’ (OECD 2008c¢: 13).
Indeed, according to one government official, although in theory donor coordination and a
division of labour are in place, in practise this has not taken hold, with the government
finding it increasingly difficult to manage all of its many donors.'¢

Aid relations between the EC and Senegal are a mixture of both notable successes
and evident difficulties. On the one hand, the EC’s strategies are aligned with those of the
government and aid allocations have moved away from project aid towards budget support,
according to both the government’s and the EC’s preferences. On the other hand, the high
volatility of EC aid, a failure to absorb incoming aid, and limited donor coordination efforts
have made relations with donors difficult for Senegal especially in the implementation
phase. The next section will demonstrate that although it can not be ascertained that
Senegal has exercised levérage vis-a-vis the EC, through the pro-active role adopted by the
government vis-a-vis the EC especially in the programming phase of aid negotiations it has
been able to maintain some control. However, government pro-activeness in the
programming phase has not been extended into the implementation phase or in increasing
aid effectiveness, indicating a lack of leverage and control in the latter phases of the aid

cycle.

' From the mid-1980s, donors and the government have met in formal Consultative Group (CG) meetings
coordination (Olaniyan 1996: 136). Since 2003, these meetings have been held on an annual basis.
Furthermore, thematic donor groups now operate according to the main pillars of the government’s poverty
reduction strategy. These are mainly informal discussion groups and constitute mechanisms of support for the
government in the elaboration and the implementation of policies and development strategies. They also
constitute a forum for exchange of experience and coordination between donors (UNDP 2003: 7). At present
there are 13 thematic groups, each headed by one or more lead donors according to their area of expertise
(AFRODAD 2007a: 19)

3 Other problems in coordination include the insufficient coverage of some sectors and themes due to a lack
of interest or insufficient resources, a scattering of donor interventions in too many sectors thus decreasing
their overall impact, and insufficient information sharing amongst donors (MEF 2008b; UN 2005).

'® Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S3).
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2.2 Leverage and control in EC-Senegal aid relations?

The Senegalese government has established ownership particularly over the
programming process of EC aid interventions and aligning this aid to support the
government’s development goals. Indeed, Commission officials recognise that their
Senegalese counterparts demonstrate a good capacity to promote their preferences
regarding where and how aid is spent. EC interviewees referred to Senegalese officials as
generally “very good and advanced negotiators who clearly know what they want” and as
“proud in their achievements and very keen to take on a leadership position” in negotiating
aid.'” Accordingly, Commission negotiators who have encountered government officials in
aid negotiations note that although negotiations are sometimes tough (especially prior to the
onset of budget support, see below), Senegalese counterparts are well-prepared in the
promotion of their own preferences as regards the allocation of aid and have demonstrated
a good capacity to forward their own preferences onto the EU in the aid programming
ph.else.18

In what ways has the government demonstrated control? The government has
negotiated with donors, the EC included, on its own terms and according to its own
government structures. With regards to the EC, one Senegalese interviewee mentioned that
although the EC often holds the “misconceived expectation” that dialogue must be
conducted with high-profile figures within the government, rather than liaising with
technical staff with relevant expertise,'® Senegalese officials have insisted that dialogue be
conducted at the technical level, and that the locus of initiative and leadership in
formulating national development strategies remain with experts in the Ministry of
Economy and Finance (MEF).%® Furthermore, according to Senegalese officials, although
the EC decides the geographical and/or thematic area in which to concentrate its aid
interventions, as with other donor strategies, this is first approved by the government.
Technical experts in the MEF claimed that if projects or donor frameworks did not fit with
Senegalese strategies they would be sent back to the donor and accepted only when deemed
adequate.”’ While this is not to say that the government has the capacity to refuse aid
should donor preferences not match those of the government, it does show that the

government has a strong willingness to negotiate with donors until its preferences are met

' Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6; EC14); Interview EC Delegation, Dakar: June 2008 (EC16).
18 Ibid. (EC6; EC14; EC17); Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S3).

% Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S3).

2 Ibid. (S3; S4).

! Ibid,
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and to cooperate with donors only under the premises of its national development
framework.

Senegal’s assertion of ownership has, according to the government, the EC, and
other donors, translated into most donors, including the EC, “supporting the government’s
policy agenda” (OECD 2005: 115). Government ownership over the development process,
and more specifically, over the government’s aid policies was also confirmed in a recent
survey on Senegal’s progress in implementing the 2005 Paris Declaration: donors agreed
that “the government maintains the primary role in the elaboration and implementation of
national strategies ... The national objectives and development and aid policies enclosed in
the PRSP translate into a veritable political willingness concerning strong engagement on
the part of the government” (MEF 2008a: 38; see also MEF 2008: 116). Thus, “Senegal’s
framework for selecting aid projects ... is apparently rational, coherent, fairly
straightforward, and not insignificantly, government-driven” (Clark et al. 1997: 152).
Although the government recognises its genuine need for assistance, it has taken a
leadership position in aligning donor interventions with the government’s framework and
has exerted considerable control over aid programming.

The government has also demonstrated ownership by instigating increased donor
confidence in national systems through reforms, and initiating the formulation and signing
of a fundamental framework agreement between the government and donors (MEF 2008a:
26).% In 2003, the government initiated major reforms of the management system of public
finances and of procedures for public works contracts. Although these reforms were based

‘on recommendations of international financial institutions such as the World Bank,
importantly, these were initiated by the government with the intent of firstly creating the
conditions for a stronger adherence to and involvement of its citizens in public policies, and
secondly, to construct an environment in which investors and donors could better conduct
their interventions by substituting project aid with budget support.?> The implementation of
these reforms demonstrated and reinforced the government’s commitment to enhancing
coordination and harmonisation amongst different donors (OECD 2005: 116), in addition to
creating more transparent and efficient institutional mechanisms for transferring funds from
donors to the government (AFRODAD: 24). Indeed, “improving the effectiveness of the

government’s financial administration is seen as crucial, as success in this area would have

2 Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S2); June 2008 (S4; S7).

3 «L’enjeu primordial pour le Gouvernement, consiste a créer les conditions d’une plus forte adhésion et
d’une plus forte implication des populations et des citoyens aux politiques publiques. L’autre enjeu majeur
sera de batir un cadre qui permettra aux partenaires de la communauté financiére internationale, de mieux
concevoir et conduire leurs interventions dans le pays en substituant les aides-projets actuelles par I’aide
budgétaire dont la mobilisation sera simplifi¢e,” (MEF 2007).
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the advantage of increasing the credibility of the state and would thus facilitate aid to
general budgets” (AFRODAD: 20; see also MEF 2008: 117).

While on the one hand, commitment to reforms indicates the government’s
intention to assert ‘ownership’ according to the understanding of the concept as expressed
in the Paris Declaration, on the other hand it is important to highlight that government
control is evident in the role the government has adopted vis-a-vis donors in increasing
budget support. In January 2008, the government signed the “Framework Arrangement
between the Senegalese Government and the Donor Partners Concerning Budget Support”
(ACAB) with five major development partners.24 Both the government and the EC (and
other relevant donors) expressed strong confidence in the ACAB initiative, and viewed this
as major breakthrough in increasing donor confidence.? Indeed, the EC has admitted that
its decision to augment budget support allocations in the 10" EDF was strongly linked to its
recognition of the government’s own initiative in implementing the ACAB (CEC-Senegal
2007: 23; MEF 2008: 117).%¢ Importantly, the fact that the ACAB was initiated by the
government after the implementation of budget support in 2003, demonstrates how Senegal
took a leadership position in promoting its preferences for increasing budget support
allocations. This is evident when comparing Senegal’s position to Ghana (see below),
where donors rather than the government initiated a framework agreement for budget
support in 2003, requiring the government to undertake reforms as a condition for receiving
budget support. In Senegal, donors contributed to budget support before such a framework
was in place, and the government took the initiative to establish its own system to
coordinate these contributions and to encourage donors to continue this type of aid, thus
demonstrating control.

Senegal’s assertion of control was also evident in its behaviour towards the EC
during the aid programming phases. Here, control, alongside the EC’s willingness to
engage with the government’s request, were essential in increésing budget support
allocations.?” Prior to the onset of budget support, Senegalese aid negotiators were seen by
Commission officials as being “difficult” and often “unwilling to compromise.”® For
example, during the negotiations of the 10" EDF, the Commission was initially hesitant to
increase budget support, given the government’s past failures in implementation and

meeting conditions. Negotiations were said to continuously reach stalemates, as no

2% France, World Bank, EC, Netherlands, AfDB, and Germany.

% Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1; S2); June 2008 (S4; S7); Interviews EC,
Brussels: April 2008 (EC6; EC13; EC14).

% Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC13; EC14).

%7 Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S4).

8 Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6; EC13).
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concessions were being given on the EC side, while the Senegalese side remained reluctant
to accept more project aid over budget support. In 2006, a new head of delegation was
posted to Senegal, who was said to be extremely keen on budget support. It was only with
the converging of interests at a crucial time in the negotiations, that agreement was
eventually facilitated, and Senegal was able to secure significant budget support allocations
as preferred.?® On the one hand therefore, the government was not able to exercise any
significant leverage vis-a-vis Commission negotiators, as agreement was reached not
because of Senegalese influence, but due to an eventual converging of interests between the
parties. On the other hand, through its continual resistance to accepting less budget support
than was anticipated and despite initial EC reluctance to submit to their demands for
increased budget support, the government maintained control by negotiating and
cooperating according to the government’s terms and preferences. Although dialogue
between the EC and Senegal has been fairly difficult in the past (CEC-GoS 2007: 22), it is
only with the prospect of budget support that the Senegalese government has demonstrated
increased willingness to engage with EC.%°

Yet, while the government has exhibited control and pro-activeness in the aid
programming phase, this has clearly been lacking in the implementation phase and in donor
coordination efforts (MEF 2008a: 32-34; AFRODAD 2007a: 18).3! As Leurs notes, “the
current problem is no longer one of inadequate national ownership of the development
agenda but, rather, a problem of inadequate ownership in terms of the management of
different projects and programmes” (2002: 17).3? Despite the government control during
the programming phase, it has not improved aid management systems and has been too
overwhelmed by the number of donor interventions to adopt an effective leadership role in
coordination efforts (MEF 2008a: 32; Leurs 2005: 382; AFRODAD 2007a: 19-20; OECD
2005: 116, 118; Enwistle et al. 2005: 123). Government officials note that coordination
efforts have mainly been driven by the EC, and that particularly at the level of policy
initiatives, the EC has led efforts to develop frameworks for increasing dialogue amongst
donors and between the donor community and the government.*? Indeed, the government
recognises that “efforts for enhanced division of labour are on-going thanks to donors’

initiatives” (MEF 2008b). For example, informal thematic donor groups for coordination

* Interview EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC13); Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S3; S4).
% Ibid (EC6; EC13; EC14). With the promise of increased budget support, high-level government officials
are participating more actively in the negotiations (MEF 2008a: 24, 32, 33).

