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ABSTRACT
     Since the Lisbon Strategy was agreed in March 2000 the European Union (EU) has been adapting its policy base to maximise the economic opportunities that have emerged with the process of globalisation. Key policy areas have been transformed in order to position the EU’s financial and trading systems on a more competitive platform, and to enable EU businesses to engage more effectively with other economies around the world. While EU policy makers respond to changing patterns of trade and commercial activity globally, a range of policies and networks have been affected, many of which may not be as progressive as the EU would like. The policy readjustment has revealed conflict not only within the means of global engagement by the EU, but also within the treaty base of the Community itself. What seems to be evolving is a tension between the drive for advanced trade liberalisation and the historic principle of democratic trading, between competition policy and the non-commercial policies that were particular to the European Community. 
     The aim of this article is to survey the implications of the Lisbon Strategy on ‘global competitiveness’ by assessing the policy shifts that have come to represent this pillar in the EU’s approach to globalisation. While certain sectors of the EU economy will invariably benefit from this process of market integration and financial targeting, other aspects of EU policy-making will have negligible impact. This article highlights development policy as one area that has been directly affected by the globalising economic system of the EU as defined by the Lisbon Strategy. It also highlights potential systemic shocks to long standing complementary policies of the EU in light of structural adjustment priorities on trade and competition policy as evidenced through strategic realignment within EU policy, liberalisation, the competition programme, and through the EU’s own financial projections (http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/00100-r1.en0.htm).
INTRODUCTION
     The Lisbon Strategy (or Agenda) has become a central focus for trade, third country and competition policies of the European Union. The scheduled roll-out period for this initiative through to 2010 is intended to enhance the core single market integration process and give it the dynamic that it needs to challenge other compatible economies around the world. Its programme sets out to adapt the policy base to comply with the objectives of the Strategy. As a consequence, this drive for global competitiveness and corporate rationalisation has had repercussions across the spectrum of economic sectors and policies. The Lisbon approach to globalisation is presented in this way: 

“The European Union is confronted with a quantum shift resulting from globalisation and the challenges of a new knowledge-driven economy. These changes are affecting every aspect of people’s lives and require a radical transformation of the European economy… The rapid and accelerating pace of change means it is urgent for the Union to act now to harness the full benefits of the opportunities presented. Hence the need for the Union to set a clear strategic goal and agree a challenging programme for building knowledge infrastructures, enhancing innovation and economic reform, and modernising social welfare and education systems.”
(http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/00100-r1.en0.htm)
Central to the Lisbon mechanism for competitiveness is the “open method of coordination”, the adaptation of policy-making procedures to coordinate efficient decisions and action on trade and competition. The activities that are envisaged were originally flagged up by Jacques Delors in Growth, Competitiveness, and Employment in the early 1990s, with the incentive of making the European economy knowledge-based and competitive on a global stage (EC, 1993). Globalisation is very much at the fore of the initiative coupled with the fear that if the EU states do not adapt to a more aggressive trading environment there will be adverse consequences. The EU understanding of globalisation is helpfully defined by Erik Jones and Martin Rhodes in ‘Europe and the Global Challenge’. For them the key aspects are: 

· Trade (the movement of goods and services across national borders);

· Direct investment (the purchase of factories or equipment abroad);

· Capital flows (the movement of money across national borders); and

· Migration (the movement of people across national borders). (Jones and Rhodes, 2006, p.16)

With Lisbon there has been the recognition that if the EU does not adapt to the rapidly contorting global market system it will be out-competed by new emerging market economies from around the globe, particularly China, India and Russia. The changes are set out in the action plans suggested for the Lisbon process regarding external engagement: “The opening of international markets and the strong growth of newly industrialising economies will make a significant contribution to growth and jobs [in the EU]. However, this will only happen if we ensure a deeper and more rapid process of structural adjustment” (EC, 2005c, p.14). In a number of ways the Strategy is a product of the end of the last century, but moving towards 2010, its formula – the progressive liberalisation of trade based primarily on sector specific competitiveness - is proving difficult for the Commission to manage and awkward for other policies to absorb.