3! Ibid. (EC 13); Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S3).

%2 Ibid. (EC3; EC13); Ibid. (S1; S3; S4; S7). ‘

* Ibid. (S3).
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were initiated by donors with minimal input and involvement on the part of the government
(AFRODAD: 19).

Why has Senegal been able to maintain control during the aid programming phase,
but has failed to replicate this in the latter phases of the aid cycle? Why has the government
been able to adopt a leadership position in negotiations, but fails to do so in donor
coordination? Given power asymmetry between donors and recipients, Senegal’s failures
may be rather unsurprising. At the same time, it is unexpected that a poor and aid-
dependent country like Senegal has indeed managed to retain control in aid negotiations
with the Commission. The next section will explore the reasons behind Senegal’s successes

and failures in exercising leverage and control in aid relations with the EC.

2.3 Explaining the EC-Senegal aid relationship

2.3.1 Perceptions of the EC as a donor

As posited in Chapters 1 and 2, the perceptions that other actors hold of the EC
affect the their relations with it. Perceptions of the EC as a capable or incapable, coherent
or incoherent, or united or divided donor shape a recipient government’s strategy vis-a-vis
the EC and contribute to its success or failure in exercising leverage and control. So how is
the EC as a donor perceived in Senegal, and how has this affected aid relations?

In Senegal, the EC is seen as facing three types of constraints which have adversely
affected EC-Senegal aid relations. Firstly, Senegalese officials have continuously
characterised the EC aid process as complex, long, and bureaucratic. The size of the EC’s
aid projects and programmes, combined with difficult planning, implementation, and
results monitoring processes requires significant effort from the Senegalese side to follow
one of its many donors. This creates a significant constraint on the government, which has
limited technical capacity in management and administration (see below).>* EC
interviewees also noted that one of the major bottlenecks in aid relations with Senegal, and
indeed with the ACP in general, is the intense pressure the Commission faces to deliver
quality aid.*> This pressure has led to complex and long procedures for approving aid
projects and disbursement decisions (see Chapter 2), which in turn affects the EC’s

relationship with recipient countries.

3 For example, while the administration of EDF requires staff of about 15 people, the administration of other
donors only requires two to three people (Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1); June
2008 (S3; S4; S6)).

35 Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6; EC13).
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Secondly, there is a wide consensus amongst Senegalese authorities that the process
of decentralisation between the EC headquarters in Brussels and the delegation is not yet
effective (Leurs 2005: 383; 385).>® While the government prefers working closely with the
delegation, many decisions continue to pass through Brussels first, increasing project
implementation times and stalling disbursements.*’ Implementation times for a particular
project or delays experienced on the ground are often not communicated clearly between
the delegation and Brussels, resulting in Brussels being generally misinformed or unaware
of what is happening on the ground. At the same time, the delegation lacks adequate
authority necessary to adjust projects accdrding to local conditions.®® This affects
Senegalese officials responsible for relations with the EC, in that they are often left
uninformed about the status of project approvals and disbursement decisions, largely
because the delegation itself is also uninformed. Thus, procedures and terms of approval for
aid projects in Brussels are not communicated clearly and in a timely manner to both the
Senegalese side and to a lesser extent, the delegation.’® In this regard, Senegalese
interviewees often compared the EC to other multilateral and bilateral donors, noting that
where decentralisation had been fully implemented it had resulted in significantly improved
quality aid programmes and dialogue (MEF 2008a: 31).** Indeed, as was noted in a recent
evaluation of aid processes in Senegal, donors “whose work is organised in a decentralised
manner and which are awarded larger amounts of power seem to be able to fulfil their
commitments with greater ease” (MEF 2008: 117; see also Leurs 2005: 385). Thus the
failure of complete decentralisation on the part of the EC has had negative consequences on
the perceptions of the recipient government.

Lastly, some interviewees noted that effective aid relations often come down to a
number of well-informed and capable individuals in the delegations who are willing to
build up relationships with their counterparts in the Senegalese ministries."’ One
interviewee for example, noted that under the 9™ EDF there were significant staffing issues
in the delegation which contributed to the difficult dialogue. Indeed, as noted, it was only
with a major change in the staffing situation during the 10™ EDF negotiations that dialogue
improved.42 Furthermore, as noted in a previous study on aid delays in Senegal, although

“the hiring of additional staff and more local/longer term staff, especially in Embassy based

3 Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1); June 2008 (S3; S4; S6).

%7 Ibid. (S1; S3; S4).

*¥ Interview EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6); Interview EC Delegation, Dakar: June 2008 (EC17); Interviews
Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1); June 2008 (S3; S4).

> Ibid. (EC6); Ibid. (S1;S3; S4).

“0 Ibid. S1; S3; S4; S6; S7).

4! Ibid. (S1; S3; S4).

2 Ibid. (S3)
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aid sections” is seen by the government as reducing disbursement delays (Leurs 2005: 385),
the EC has not been particularly successful in this regard. One Senegalese official with over
20 years experience working with the EC, noted that delegation staff were not recruited on
the basis of their expertise in the country or an understanding of EC aid procedures, and
that by the time these necessary skills had been acquired, they were re-posted due to a high
turnover rate (see also CONCORD 2007: 9). Accordingly, this hampers the building of
effective, long-term working relationships and dialogue (MEF 2008a: 37).

As a result of this complexity, Senegalese counterparts have at times expressed
disinterest in collaborating with the EC. Some government officials see EC constraints as
undermining the EC’s position vis-a-vis other donors, which are considered more
accessible and preferable in order to meet short-term development goals because aid is
disbursed quickly.* This point is particularly important, because it highlights just how the
EC’s excessive bureaucratic procedures and regulations have hindered successful relations
with some recipient countries, and has placed it in a less favourable position compared to
other donors. Therefore, although the EC is considered an important donor in Senegal, a
perception largely shaped by the objective reality of the EC’s financial weight, if it is
unable to convert its resources into a capacity to engage with the government it
consequently affects the government’s expectations and perceptions of the EC negatively
and jeopardises its position as an important development actor in comparison to other
relevant donors (Hypothesis 2a). Perceptions shaped by the EC’s actions in other countries,
are therefore an important element in shaping the government’s strategy towards the EC.

The extent to which these perceptions translate into exercising leverage and/or
control however, is dependent on certain contextual factors in EC-Senegal aid relations. It
is argued below that Senegal’s ability to maintain control in these relations derives from: a
strong institutional capacity for strategy formulation; a strong socio-economic framework
and government initiative in adopting a donor-supported reform agenda; an increasingly
important geo-strategic position; and a strong ideological conviction in maintaining
ownership over national strategies and defending these in aid relations with donors. In this
respect, despite the power asymmetry that exists between Senegal and the EC, contextual
elements intervene in determining outcomes which are congruent with the interests of the
developing country. At the same time, the structural realities of this aid relationship, such
as the government’s limited capacity to administer aid and its numerous donors, combined

with limitations faced by the EC as a donor have resulted in a rather problematic

® Ibid (S1).
“ Ibid (S1; S3; S4; S7).
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implementation of aid and a lack of government leadership in coordinating aid. These
constraints can also explain the lack of leverage and control in the later stages of the aid
cycle. Senegal’s position vis-a-vis the EC, and its ability to maintain control is therefore
assisted by intervening contextual factors, but at the same time constrained by the
institutional consequences of aid dependence, in that weak administrative capacity in
combination with high donor transaction costs éonstrain the government’s room for
manoeuvre and its ability to exert control and exercise leverage beyond the aid
pro gramming phase.

Based on the factors listed in Table 1.3 in Chapter 1, the following sub-sections will

explore the factors that have constrained and facilitated leverage and control for Senegal.

2.3.2 Institutional factors

Institutional factors have strongly contributed to both the successes and failures of
the Senegalese government in exercising leverage and control vis-a-vis the EC. To a large
degree, the problems in the EC-Senegal aid relationship, as outlined above, can be
attributed to evident institutional shortcomings faced by the Senegalese government. In this
regard, Senegal’s aid absorption capacity is notably very low, with excessive administrative
procedures within the government and the multiplicity of donor procedures constraining the
government’s capacity to administer and implement aid and coordinate different donors
(OECD 2005: 118; Leurs 2005: 382; AFRODAD 2007a: 7, 15). Government procedures
are characterised by their complexity and multiplicity and hamper the implementation of
aid and lead to a low absorption of funds (AFRODAD 2007a: 7, 15; Leurs 2005: 384).
Capacity constraints are even more evident in a country like Senegal, because of the
number of different donors, projects, and programmes that the government must administer
and coordinate. Indeed, as one Senegalese interviewee said:

Senegal is very strong when it comes to telling donors exactly what we think and
how we want things done. Ownership in aid programming is not a problem ... The
main issue for Senegal is implementation. The Ministries, including the MEF, have
weak administrative and technical capacities. This is where we need reinforcements.
We want more ownership in steering aid flows.*

Indeed, the high proliferation of donors has placed an excessive administrative burden on
the government, with different donors requiring different procedures and promoting
different priorities. Therefore, “an effective partnership between the Government and the
external partner community is still undermined by multiple and diverging procedures each

development agency requires, forcing the Government to prepare multiple reports

* Ibid. (S3).
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depending upon the funding source and to build capacity around different procedures”

(Enwistle et al. 2005: 123). Accordingly:

This problem constitutes one of the decisive factors of the weakness of the capacity

of financial resources in the Senegalese administration. In effect, the multiplicity of

the donors’ procedures ... results in protracted projects’ operation time which, in its

turn, engenders additional costs and lessens the impact of development programs.

(AFRODAD: 19).

Although these institutional constraints have limited the opportunities for Senegal to
exercise leverage and control beyond the aid negotiation phase, it is nevertheless important
to outline that there exists a “relatively significant capacity for strategy formulation within
the Government” (Entwistle e al.: 127), which it is able to communicate effectively when
the government is solicited for participation and input. Indeed, it is namely this phase
which “present(s) the best hopes for recipient government to control national development
strategy and policies”, and although government participation is expected during
implementation, evaluation and revision, these phases “tend to reflect weak negotiating
capital and allow ‘control’ only within constraints” (Fraser and Whitfield 2008: 7). It is
precisely in the latter stages of the aid framework where Senegal experiences the most
signiﬁéant constraints in exercising leverage and control, because opportunities for
participation are limited, decisions are at the donor’s discretion, and government capacity is
inadequate. Yet where the country’s participation is solicited or even crucial, and where the
government has a strong capacity for formulating and presenting strategies, it has made full
use of these opportunities by strongly expressing its views and preferences, and by

maintaining its position even in the face of donor disagreement.