     The agenda, agreed by the European Council in Lisbon, introduced a principal “strategic goal” aimed at positioning the EU as “the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth” (Dinan, 2005, p.390). The means of attaining this goal would require the restructuring of the EU’s economic and policy base to ensure its capacity to confront emerging challenges, while adapting the traditional social market processes to the realities of a more liberalised global market system. The reform of the EU trade and competition system has been long overdue, but Lisbon signalled something different from the Council members. In acknowledging the context of global competition, its language contains an air of desperation. The Strategy’s most formidable supporter within the Commission, Frits Bolkestein, presents it in a more transparent way by commenting that: “the best and probably the only way to raise our growth levels is to inject more competition into our markets and ensure that the most productive and innovative companies are generously rewarded” (www.hi.org/news/europe/midex/2004/04-07-02.midex.html). Linking growth with expansion, the Commissioner for Trade, Peter Mandelson, commented on the rationale for and the key agents behind this realignment: “Europe’s companies know that their competitiveness depends on access to these rapidly expanding markets” (Mandelson, 2006).  This is taken within a global trading network in which over 70 per cent of interaction takes place within Transnational Corporations (TNCs) and up to 50 per cent of all global trade circulating between the EU and US (Observer, 15 May 2005). Through the mechanisms of Lisbon there was to be a catalyst which would facilitate the profitability of corporate Europe while building a compliant policy framework around this particular function. The fact that key European TNCs were involved in the decision making process around the initiative signalled the direction of the Strategy, while in practice it represented the deepening of the liberalisation of the EU’s economy. 
     Caution by some European Council representatives and academics about the Strategy has been notable regarding the probable effects on traditional employment, the social impact and the primacy of certain commercial enterprises over others, and this has resonated across the Community. There has also been the vexed issue of the creeping ‘economism’ of the Commission’s conscience by introducing a ‘competition for competitiveness’ between member states and key economic sectors without fully facilitating the differing and diverse economic cultures across the Union. Essentially, the Strategy determined specific economic interests as being drivers of the EU economy within a rapidly globalising market system, while overlooking the effects on indigenous, non-knowledge-based industries and other non-market-based policies. The Commission interpreted the Lisbon programme in this manner: “In its efforts to promote competitiveness, the Union also seeks to adapt the European economy to structural change, relocation of industrial activity to emerging economies, redeployment of jobs and resources to new industrial sectors and the risk of a process of deindustrialisation” (http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/competitiveness_en.htm). While Lisbon flagged up the functional liberalisation of the European market system under the objective of integrating trade networks, it also created ambiguity for a number of other features of EU governance. These include not only the Lisbon Agenda itself, but a web of policy cross-purpose, such as the Bolkestein Directive on business preference, the Washington Consensus on trade liberalisation, Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) with the developing world, the restrictive Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), the Cotonou Agreement, the influence of Transnational Corporations (TNCs) on the design and form of EU trade/competition policy, and the problematic constitutional treaty. Each has an impact on the other, yet as a totality the effect of this system has not been fully appreciated or analysed at governmental or academic level. This article will assess one aspect of this cross-purpose, the Lisbon Strategy and its international implications, with specific reference to its frustration of already negotiated international agreements pertinent to development policy. It will draw on evidence from recent EU policy shifts, Non-Governmental Organisations’ (NGO) interpretations of the changes and recent revisions to the financial perspective (Bretherton and Vogler, 2006, pp.111-113; Jones and Rhodes, 2006, pp.15-18; EC, 2005b, pp.3-8). Ultimately, this article aims to investigate the systemic strains that the Lisbon Strategy has caused for democratic policy forms that are sensitive to the process of liberalisation.
Conflicting Principles
     The arbitrary 2010 timescale of the Lisbon Strategy provides a focus for the standardisation of policies and the implementation of the initiative. The thrust of the Strategy involves: controlling state aids, liberalising state industries, anti-trust strategies, enhancing the ubiquitous knowledge economy, targeted employment initiatives, and ultimately the enhancement of competitiveness as measured through profitability. Recent history would suggest that with the ongoing stability of the European economic system and the commitment of governments throughout Europe, these component aspects of the Strategy could be achieved. While elements have been delivered through readjustment - the introduction of the euro on 1st January 2002, and the eastern enlargement process of 1st January 2004 being examples - within the global economic context, there needs to be a favourable environment for controversial economic restructuring such as Lisbon. Unlike the turmoil of the 1970s and the static nature of structural adjustment then, the fluidity of globalisation has offered an opportunity for aggravated change and while progress has been evident on some fronts, other issues have caused concern for the EU. One immediate problem has been the geo-political environment. Political contingency is an aspect of policy formulation that cannot be accounted for, with, for example, the energy crisis of 2005, the collapse of the first draft of the constitutional treaty, divisions over the war in Iraq, or the emergence of cautious political interests in the core states of the Community. These events created unquantifiable circumstances for national and pan-European policy-making (Dinan, 2005, p.390; http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/lisbon_strategy_en.htm). In effect, change incurs increased risk and in policy-making change is often a reaction to unquantifiable factors. Within the first three years of the Lisbon Strategy problems were evident on a number of fronts. 