2.3.3 Economic factors

Economic factors have strengthened Senegal’s negotiating position vis-a-vis the
EC, and have allowed the government to maintain control during the programming phase.
The government’s increased access to alternative sources of funding for example, has
provided the government with the confidence to maintain its position throughout aid
negotiations. In March 2000, a landslide presidential electoral victory by Abdoulaye Wade
of the Senegalese Democratic Party (PDS) ended the near 40-year rule by the Socialist
Party (PS). Wade’s victory was later followed by another major win in the legislative
elections in April 2001 in which Wade’s Sopi coalition gained an overwhelming majority in
the parliament. The new government has been aggressively pursuing relations with non-
traditional donors such as China, India, Dubai, and Iran, which Wade sees as offering a

more flexible and less bureaucratic alternative source of funding (Reuters 2007; Wade
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2008). In 2005, Wade re-established diplomatic ties with China, leading to immediate
contributions to economic and trade projects and cooperation especially in fisheries,
agriculture and infrastructure construction, the areas the government is most interested in
developing and promoting. Furthermore, Senegal began awarding aid and investment
contracts to Middle Eastern, Asian and African donors and firms, often at the expense of its
traditional donors and trade partners (African Business 2007). In addition, Senegal has also
been constructing closer ties with the countries of the Organisation of Islamic Conference
(OIC), namely Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and United Arab Emirates, which in recent years have
contributed significantly to Senegal’s development efforts (Daily Nation 2007). Although it
cannot be argued that non-traditional donors and alternative sources of funding have taken
the place of traditional donors, at the same time the government views these alternative
resources as having created a more competitive environment in which traditional donors
must compete against new development partners for financing projects and securing major
development projects.*® Thus, although a country may be dependent on a stronger actor,
thus evidencing the power asymmetry that characterises their relations, the availability and
willingness to access alternative sources provides weaker countries with increased

confidence and room for bargaining vis-a-vis a visibly stronger actor.

2.3.4 Strategic factors

Senegal’s ability to maintain control has also been strengthened by the country’s
increasingly important strategic position. This factor is especially relevant, because
Senegal’s strategic position is largely politically oriented, rather than policy oriented, and
as such, this has enhanced its position vis-a-vis donors. Indeed, as posited in Chapter 1, itis
a country’s ability to construct itself as a strategic actor for political reasons in the eyes of
donors, rather than for policy reasons, such as a good reform record, which allows for a
stronger position to exercise leverage and/or control. Indeed this difference will become
clearer when considering the Ghana case study.

After the election, Wade expressed strong interest in raising Senegal's regional and
international profile, by diversifying Senegal’s foreign relations away from its traditional
Francophone focus (Galvan 2001; Chafer 2003: 163; Schraeder 2001 56). Indeed, although
Senegal’s “historical background as the major centre for French imperialism in West
Africa” (Edi 2007: 167) played a significant role in establishing the country as a leader in

Francophone Africa, Senegal’s foreign policy has taken on a new direction since the

% Ibid. (S3; S4; S7).
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election, and Wade’s international efforts undoubtedly boosted the country’s international
profile (Edi 2007: 167, Schraeder: 55; Fall 2004). As a pan-Africanist, Wade worked to
change the image of Africa and increase the power of African heads of state beyond their
national borders, with the promotion of democracy and development as top priorities on
Senegal’s international agenda (Lefébvre 2003: 61). He was one of the founders of NEPAD .
and his government’s efforts were crucial to brokering a cease-fire in the Ivory Coast when
ECOWAS forces failed to do so, and later in negotiating a solution to the crisis.
Furthermore, Senegal’s diplomatic capacities were significantly enhanced by its military
commitments to the region, especially in neighbouring Guinea Bissau and the Gambia (Edi:
166-167). Indeed, Senegal’s role at the regional level has also been echoed in the other two
areas explored in this thesis, trade and migration, where the government has successfully
uploaded its preferences onto the ECOWAS negotiation platform regarding trade and has
taken the lead on joint cooperation on migration between the EU and the West African
region (see Chapters 5 and 7).

According to EC interviewees, Senegal’s important position both in the region and
on the continent has strengthened its position vis-a-vis its major donors. Aside from its
democratic record and peace and stability within Senegal, it has also developed a wider
diplomatic role in terms of regional political leadership, especially conflict and crisis
management and mediation.*” This point is particularly relevant for Senegal’s relations
with the EC, because, as noted in Chapters 1 and 2, in the EU’s increasing use of
development policy as a means to achieve wider foreign policy goals, countries where the
EU’s security and economic interests are high have increased in importance on the EC’s
development agenda, in terms of funding and the EU’s presence (see also Olsen 2004).
Indeed, according to one EC interviewee, “In aid negotiations, it cannot accept to be treated
any worse off than other countries in the region, and it really works hard to stay as a top aid
recipient. Senegal seems to be really aware of its strategic position in West Africa, and
what that means in relations with donor interests, and it uses this in negotiations with the
EU.”* The fact that Senegal has been particularly instrumental on the political and security
(and economic) fronts in West Africa, has bestowed the image of an influential regional
and continental political leader on the country. This in turn, has strengthened its negotiating

position vis-a-vis the EC which has an interest in these areas and has allowed the

7 Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC12; EC14); Interview EC Delegation, Dakar: June 2008 (EC17).
*® Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC6). During the negotiations of the 10" EDF, the government tried
to convince the EC to increase budget support by conducting and referring to studies on and missions in other
countries in the region (namely Mali and Burkina Faso), which despite a weaker socio-economic environment
had moved towards this support much earlier. These strategies were considered crucial tools to convince the
EC meet the government’s preferences (Interview Senegalese government, Dakar: June 2008 (S3)).
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government to adopt a stronger position to maintain control over its development agenda

when negotiating aid.

2.3.5 Political/ldeological factors

Lastly, Senegal’s political environment has also contributed to the ability to
maintain control over its development framework and in aid negotiations with the EC.
Specifically, a highly centralised presidential system of government and the strong mandate
for reform at the time of aid negotiations with the EC contributed to its ability to maintain
control. With a large parliamentary majority, the government was in a strong position to
initiate and continue donor-supported economic reforms and the implementation of large
infrastructure projects introduced by the previous administration (EIU 2008). In addition,
splits and political rivalries within the opposition party helped to maintain the strength of
Wade’s position and his coalition. In general, Wade’s first term was characterised by his
widespread domestic popularity, with support confirmed by another landslide victory in the
2007 presidential elections. Not only has Senegal’s democratic track record, strong regional
leadership, and a strong reform-oriented agenda increased support from Western donors
such as the EC, the strong political legitimacy of the government at the time of the
negotiations and Wade’s central position contributed to the strong conviction by the
government to adhere to national strategies in aid negotiations. Indeed, interviews with
government officials showed that although the government is aware that it is constrained by
economic deficiencies and that donor support is crucial in meeting the government’s
objectives, strong political leadership and widespread public support for government
policies were fundamental in the government’s pursuit of these objectives during
negotiations with the EC for the 10™ EDF.*

After the 2007 elections, Wade came under tough domestic scruﬁny‘and criticism
for not having realized many of his campaign promises, fuelled by a food crisis in mid-
2008 and speculation that Wade planned to have his son succeed him in 2012. Discontent
with Wade was subsequently confirmed in local elections in March 2009, in which the
opposition won most major cities including the capital, Dakar. Furthermore, fragmentation
aﬁd friction within the ruling coalition also increased, with the coalition’s composition
subject to frequent change. Although political rivalries and Wade’s waning popularity may
have some consequences on the legitimacy of the government’s negotiating mandate, at the

same time, an environment of consensus on overall policy goals and a capacity to

* Interviews Senegalese government, Dakar: May 2008 (S1; S2) June 2008 (S3; S4; S7).
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“formulate long-term strategies relatively well” (BTI 2007a: 15, 17) strengthens the
government’s ability to put forward its preferences vis-a-vis the EC in aid negotiations.
Indeed, “democratic principles as well as (market oriented) economic and foreign policies
are based largely on a consensus among the Senegalese elite” (BTI1 2007a: 17). Therefore
Senegal’s ability to exert control during the programming phase can be attributed to a
political environment of consensus on overall policy goals, that has led to the formulation
of government-owned strategies which it then defends and pursues in relations with donors.

The government’s fundamental conviction in exerting and maintaining ownership
over its national strategies has driven the government to negotiate aid programmes
according to priorities that fit with its own strategies and goals. Senegal’s adherence to the
concept of ownership over national strategies prevails also in the trade and migration fields,
and has afforded the country with a significant level of control in negotiations with the EU.
A strong conviction of country ownership over the national development strategy was
expressed clearly in the various interviews conducted with Senegalese aid officials. All
interviewees concurred that the country’s strongest advantage vis-a-vis donors was in fact
the capacity to exert the country’s preferences especially in the programming phase,
precisely because of the strong conviction that the government’s development strategies, in
other words, the PRSP and complimentary programmes such as the SCA, are very much
country-owned.>® Indeed, the PRSP is seen as a result of a wide participatory process,
formulated mainly on Senegalese initiative, and although donor partners did participate,
they did not play the main role in the formulation of the strategy (Entwistle et al. 2005:
124-135; MEF 2008a: 38). Furthermore, the strategy is seen as having been formulated
with Senegalese interests in mind, rather than with the view of pleasing the donor
community. Indeed, although the EC alongside other donors did not approve of the PRSP’s
strong focus on agriculture, for example, the éovernment nevertheless maintained its
position, clearly highlighting the extent to which Senegalese interests prevail in the
strategy.’’ In this regard, government officials view the national development strategy as
something to be promoted and defended in their relations with donors, and have strongly
projected these interests in aid negotiations with the EC. Therefore, as posited in Chapter 1,
a high degree of domestic political legitimacy of the government and a strong electoral

mandate favour recipient country control in that it confers upon the government a strong

% Ibid. (S1; S2; S3; S4; S7).

’! Indeed, Entwistle et al. note that, “the EU and other external partners maintain that the emphasis on
supporting agriculture as a principal source of wealth creation is not realistic given its low contribution to
overall GDP. However, the Government maintained its position, which is the result of the participatory
process and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) have organized meetings to defend this position. The wealth
creation pillar of the PSRP remains essentially unaltered in this respect” (2005: 135).
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negotiating mandate and a strong conviction that preferences should be defended vis-a-vis
donors (see also Whitfield and Fraser 2008: 41).

The Senegalese case study has illustrated that on the one hand, aid rec1p1ents canbe
successful in maintaining control in relations with donors. Senegal has taken a driver’s seat
during the aid programming negotiations with the EC, indicating that “leadership by the
government — or by a few champions within the government — in the developing country
has a significant impact” on determining outcomes in favour of a government’s preferences
(Eurodad-GMF 2008: 25). On the other hand, it also shows the extent to which aid
dependence has negatively affected Senegal’s institutional capabilities to exercise leverage
beyond aid allocation negotiations. While in theory, a high proliferation of donors should
mean more money and greater choice in financing development, in reality, Senegal’s
institutions are so overwhelmed by the complexities of development financing and the
number of donors present in the country, that this impedes leverage and control
signiﬁeantly beyond the agenda-setting and policy formulation stages of the aid framework.
In sum, from the Senegalese case study, it can be concluded that although institutional,
economic, ideological, strategic, and political/ideological factors do allow for control in an
aid relationship in which power asymmetry characterises the structural environment,
genuine weaknesses faced by both the recipient and donor have confined this to the early
stages of aid negotiations and led to problematic aid implementation and government

leadership in later stages.

3 Ghana

Although the EC is not Ghana’s most important donor, as in Senegal, its assistance is seen
as essential in furthering the development prospects of the country.’? The fact that the
government considers the EC’s contributions as essential, combined with Ghana’s aid
dependency in general, illustrates a similar power asymmetry between Ghana and the EC as
in Senegal. Indeed, as a rather important donor in Ghana, the EC can potentially use its
financial weight to push its interests and preferences onto the government. This also
indicates that Ghana’s perceptions of the EC are in part shaped by the objective reality of
the EC’s wealth. As one Ghanaian interviewee put it, “The EC is the donor, period. That
says enough about the kind of strength they have in a country like Ghana.”** However, as
shown in the Senegal case study, a country’s strategy for dealing with a donor is also

shaped by its perceptions of the donors actions in the recipient country. Furthermore

52 Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; G5; G8).
% Ibid. (G3).
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contextual factors intervene to allow the recipient to exercise leverage and/or control in
determining its own development framework or in negotiating according to its terms and
preferences, as well as constraining both countries and donors in, for example, the timely
delivery of aid commitments.

For the most part Ghana has a mixed record in pushing its preferences and shaping
the aid framework vis-a-vis the EC. The government has a solid national development
framework with which the EC has mostly aligned its strategy; the government has been
keen on increasing budget support contributions, an area in which EC policies and
practises, like in Senegal, have converged with the preferences of the government; and
donor coordination efforts are advanced and effective. Furthermore, both Ghanaian and EC
aid officials hold the overall perception that dialogue has been positive and constructive,
and indeed communication with the government is considered exemplary and well-
organised.>* At the same time, the government has not adopted a leadership position in its
relations with the EC, and indeed the programming phase, project aid administration,
budget support initiatives, and donor coordination efforts have been driven and/or initiated
largely by donors such as the EC rather than the government, forgoing government

leverage and control of aid relations.

3.1 The EC -~ Ghana aid framework

Ghana’s development framework is the country’s version of the PRSP, the Growth
and Poverty Reduction Strategy (GPRS II) for 2006 to 2009.%° The GPRS II focused on
developing essential areas required to foster and sustain economic growth and propel
Ghana into achieving middle income status by 2015 (NDPC 2005; AFRODAD 2007: 16).
Furthermore, “the GPRS was enshrined as Ghana’s core framework for development
planning” (Woll 2008: 75), with which donors were expected to align their development
strategies. |

For the most part, the EC’s aid strategies in Ghana have largely been aligned with
the government’s national development priorities. The EC has in fact adapted its own aid
preferences to those laid out in the GPRS (CEC-GoG: 25).%° Based on the government’s
development strategy outlined in the GPRS I, under the 9" EDF the EC sought to

54 Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC2; EC12; EC15); Interview EC delegation, Accra: September 2008
(EC19).

%% In 2003 Ghana finalised the Ghana Poverty Reduction Strategy (GPRS I) to cover the period of 2003 to
2005, which was endorsed by Ghana’s main development partners in 2004, and allowed Ghana to become the
14™ country to complete HIPC debt relief.

% Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G8); Interview EC delegation, Accra:
September 2008 (EC19).
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contribute to poverty reduction through the promotion of economic growth, by contributing
to rural development, road transport, and macro-economic support. Under the 10" EDF, the
EC sought to fully align its country strategy with the GPRS II with a mixed funding
strategy of project aid and budget support.

To acquire more ownership of where and how foreign aid is spent, both the
government and donors have been keen to increase budget support (MoFEP 2008; Quartey
2005: 1085-1089).%” Under the 9™ EDF, the EC allocated €60M to budget support, or
approximately 26% of the aid package. As in Senegal, under the 9™ EDF, EC budget
support in Ghana experienced delays and some disbursements were withheld.*® Despite
this, the EC increased its budget support in the mid- and end-of-term reviews in 2004 and
2007, as well as under the subsequent 10" EDF, where Ghana secured €175M in budget
support, or 50% of committed aid. Both sides acknowledge that the move towards budget
support has increased transparency and effectiveness, and importantly, lessened the
management burden on both the donor and the recipient (Schmitt 2008: 2).5°

Aside from increasing budget support contributions, the Ghanaian government is
also keen to enhance coordination and harmonisation of donor practises. The high
concentration of donors in Ghana has made coordination efforts important in effectively
implementing aid and easing the burden on the government and donors alike. Donor
coordination in Ghana is considered extensive and advanced (AFRODAD 2007: 5; Schmitt
2008; Eurodad-GMF 2008: 17-19).61 The EC’s strategies too, are seen as highly
complimentary to that of other donors, as a result of various coordination mechanisms
which are in place and which have been strengthened since the Paris Declaration (CEC-

GoG 2007: 27).% Furthermore, as noted by EC delegation officials, joint missions with EU

57 Since 2003, eleven donors have actively increased their budget support contributions. In 2008, budget
support amounted to 5% of total government revenue and a quarter of total ODA (Schmitt 2008: 2).

%% In 2005, failure by the government to provide evidence of its performance caused delays in assessing the
government’s progress needed for disbursement. This led to many donors, including the EC, delaying their
disbursements until a positive assessment had been completed. In 2006, an EC performance assessment
concluded that some triggers for disbursement of the performance tranche had not been met, leading to 40%
of the performance tranche being withheld (SPA 2007: 48-49; CEC-GoG 2007: 29; Interview EC Delegation,
Accra: September 2008 (EC19); Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC2; EC15)).

%% Budget support amounted to €90M or 32% during the mid-term review and €102M or 34% in the end-of-
term review.

¢ Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G8); Interviews EC Delegation, Accra:
September 2008 (EC18; EC19).

¢! Since the 1990s, donors have met in Consultative Group meetings led by the World Bank (Harrigan and
Younger 2000: 198; Whitfield and Jones 2007: 8-9). Since 2005, these have developed into high-level Annual
Partnership meetings that now require government participation.

52 Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; GS; G8); Interviews EC Delegation,
Accra: September 2008 (EC19).
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Member States and new initiatives such as the ‘silent’ or ‘delegated’ partnership have
helped to induce a constructive working relationship amongst donors.®

The main problem in EC-Ghana aid relations however, is the predictability of EC
aid disbursements. Although aid volatility is not as significant as in Senegal, Ghanaian aid
officials have nevertheless identified this as one of the most significant problems in their
relations with the EC.** As in Senegal, under the 9" EDF the disbursements of aid for
major projects were slow to start, with the implementation of funds suffering from delays in
major financing decisions. Indeed, by 2005 only 20% of the EC’s comrnifcted aid had been
disbursed. While this is significantly lower than Senegal’s aid volatility, and is also an
average rate for disbursements for the entire ACP group, Ghana experienced elevated
delays despite its generally favourable position as an aid recipient, and particularly despite
the fact that actual implementation of aid is considered “generally satisfactory” (CEC-GoG
2007: 26.). It was only when the EC’s aid relations with Ghana were devolved to the
delegation, that payments improved and reached record highs at the end of 2005. Since
then, disbursement trends in Ghana have been more favourable (/bid.).

In many respects, the EC-Ghana aid relationship is similar to that of Sene gal: Ghana
receives high aid allocations, EC development strategies for the country have been aligned
with those of the government, and budget support allocations as preferred by the
government, have increased considerably. Furthermore, in Ghana donor programmes and
strategies are well-coordinated and complimentary, and aid volatility is improving. Yet as
the next section demonstrates, much of Ghana’s aid framework has not been initiated by the
government itself, but rather by donors such as the EC. Indeed, while the government has
assumed a participatory role in aligning EC strategies with the national development
framework, increasing budget support allocations and donor coordination, the EC has

exhibited a more pro-active approach alongside other major donors.

3.2 Leverage and control in EC-Ghana aid relations?

The government’s approach to its relations with the EC has been mostly
compromising. Although the EC’s strategy for Ghana has largely been aligned with the
GPRS 1, interviews conducted in Accra and Brussels revealed that it was mainly donors

pushing the government with regards to its development strategies. While dialogue with the

% In 2007, 45% of all donor missions were jointly operated, reducing the work burden for the government and
donors (OECD 2008a: 15). The EC is now represented by France in the agriculture and energy sectors, in that
France is seen as holding the comparative advantage in these fields, while the EC represents France in
transport and environmental protection sectors. Similar such arrangements are now in place between the EC,
the UK, and the Netherlands (Eurodad-GMF 2008: 18; AFRODAD 2007: 25).

%4 Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; GS5; G8).

113



government is constructive and cordial, the government is perceived to be lacking in
ownership and initiative in both formulating and putting forwarding its national
development goals and objectives.®’ This confirms similar findings by Whitfield and Jones
(2007, 2008, 2008a) who have noted that while in theory the ministries should develop the
national development strategies that form the basis of negotiating with donors, in reality,
donors are very much involved in shaping and creating such programmes and strategies in
the first place. Donors have a tendency to “skew strategies towards their individual projects
or priorities, which do not always coincide with government priorities” (Whitfield and
Jones 2007: 13-14).

Thus donors, including the EC, tend to come to the government with ready-made
projects and programmes, with the government’s role in shaping these being reactive.
Based on comments made by the government on various EC-formulated documents,® and
general impressions on government pro-activeness from EC interviewees, the Ghanaian
government has not made use of opportunities to shape its aid framework.®” Ghanaian
interviewees agreed that, despite limited room for manoeuvre provided by the EC and
limited capacity by the government to be more pro-active (see below), in general it has
been reluctant to diverge from the EC’s strategies or decisions, preferring to opt for amore
cooperative approach. It was felt that any other approach would not be conducive to the
positive dialogue crucial to securing EC aid and improving its implementation. In its
relationship with the EC, the government has focused much more intently on maintaining
cordial donor-recipient relations, even if that implies taking on a responsive or reactionary
role. In this regard, “the clear incentive for staff ... is to keep the relationship friendly and
to maximize the flow of resources” (Fraser and Whitfield 2007: 14), rather than to exercise
control over aid strategies by either rejecting these or requiring changes should these not fit
government preferences.

Although the government is keen on increasing budget support, in this area too it
has not been driving the strategy. The increased EC budget support allocations can be
attributed to, on the one hand, the government’s willingness to enact reforms to inspire

donor confidence in national financial systems.® Reforms have enhanced Ghana’s public

% Interview EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC15); Interviews EC delegation, Accra: September 2008 (EC19;
EC20).

% For example, the government’s reactions to the 2004 EC’s mid-term review document merely consisted in
highlighting spelling and grammatical errors, while completely agreeing with the EC’s review of the
country’s progress and decisions to re-distribute aid allocations (CEC-GoG 2004).

87 Interviews EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC12; EC15); Interviews EC delegation, Accra: September 2008
(EC19; EC20).

¢ Since the mid-1990s, the government has enacted several confidence-building measures, enhancing the
effectiveness and transparency of the government’s management capacity of aid (AFRODAD 2007: 13, 21),
including a public financial management reform programme a comprehensive budgeting system, a more
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and financial management system, and translated into increased aid commitments from
donors (AFRODAD 2007: 13; CEC-GoG 2007: 12). Furthermore, as in Senegal, these
reforms have been coupled with framework agreements and initiatives to facilitate dialogue
amongst donors and the government on budget support. In 2003, the government together
with the eleven major donors, including the EC, signed the Multi-Donor Budget Support
(MDBS), which stimulated budget support in Ghana (AFRODAD 2007: 19-22). Indeed,
“MDBS as well as other initiatives to increase transparency and accountability in the aid
management structure has resulted in increased DP (Development Partners) confidence and
translated into increased aid” (Ibid.: 21).
On the other hand, the government has assumed a rather passive position in driving -

this agenda. As one Ghana expert observed:

In spite of all the obvious progress, one guiding principle of the Paris Declaration —
that of ‘ownership’ by the national government — plays only a minor role in Ghana.
There can be no doubt that Ghana is pursuing a reform agenda to develop the
country, and it has succeeded in many respects. Yet, the resolutions reached in Paris
have not given this government any additional momentum (Schmitt: 2).

For example, although the MDBS is the main instrument guiding budget support, it was
initiated by a small number of donors. The government in turn “responded positively to this
initiative as it provided some answers to challenges encountered in other forms of
development assistance” (MoFEP 2008: 1). Furthermore, the MDBS itself required the
government to undertake reforms of its institutions to make aid delivery more effective and
transparent, indicating that many of the confidence-building reforms were donor-initiated.
Thus while in Senegal, the ACAB, a similar framework, was largely initiated by the
government, in Ghana this framework was formulated by the donors to permit the move to
budget support and alleviate some of the transaction costs associated with project aid.
Lastly, initiatives to strengthen donor coordination efforts have also been led by the
donor community. Although according to the World Bank (2006) the government has taken
overall responsibility for coordinating development assistance, the instruments facilitating
coordination were implemented by donors. According to the government, coordination and
harmonisation amongst donors is one area in which the EC has taken the lead by “moving
beyond the rhetoric.”® The EC is seen as having driven coordination efforts by

systematically consulting other Member States, instigating coordination meetings, initiating

_transparent system for the acquisition of goods and services. Furthermore, the Auditor General’s role in
examining the accounts of the various ministries has been strengthened, leading to increased ministerial
accountability. Lastly, the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MoFEP) has become the central
coordinating agency for aid, significantly reducing aid transaction costs (Woll 2008: 80).

% Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: 17 September 2008 (G3; G4; G5; G8).
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framework agreements such as the Ghana Joint Assistance Strategy (G-JAS),70 and
outlining which donors hold the comparative advantage in a particular sector. The
government acknowledges that the EC has taken the initiative to organise donors more
coherently and harmonise practices.’’ For example, the G-JAS was “an entirely donor-led
process” (Eurodad-GMF 2008: 18), headed mainly by the EC, World Bank, the UK,
Germany, and Canada (Schmitt 2008: 3). Notably, the EC delegation was considered to be
a crucial initiator and leading partner in this effort (CEC-Ghana 2007: 33), while the central
coordinating ministry, MoFEP, “only observed such donors efforts from afar” (Schmitt: 3).
Some observers note that “the Ghanaian government was hardly involved in developing the
G-JAS, seeing it as the donor’s business to organize themselves” but at the same time
producing a much less ambitious document than in a country like Tanzania, for example,
where the government participated actively in the formulation of their framework
(Eudodad-GMF: 25).

Although “efforts to improve aid management and donor harmonization in Ghana
by both GoG (Government of Ghana) and development partners are advanced and
commendable ... the attempts at improving aid effectiveness in Ghana appear to be largely
donor-driven with minimal evidence of active government leadership in the process”
(AFRODAD: 5). Although in 2008 the government announced its intention to take a more
active role regarding donor coordination, in general “Ghana has not had the right
coalescence of factors to drive this agenda” and indeed has not displayed a leadership
position in improving the division of lébour amongst donors (Eurodad-GMF: 19).
Furthermore, in allowing donors to lead coordination, Ghana has forgone “a scenario where
donors’ agendas compete with each other ... [and where] Ghana has the advantage of
playing the highest biddér willing to support government reform programmes that are
genuinely owned by the government” (Woll 2008: 85). Instead, it has opted for a
compromising approach, in which the primary focus is on securing aid rather than
controlling the aid framework. Indeed, this largely confirms findings by both Carbone
(2008: 227) and Whitfield and Fraser (2008: 40) that the Commission’s increasingly
important role in leading donor coordination has resulted in a reduced space for negotiation
for recipient governments.

Given the power asymmetry that exists between donor and recipients, it may come
as no surprise that Ghana has not exercised leverage and control in aid relations with the

EC. Yet, as the Senegalese case shows, although power asymmetry imposes structural

" The G-JAS, signed in March 2007, aims to fully align donor support with Ghana’s development priorities.
™! Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: 17 September 2008 (G3; G4; G5; G8).
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constraints on the exercise of leverage and control, it does not determine that the process
and outcomes of aid negotiations should necessarily be driven exclusively by the stronger
actor. Although the donor can indeed impose conditionalities on the recipient, withhold aid
should it consider performance unsatisfactory, and possesses the ultimate decision-making
power, the Senegalese case demonstrated that certain contextual factors permit aid
recipients to retain some control particularly in the aid programming despite this being
largely in favour of the donor. The following section will explore the reasons behind
Ghana’s inability to maintain the same level of control as witnessed in the Senegalese case.
In so doing, it will become evident that although many of the structural conditions of power
asymmetry are similar in both cases, Ghana has adopted a consensual strategy in its aid

relations with the EC largely due to embedded aid dependence.

3.3 Explaining the EC-Ghana aid relationship

Despite important successes in the EC-Ghana aid relationship, and a generally
positive donor-recipient relations, Ghana has not maintained control or exercised leverage
in its aid relations with the EC. This lack of leverage has a threefold explanation: policy
and institutional factors within the EC are perceived to constrain the government’s room for
manoeuvre; institutional capacity constraints faced by the government limit opportunities
for asserting leverage and control; and contextual factors point to an embedded aid
dependency which has led to aid-dependent behaviour on the part of the government. The
government is focused on pleasing its donors rather than exerting ownership and control,
leading to an overall passive or reactionary approach in which donors have taken more of a

leadership role in directing aid relations.

3.3.1 Perceptions of the EC as a donor

Firstly, Ghana’s leverage and control in aid relations with the EC has been limited
largely because of the way the EC is perceived to limit government control. The EC’s own
aid procedures, institutional obligations, and policies are seen as constraining the
government’s possibilities to assume a leadership role. Several government officials have
noted that although the GPRS is solidly in place and reflects the government’s development
goals, donors continue to push their own development agendas.” This is especially true for
project aid, where the terms of the agreement usually do not leave much room for

negotiating country preferences. Whitfield and Jones note that:

™ Ibid. (G3; G4; G5).
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Donors still come with their ready made project proposal, although they do some
consultations in the relevant ministry, and the government has to negotiate changes
... but senior civil servants and Ministers show a varying degree of will to do so
and seem willing to accept something closed rather than reject aid altogether ...
Government officials and civil servants negotiate as far as they think they can on a
particular loan or grant, but accept the aid package in the end, even if the policy and
programmes attached to them do not adhere to a ministry’s priorities or are seen by
government negotiators as not particularly useful (2008a: 4, 23).

Ghana does not perceive itself to be able to maintain control during the programming
phase, an area where Senegal instead, has managed to ascertain ownership by approving
and allocating donor proposals according to the government’s priorities (see above).
Whitfield and Jones’ observation, and interviews conducted, show that the government is
reluctant to decline aid proposals even if these do not entirely fit its preferences,
highlighting the extent to which the government remains constrained by aid dependence.”
Furthermore, this indicates that traditional donor-recipient power relations, where donors
use their financial leverage to drive national development strategies, and recipients have
limited room for manoeuvre in terms of their preferences due aid dependence have
remained largely in place in Ghana.

Yet Whitfield and Jofles also state that “donors have a reputation for more or less
flexibility on project design” noting that, for example, the US has often adopted a ‘take it or
leave it approach’ when presenting proposals to the government, while the UK has tended
to be more flexible when negotiating with Ghanaian officials (/bid.: 23). Therefore, the
combination of donor flexibility and the willingness and/or capacity on the part of the
government to negotiate its preferences challenges the expected outcome in a situation of
traditional power asymmetry between donors and recipients. Ghanaian officials claim that
the possibility of negotiating its preferences in the EC aid framework especially during the
aid programming phase, the formulation of the CSP/NIP, and reviews, is limited, with the
EC considered “not very flexible” compared to other donors.”* Opportunities for the
government to put forward its own positions are limited to consultations and commenting
on an already pre-formulated strategy. Although the programming process is considered
somewhat participatory, in that the government is consulted, the government sees itself as
confined to a rather reactionary role due to the fact that EC procedures surrounding project
aid do not allow the government to initiate.”

Secondly, Ghanaian aid officials consider the EDF an aid instrument that severely

restricts country control over aid programmes and projects, because funds are allocated and

™ Ibid. (G3; G8).
™ Ibid. (G3; G4; G5; G8).
5 Ibid. (G3; G4; G5; G8).
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disbursed according to EC procedures and regulations, making the use of country systems
minimal. Although Ghanaian public financial management has improved and the country’s
procurement system is considered to be “above average”(OECD 2008a: 4-5; Eurodad-
GMF: 13), EC funding largely bypasses these in favour for the EC’s own aid disbursement
and implementation procedures.”® In relation to this, government officials found it
frustrating that ownership was often undermined because the EC bypasses the local or
domestic level when contracting experts and/or companies to undertake EC-funded
projects, while other multilateral donors, such as the UN and World Bank, firstly consult
the local and national level when contracting experts. Although the allocation of contracts
should ideally be at the discretion of the National Authorising Officer (NAO), it was noted
that the EC exerts strong pressure in terms of its preference for tenders. Furthermore,
officials argued that the allocation of contracts follows subjective criteria and is conducted
on a project-by-project basis rather than according to standard criteria. In the EC’s relations
with Ghana therefore, “donor-employed or donor-contracted staff have often become
instrumental in preparing and implementing programmes on behalf of the recipient state
itself” (Fraser and Whitfield 2007: 15), thus failing to build-up local expertise in
implementing the EC’s aid, as well as forgoing government control over the execution of
projects and programmes. Government officials considered this an imposition on ownership
and a major weakness in their relationship with the EC as a development partner.’’
Thirdly, although aid volatility has improved, the EC’s procedures are seen as
contributing significantly to the remaining delays. According to officials, the EC operates
according to complicated and stringent procedures, making the utilisation of funds difficult
and complex (see also Eurodad-GMF: 23). Other donors were considered to have less
complicated procedures and more predictable aid flows.”® Some observers even placed the
EC at the bottom of the donor list in terms of aid predictability and bureaucratic aid
management procedures. Indeed, the disbursement of funds and the complexities of
ﬁnancin‘g agreements are considered to be another major weakness of the EC in Ghana.”
Furthermore, incomplete decentralisation to the delegation is seen as contributing to
aid delays. On the one hand, government officials described the relationship with the
delegation as cordial and constructive and were keen to note that the delegation respected

the role of the NAO and the government’s position.® On the other hand, the extent to

" The EC’s use of Ghanaian public finance and procurement systems has actually dropped from 41% to 32%
of all aid disbursed between 2005 and 2007 (OECD 2008; Eurodad-GMF: 13).

77 Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; GS).

™ Ibid. (G3; G4; GS5; G8).

™ Ibid. (G3).

% Ibid. (G3).
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which the government could successfully project its own position onto the EC, and the
delegation in particular, was seen as depending on the relationship between the delegation
and EC headquérters in Brussels. In this regard, Ghanaian officials found that despite
Commission reforms, and despite a very differing opinion from EC interviewees,®'
devolution had not reached the level necessary to give sufficient autonomy to the
delegation to make the aid process run smoothly, and give the government the necessary
room to manoeuvre when negotiating with the delegation.®? This is especially so in
comparison to other major donors in Ghana, such as the US, where decentralisation has
provided officials with “considerable decision-making authority” and therefore improved
relations with the government (Eurodad-GMF: 23). Although improvements have been
noted, in that the delegation is now able to approve higher amounts of funding without
having to consult Brussels, improvements are considered minimal. Indeed, the continuous
need to consult Brussels contributed to the delays prominent in EC aid processes as well as
created a significant disconnect between headquarters, the delegation, and the
government.83

In relation to this, government officials were also keen to mention that, just as in
Senegal, the type of relationship constructed with the EC is highly dependent on the
staffing situation in the delegation. Indeed, it was noted that although the high EC turn-over
rate does create an obstacle to effective cooperation, at the same time it also allowed for
“increased flexibility” or “a breath of fresh air” when new and dedicated incoming staff
arrive at the delegation. Furthermore, it was noted that the importance of staffing in
‘making or breaking’ the relationship was more pronounced in relations with the EC than
with other donors, indicating that this is an important element in providing the government
with increased opportunities for reaching its preferences.®*

As in the Senegalese case therefore, Ghana tends to hold a rather negative
perception of the EC’s capabilities as an effective donor. Although the EC’s financial
strength makes it an important donor, its ineffectiveness instead confers the image of a
donor that is often conflicted and constrained by its own administrative shortcomings. Yet
unlike Senegal, the negative perceptions that Ghana has of the EC have not necessarily
translated into a strategy in which the government can exercise leverage or control vis-a-vis

the EC. It is argued below, that this is largely due to the fact that unlike Senegal, which has

8! EC interviewees in Brussels and Accra concurred that although the delegation cannot make disbursement
decisions, the delegation was largely autonomous in their decision-making (Interview EC, Brussels: April
2008 (EC2); Interview EC delegation, Accra: September 2008 (EC19)).

82 Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; GS5; G8).

B Ibid (G3; G4; GS).

% Ibid. (G3; G4; G3).
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a strong conviction of government ownership, Ghana perceives its own power and capacity
to exercise leverage and control vis-a-vis the EC as severely limited and constrained. This
can be explained by the different contextual factors, as per Table 1.3 in Chapter 1,

operating in the Ghana-EC aid relationship

3.3.2 Institutional factors

As in Senegal, Ghana’s inability to exercise leverage and control vis-a-vis the EC
can be partially explained by institutional capacity constraints. EC interviewees note that
the role of the NAO is weak in Ghana, mainly due to understaffing and a lack of technical
expertise.85 Ghanaian officials too acknowledge that due to the complexities typical of
interactions with the EC, the government finds it difficult to assert ownership. Indeed, the
transaction costs in dealing with the EC portfolio are considered much higher than those for
any other donor, while MoFEP, and the EU desk in particular, are restrained in resources
and technical expertise.®® One Ghanaian official noted that the delegation was in a much
stronger position to negotiate with the government because they had more technical
capacity and information at their disposal. Furthermore, both the EC and government
officials consider that the government’s limited role can also be explained by coordination
problems experienced within the government itself. In this regard, designating MoFEP as
the central coordinating agent for development aid has increased competition amongst the
different line ministries, which previously coordinated and negotiated directly with donors,
but must now go through MoFEP fo receive funding (Woll 2008: 80). The move has also
required increased internal communication mechanisms to be put in place between MoFEP
and the different line ministries. At present however, communication amongst the different
ministries is considered insufficient for pursuing the government’s aid preferences and
administering the implementation of aid.*’

Thus, Ghana’s lack of leverage and control can be partially explained by the EC’s
position as a donor and the constraints it places on the government, and by the limited
institutional capacity of the Ghanaian government. Yet in the Senegalese context, aid
officials perceived the EC’s position and weaknesses similarly to their Ghanaian
counterparts, and institutional capacity constraints were also present, if not more
pronounced. Therefore other explanations need to be considered in accounting for the lack

of leverage and control in Ghana’s aid relations with the EC.

% Interview EC, Brussels: April 2008 (EC2). ,
% Interviews Ghanaian government, Accra: September 2008 (G3; G4; G5; G8).
¥ Ibid (G3; G8); Interview EC delegation, Accra: September 2008 (EC19).
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Ghana’s aid dependence, and the extent to which this has driven the government’s
behaviour towards donors, is a crucial factor in the country’s negotiating strategy towards
donors. Indeed, in its aid relationship with the EC, Ghana exhibits some of the
characteristics often found in aid-dependent countries, which in Ghana are present not only
at institutional level, but are embedded politically, significantly affecting the government’s
way of dealing with its donors. As Whitfield and Jones indicate, “Ghana is aid dependent,
but ... aid dependence is about much more than the size of aid flows. Aid dependence is a
way of working within the aid receiving government, of relating to donors, of negotiating
aid” (2007: 1).%® Aid-dependent behaviour has led to a situation in which Ghana has
focused on pleasing its donors rather than exerting ownership and control over its national
strategies, and has led to an overall passive or reactionary approach in which donors have
taken more of a leadership role in directing aid relations (Whitfield 2005, 2006; Whitfield
and Jones 2007, 2008; Woll). To a large exteﬁt, the intense presence of and long-standing
relations with donors have led to a “general negotiating strategy which starts by recognising
its [the government’s] own subordination. By doing so, it fundamentally undermines its
negotiating strength and perpetuates its weakness” (Whitfield 2008: 350). In Ghana, “the
government ... speaks the donor discourse and wants to be seen as a ‘good partner’, using
that as a source of negotiating capital” (Whitfield 2008: 347), but this has not conferred it
with leverage or control. Yet, as will be demonstrated, the economic, strategic, ideological,
political factors which have allowed Senegal to maintain control in the aid programming
phase of aid relations with the EC, in Ghana have failed to favour government control over

its relations with the EC.

3.3.3 Economic factors

In the absence of alternative financing resources and faced with economic decline
and a growing debt burden in the 1980s and 1990s, the Ghanaian government led by Jerry
Rawlings and the National Democratic Congress (NDC), came to rely increasingly on
assistance from donors to finance its developmént activities, while undertaking a
macroeconomic reform process driven by the advice and conditions from IFIs and major
donors (BTI 2007: 18; Whitfield and Jones 2008). The far-reaching economic reforms by
the government have made Ghana one of the most successful reformers in Africa (Tsikata

2001). Yet the intense involvement of donors and IFIs in these reforms also set the scene

% Importantly however, “an embedded aid system does not mean that donors ultimately control governments,
that they can always get their policy preferences implemented, nor that they are the most powerful actors
involved in governance processes. It simply means that they are important and seemingly permanent players
within the state, within policymaking, and within the political landscape” (Whitfield: 444).
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for a situation “where donors have a large influence on policy and participate intimately in
policymaking and implementation processes” (Whitfield 2008: 346). In 2001, the New
Patriotic Party (NPP) led by John Kufuor won elections, ending the near 20-year NDC rule.
The NPP promoted a strong development vision, focused on strengthening private and
manufacturing sectors. Yet the new government was also faced with a severe economic
crisis caused by rising oil prices and a sharp decline in the price of commodity exports.
Furthermore, it inherited what has been termed an embedded aid system, in which,
donors are embedded within the state. This position results not only from their
financial contributions to the budgeting process. Donors have also routinised and
semi-institutionalised the ways in which they interact with state institutions, and in
which they participate in the design, implementation and monitoring of government
programmes and policies (Whitfield 2006: 144; see also Whitfield and Jones 2008:
195-197).
The combination of this intense influence by external actors, a looming economic crisis,
and the lack of alternative economic resources available to the government, consequently
limited the government’s room for manoeuvre vis-a-vis donors and control over national
development strategies. Although the government’s development policies are seen as
government-owned, these were namely derived to please donors, rather than with the
developmental needs of the country in mind (AFRODAD 2007: 28; see also Killick and
Abugre 2001: 20; Whitfield 2005, 2006; Woll 2008). Beyond the formulation of its
development framework, similar behaviour on the part of the government is found in
relation to the government’s reform agenda which was not only initiated by donors but
which was also largely oriented towards fulfilling donor requirements for increased
accountability and transparency (AFRODAD). It is thus evident that “Ghana needs the
support of ... development partners more than they need Ghana. The dire economic straits
of the country underpin the need for strengthening of relations with the wider international
community ... the government has therefore gone to great lengths to deepen relations [with
donors]” (Boafo-Arthur 2007: 244).
A recent change in Ghana’s economic position may, however, affect the
government’s leverage and control vis-a-vis donors in the future. Indeed, as Whitfield
appropriately notes:

With an upsurge in economic growth and access to new sources of finance from
China and the international capital market ... the government has more room to
pursue its development vision, set its own policy agenda and implement it with new

" resources, with or without the support of traditional donors ... The issuing of
commercial debt, the discovery of oil, and increasing loans, grants, and trade with
China may also be giving this Ghanaian government the self-confidence that
previous governments have lacked. (2008: 347-348).
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Indeed, “all these factors imply that Ghana, the donor darling, is becoming less dependent
on classic donors” (Schmitt: 3). Although at present it is somewhat premature to consider a
significant change in the governments’ negotiating strategies, at the same time, this point is
important to consider because it further highlights the extent to which economic factors
interfere in power asymmetry between recipients and donors and confer increased leverage
and/or control upon the weaker actor. Furthermore, this further shows that when a country
is highly dependent on foreign aid, and lacks alternative resources, it is much less likely to

pursue a strategy that may go against the preferences of the stronger actor.

3.3.4 Strategic factors

The EU Strategy for Africa acknowledges that Ghana is part of a group of “stable
countries (that) play an essential role in stabilising their regions and setting an example of
what can be achieved in a favourable political climate ... In west Africa, Ghana is the
prime example of a well-governed and stable country which has been able to convert
economic growth into tangible development achievements” (CEC 2005b: 10). This image |
of Ghana as a ‘success story’ has led to the country becoming an ‘aid darling’, and has
assisted Ghana in maintaining favourable relations with donors. One EC official claimed
that the need to identify a ‘success story’ in the EC’s development efforts in Africa, has
afforded Ghana certain privileges as an aid recipient, in that the EC has the tendency to “go
with closed eyes and even overlook certain under-achievements” when, for example,
development goals or conditions are not fully met.* At the same time however, unlike
Senegal, Ghana’s status as a ‘success story’ is policy-oriented rather than politically-
oriented, in that its success is based on its willingness and ability to implement reforms,
adhering to donor-imposed conditionalities, and its economic and democratic stability.
Although this allows Ghana to receive high aid allocations and maintain cordial relations
with donors, it has not led to leverage or control.

Ghana has “proven to be a cooperative, constructive, reliable and dynamic partners
in the international arena, especially in the sub-region” (BTI 2007: 22), where the foreign
policy of Kufuor and the NPP consisted in building cordial relations with the region
through a policy of ‘good neighbourliness,” or pursuing international donors and IFIs

through economic diplomacy to raise awareness of Ghana’s economic and developmental

% Ibid (EC12); Tsikata (2001) has also pointed out that during the 1980s, the IMF and World Bank were also
flexible in their application of conditionality towards Ghana, largely because reforms seemed to be working
and the government gave a sense of commitment to the reform process.
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problems (Boafo-Arthur 2007).° Although the NPP government “successfully chartered a
vibrant sub-regional policy that has enhanced the country’s reputation both as a peaceful
country and a peace-maker” (/bid.: 242), Ghana’s international efforts have had a manifest
economic bias with a view to attaining national development objectives and have been
directed towards maintaining stability in the region with a view to maintaining internal
stability within Ghana (/bid.: 225), rather than establishing it as a regional and continental
leader capable of influencing wider policy processes and outcomes. Furthermore, unlike
Wade’s dynamic and sometimes controversial position as a continental leader, former
President Kufuor, “among his African colleagues, is not considered competent in matters
concerning international affairs and conflicts” (BTI: 22). Even in the trade and migration
fields, Ghana’s position as a regional leader has been modest compared to Senegal, wheré
the country’s influence at the ECOWAS level has been overshadowed by the influence of
the UEMOA (Union économique et monétaire ouest-africaine), and where it has not
actively participated in any regional schemes on migration (see Chapters 5 and 7). Indeed,
according to Edi, while Ghana’s strategic position within the region rests mainly on its
political maturity and its democratic and economic stability, Senegal’s derives mainly from
“its diplomatic offensives in West African affairs,” and its military commitments, in
addition to its relative political stability (2007: 166-167). Therefore, “despite Ghana’s
important role within West Africa as a relative haven of democracy and political stability,
and as a potential model for its neighbours,” and its successes in implementing economic
reforms, Ghana’s potential for using this strategic position to exercise leverage on the EC is
actually quite limited, because the “security and economic interests [in Ghana] for the EU
are low” (Crawford 2007: 186). This thus further confirms that although a country’s ability
to construct itself as a success story may lead to high aid allocations, it does not necessarily
lead to leverage or control. Instead, it is a country’s ability to construct itself as a strategic
actor for political reasons in the eyes of donors, rather than for policy reasons based on its

good reform record that allows for a stronger position to exercise leverage and control.

3.3.5 Political factors

Lastly, Ghana’s political environment has contributed to the government’s inability
to exercise leverage and control, in that the entrenchment of aid dependency in domestic

politics has shaped the government’s preferences and consequently its consensual

* During his rule from 2000 to 2008, Kufuor assisted in the peace effort in neighbouring Liberia and Ivory
Coast, and submitted Ghana to the first peer review by NEPAD. Ghana has been active at regional level
through its participation in the ECOWAS, and at the continental level, through its involvement in the African
Union (AU). ‘
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negotiating strategy. Ghana’s political environment is characterised by highly competitive
party politics and “a distinct tradition of political parties that are attached to certain
ideologies not evident in many other African countries” (BTI 2007: 9). Intense electoral
competition has led to pressure on the government to deliver visible goods and services in
the short term to meet high expectations of its constituencies (Whitfield and Jones 2008:
195; see also Hutchful 2002). This pressure to deliver and the focus on staying in power has
discouraged government officials from pursuing policies or programmes that do not fit
donor priorities to secure donor funding. The government came to negotiate “on donor-
initiated programmes, policies, and projects, under the strategy of maximising aid inflows”
(Whitfield and Jones: 188). Furthermore, the government also developed a ‘let the donors
do it’ approach particularly towards increasing budget support and donor coordination,
which have been mainly initiated, led and run by donors, with the government acting as a
participant rather than a leader.

Ghana’s consensual negotiating strategy highlights the extent to which aid
dependence tends to be both institutionally and politically entrenched in its relationship
with major donors. In the Senegalese case aid dependence is institutional, in that it
constrains the effective administration and implementation of aid. But dependence has not
led to decreased government control over development strategies or in exhibiting
sometimes difficult and averse behaviour in aid negotiations in order to gain increased
concessions. In the Ghanaian case, although the institutional elements of aid dependence
are also present, political elements such as the tendency to manage aid relations according
to donor preferences (pleasing the donor) and allowing donors to take overall responsibility
for the aid framework with minimal government leadership (let the donors do it) have led to
a strategy which favours cordial relations with donors in order to receive maximum aid
allocations, rather than opting for government control at the possible expense of forgoing
aid. In its aid relations with the EC therefore, the Ghanaian government was not able to

exercise leverage nor maintain control.

4 Comparisons and Conclusions

Based on the two case studies of Senegal and Ghana, three overall conclusions can be
drawn about the extent to which recipient countries are able to exercise leverage and
control in aid relations with the EC. Firstly, many of the constraints faced by the EC in
turning its rhetoric on development into coherent and effective actions do indeed affect its
position vis-a-vis recipients and the outcomes and processes of its aid relations. In this

regard, the case studies demonstrated that although power asymmetry characterises aid
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relations, it is nevertheless crucial to establish that both parties face limitations and
constraints. Constraints faced by the donor can partially explain why donor-recipient
relations are more complex than just merely favouring the structurally stronger actor. They
show that power asymmetry is largely relational, in that strengths and weaknesses faced by
donors have a significant impact on the recipients’ negotiating strategy and consequently:
their ability to achieve their preferences vis-a-vis a stronger actor.

The case studies clearly illustrated that the Commission’s procedures in managing
aid in cooperation with recipient countries continue to be difficult, bureaucratic, and not
necessarily conducive for government ownership over the implementation of EC aid. In
both cases, government officials tended to view'the EC as one of the worst performers in
terms of the complexities of its administrative procedures and the predictability of its aid
disbursements. This not only constrains the government’s position toward the EC, but it
also significantly affected the overall effectiveness of the EC’s aid contributions, as these
were often delayed or unimplemented. These findings therefore give further weight to the
notion that regardless of the major reforms undertaken in the Commission’s devélopment
policy, its capacity to deliver an effective and flexible policy remains severely constrained,
and these constraints in turn impact the EC’s position as a development actor not only vis-
a-vis other relevant donors, but also vis-a-vis the recipient country.

In addition, decentralisation from Brussels to the delegations has not been perceived
to have sufficiently taken hold in either country. The limited decision-making power
afforded to the staff on the ground is considered to be a major bottleneck in establishing
successful and effective communication between the EC and the government. Indeed, as
will be shown in the following chapters, the relationship with the delegation and especially
the expertise of delegation staff is a recurring element shaping the recipient government’s
approaches and strategies vis-a-vis the EC. The case studies also highlight that
“personalities” or individuals matter in terms of assisting countries’ in meeting their
demands or in making or breaking a successful aid relationship, and that this is seemingly
very pronounced in the EC’s relations with recipient countries. A change in the delegation
staffing situation assisted Senegal in attaining its preferences for increasing budget support,
while in Ghana, staffing changes were seen as facilitating communication and dialogue,
consequentially resulting in improved aid disbursements. At the same time, the “power of
individual personalities” or rather “the dependence on committed individuals also makes
(aid) processes quite vulnerable, particularly in countries where there is a high staff turn-
over rate” (Eurodad-GMF 2008: 24). In general, the roles of the delegation vis-a-vis

Brussels and delegation staff vis-a-vis the recipient government can be considered a crucial
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element in providing a recipient government with negotiating room. In sum, the case
studies have shown, that as posited in Hypothesis 2a, if the EU is perceived to be
inconsistent or even incapable of negotiating or implementing policies, this negatively
affects actors’ perceptions of the EU’s ability to exercise power. In this sense, while the EU
may raise external actors’ expectations in terms of what it is structurally capable of, the
inability to meet those expectations due to constraints or incapability or even unwillingness
can considerably affect perceptions.

A second finding to come out of the chapter is that although in highly aid-dependent
countries such as Senegal and Ghana, power asymmetry between the donor and the
recipient is a reality, recipient governments have shown various degrees of leverage and/
control in their relations with the EC. Both Senegal and Ghana recognise the EC as having
ultimate decision-making power when it comes to how much and what kind of aid to
allocate, and when and how to disburse it. Despite this evident asymmetry however,
recipient countries do have some room for manoeuvre in negotiating their preferences vis-
a-vis a donor such as the EC. While neither country demonstrated to have exercised
leverage, the cases however confirm that asserting government control is possible despite
power asymmetry.

As per the definition of leverage in Chapter 1, which refers to an actor placing its
interests on the agenda and modifying or shifting the behaviour, decision, or preferences of
others, in neither of the cases can the countries be considered to have successfully exercised
leverage in its aid relations with the EC. As a matter of fact, the case studies instead
demonstrated that to a large extent, preferences between EC and the recipient country often
converged, as the case of budget support clearly outlines. In fact, donor and recipient
preferences have seemingly been dictated by the trends of the larger international aid
environment, currently embodied in the Paris Declaration (advocating donor coordination
and harmonisation of practises, aid effectiveness through increased predictability of aid
flows, and increased government ownership through participation and dialogue). The
Commission thus wants to be seen as a good donor capable of delivering timely and
effective aid, while the recipients want to receive more predictable and effective aid while
minimising the conditionalities attached to it (see Whitfield 2008). This implies then, that
in the case of Senegal and Ghana, outcomes of the aid relationship may be mutually agreed,
and be mutually agreeable, and this is not necessarily as a result of the exercise of leverage
by either the donor or the recipient, but rather as a result of broader international trends in
aid which both the Commission and the countries have tended to adhere to. But if their

_ preferences converge, thus averting the exercise of leverage, can the same be said for
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control? Different from leverage, control does not imply that one actor can influence
another to accept its preferences, but rather it refers to the ability of an actor to conduct
relations with other actors according to its own terms and own initiatives rather than those
imposed or influenced by others. While the exercise of leverage was not present in aid
relations between the EC and Senegal and Ghana, there is some evidence of government
control.

. The Senegalese case demonstrated that government initiative in adopting a donor-
supported reform agenda, an important strategic position congruent with EU interests, a
strong shared sense of the government’s negotiating strengths and capabilities, and the
intention to maintain ownership over national strategies provided Senegal with the
confidence to assert control over its development priorities, while resisting initial EC
reluctance to increase its budget support allocations. Although, as in Senegal, the EC’s
strategies in Ghana are aligned with the government’s development framework, the fact
that this framework is not entirely country-owned and the limited room for country
ownership afforded in the negotiation and administration of EC project aid, as perceived by
Ghanaian aid officials, differentiates Ghana from Senegal. As Ghana’s main preference has
been to prioritise the maximisation of aid flows over government control, the government
has taken on a more consensual approach, confining its role to consultation once the EC’s
country strategy is already in place.

The case studies also gave signiﬁcaInt insight into just how contextual elements
have actually favoured or prevented government control in aid relations. In this regard,
many of the propositions posited in Chapter 1 on the conditions for leverage and control
have indeed been shown in the case studies. Firstly, at the economic level, the lack of
availability of alternative resources to finance development activities severely constrains
governments’ room for manoeuvre, and more importantly impacts the type of relations
governments construct with donors. Secondly, a government’s ability to initiate
successfully a macroeconomic reform agenda and refer to its efforts in aid negotiations
with donors can also assist in its pursuing its preferences vis-a-vis the donor. At the
strategic level, the differences between Ghana’s and Senegal’s influential positions at the
regional level, and the extent to which their regional efforts are congruent with the EU’s
interests have also impacted their position in negotiations with the EC. Indeed, despite its
poverty, Senegal’s regional diplomatic efforts have a notable impact on its relations with
the EU in all three policy fields examined in this thesis, indicating that a country’s regional
presence and the strategic position in which this places the country is an important factor in

exercising leverage vis-a-vis the EU. Lastly, at the political level, the presence of a
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competitive party system in Ghana has required the government to pursue cordial relations
with donors, in order to maximise aid flows. This has contributed to the creation of a
politically-embedded aid system, in which government control has been bypassed. In
Senegal, an overall consensus on government strategies amongst Senegalese elite combined
with a strong electoral mandate has instead provided the government with a strong
negotiating mandate and a strong conviction that policies should be duly defended and
promoted vis-a-vis donors.

Finally, aid dependence, and specifically its level of entrenchment at the
institutional and/or political levels in recipient countries impacts a country’s ability to
exercise leverage and control. In Senegal, institutional aid dependence made for weak
capacity in administering aid and managing its many donors. In Ghana, aid dependence is
more entrenched at the political level, impacting the government’s position and negotiating
strategy vis-a-vis the EC. The Ghanaian government is more constrained by its willingness
to please the donor or by the tendency to let donors drive aid processes and outcomes,
largely because aid dependence had led to “relationships becoming so routine that
negotiators know what different donors want to see in national plans and sector strategies '
and pre-empt donor preferences in order to be seen as willing reformers and to gain
maximum finance and favour” (Fraser and Whitfield 2007: 14). Indeed, the case of Ghana
demonstrates how embedded aid dependence can, “undermine the government’s
negotiating strength, in the sense that it undermines the government’s willingness to
develop and pursue its own policy agenda and to mobilize domestic public support around
it” (Whitfield 2008: 355).

In sum, Ghana and Senegal are structurally weaker than the EC, and certainly, the
EC maintains ultimate decision-making power in its aid relations with the countries.
However, within this structural environment, firstly, both the donor and the recipient are
often constrained in their room to manoeuvre vis-a-vis one another, and secondly,
contextual factors intervene so as to allow some government control over its aid relations
with the EC. The next two chapters will explore the extent to which this power asymmetry

operates in the EU’s trade relations with African countries.
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Chapter 4

Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) negotiations

and constraints on the EU as a trade negotiator

The purpose of this chapter is threefold: firstly, to explore the dramatic changes in the EU’s
trade policy towards Africa; secondly, to analyse how these changes have impacted on the
EU’s relations with Africa; and thirdly, to establish the EU’s constraints and capacities in
exercising power as a trade negotiator with Africa. The EU-ACP negotiations, from 2002 to
2009, aimed at establishing regional Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) have been
difficult and consistently plagued by stalemate. While the EU maintains that the ACP will
reap enormous benefits from the EPAs, scholarship, opinion from civil society, and many
of the ACP themselves point towards potentially detrimental effects of the EPAs on
development. The EPAs significantly challenge the dynamic of the long-standing EU-ACP
relationship by dramatically altering non-reciprocal trade preferences and dividing the ACP
into smaller regional groupings. Many African countries contend that the EU’s negotiation
platform has been beset by inconsistency between rhetoric, which emphasises cooperation,
flexibility, and developmental concerns, and the actual negotiating approach, which focuses
on securing trade gains and the EU’s position in international trade. The EU, on the other
hand, contends that the EPAs are positive trade tools for development encouraging
economic reform, regional integration and free trade, and will integrate the ACP into the
global economy, while maintaining and renewing the unique ties between the EU and ACP.
Due to the contentious environment of the negotiations, and the divergence in views
between the negotiating parties, EPA negotiations constitute a significant and valuable area
for investigating the possibility of weaker actors exercising leverage and control vis-a-vis a
stronger actor.

| This chapter illustrates that similar to the case of aid, in the EU’s trade relations
with Africa a significant power asymmetry exists. This is because of the sheer size of the
EU’s market, its vast experience in conducting trade negotiations at the international level,
compared to the extreme marginalisation of most African economies at the global level and
the significant capacity constraints faced in terms of human resources and techﬁical
expertise in the field of international trade. Unlike newer policy areas in EU-Africa
relations (see Chapters 6 and 7 on migration), where the EU may have fundamental

interests in seeking out cooperation with certain countries for strategic purposes, in trade,
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the EU does not have particular strategic interests in most African countries. Thus, their
structural bargaining strength is significantly weaker than that of the EU, the primary
market for African exports (see Orbie and Faber 2007). The EU, therefore, seemingly
“holds almost all the cards: market power (access to the common market); financial power
(development assistance); and negotiating muscle” (Draper 2007: 20). However, also
similar to the aid case, the EU faces constraints in projecting its preferences fully onto
African countries because political and institutional factors limit its potential to convert its
economic power and experience into preferred outcomes. This by no means suggests that
the EU is incapable of conducting trade negotiations, on the contrary, “the European Union
is in fact capable of some degree of strategic action ... When push comes to shove, the EU
is more often than not capable of prioritising its interests and hammering out a relatively
coherent policy line” (Pilegaard 2003: 11). At the same time, there are limits to the EU’s
power that have important implications for the way in which the actors negotiate and
formulate their own demands.

The chapter provides a brief description of how EPAs have created a significant
- shift in EU-ACP trade relations, and the consequences of this on the ACP group. The
second section will argue that this shift can be largely explained by the instrumentality that
this provides the EU for obtaining economic and strategic interests as a trade power and
legitimising its ‘actorness’. A third section examines the type of power relationship that
exists between the parties in the context of trade negotiations, and argues that regardless of
the EU’s structural power, as a trade negotiator it faces institutional and political
constraints including policy incoherence, limited coordination, and divergences between
the Commission and the Member States/Council, and within the Commission, between the
different directorate generals (DGs) responsible for external policies. It is argued that these
constraints have impacted the EU’s negotiating position vis-a-vis African countries,
because of how this influences their perceptions of the EU which in turn shape their own

negotiating strategies.
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