     The political challenges of implementing the Lisbon Strategy were acknowledged by Wim Kok in his review of the process in November 2004, Facing the Challenge: The Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Enlargement. His comments are telling in that he highlighted evidence of governmental inaction and a widespread inability of EU states to act on the stipulations of Lisbon. The key point being made by Kok was that the EU had set itself on a path of trying to duplicate the liberal market system of the US economy without taking into account the systemic precedents of the EU system itself and its own economic culture as designed through the social market programme of the Treaty of Rome. The review also profiled the role of the Commission in the process as being ‘closed’ in its reporting and analysis of progress. The Commission’s role seemed to be frustrating progress and did not bode well for policy transparency, or the outworking of the initiative. Indeed, Kok’s conclusion is very telling: “In the end, much of the Lisbon Strategy depends on the progress made in national capitals: no European procedure or method can change this simple truth. Governments and especially their leaders must not duck their crucial responsibilities” (Kok, 2004, p.45). Reading between the lines, and speculating on the instinctive national caution of member states, the vision of Lisbon regarding market liberalisation and industrial/business rationalisation exposes political and economic tensions, and contradictions that could affect public attitudes to both national governments and the EU project in total. In practice, political instinct seemed to be obstructing economic speculation, and ultimately the race to compete in the manner suggested in Lisbon may have been at a pace that was too fast for many states and sectors. 
One practical difficulty concerning the power balance within the EU is a perennial one in that EU economic policy in general (and almost 70% of EU trade) is driven through three financial power blocs – Germany, France and the UK – and their corporate lobbies (Dinan, 2005, pp.443-444). ‘Core Europe’ has, to a large extent, come to dictate the pace and type of change formulated in Lisbon. It is also a good measure of the tensions within the EU over Lisbon. French President Nicolas Sarkozy’s June 2007 intervention in the constitutional debate where he claimed to have dealt a “blow” to “undistorted competition” is perhaps the most obvious confrontation with liberalisation from a central actor in the process (Sarkozy, cited in The Financial Times, 22 June 2007). The presumption remains, particularly within the European Commission and lobbies representing European TNCs, that advanced economic liberalisation and global engagement are the necessary pathways for trade and competition policies of the Community. This weighting shows through in a myriad of ways and consequently exposes ideological tensions within the EU - with the ‘social model’ of economic development, and the disparate economic cultures across the member states, not being adequately accommodated for by the process. In undertaking the Lisbon pathway the Commission as its facilitator has placed itself in opposition to, and possibly dominion over, policies of member states that have prominent political lobbies that are sensitive to the speed of liberalisation (or competition) being proposed. 
     Evidence would suggest that resistance to pressure from the Commission - including the Barroso Commission - regarding the Lisbon Strategy could precipitate division among member states. This was very evident throughout the debates in France and the Netherlands around the constitutional treaty, riots in France in defence of the social economic model, in the 2006 German elections where the Lisbon Strategy was utilised as a bullet point of opposition, or the June 2007 G8 Summit at Heiligendamm. Overall, what has been evident throughout the Lisbon renovation of the European market system has been the exposure of market competitiveness to reveal tensions within the principle of ‘cohesion’. Whereas within the social market economy, competition and the cohesion of policies are not necessarily incompatible, with liberal interpretations of economic development by EU governments, the social and developmental credentials of the new arrangements have become negligible. In this realignment towards more laissez-faire economics, social market concepts such as compatibility, assistance, reciprocity, cohesion, subsidiarity, development and indeed poverty alleviation appear to be obstacles to the full implementation of the programme.
     At an institutional level the awkward exchange that exists between the Council and the Commission over trade policy (as a central component of the Lisbon Strategy) has facilitated a degree of ineffectiveness that on occasion simply restricts trade relations. While consiliar checks on the Commission are necessary in relation to trade and commercial policies, Article 300 of the Treaty of Rome - on the Commission’s authority on key aspects of trade policy - leaves the system open to further confusion. This can be seen specifically when Article 133 - on co-decision making on trade policies - is brought into play and the joint 133 Committee intervenes to frustrate policy. Another institutional difficulty, as historical experience would suggest, has been the role of the Commissioner for Trade who can influence the direction of international trade policy without recourse to member state consensus. Non-transparent mechanisms often obstruct agreed ways forward on achieving goals for growth, not only within the Community but with trading partners globally. Evidence of this disconnection can be seen with the 2003 attempts by the EU’s Commission for Trade to lobby the World Trade Organisation (WTO) to permit European water service providers to open up the global water market by expanding water charges to 109 countries, including 50 of the least developed countries (LDCs) around the globe (Guardian, 25 February 2003). Consultation around the member states on this vital development policy issue had not taken place, yet it endangered a vital aspect of development across numerous water vulnerable regions. The varying degrees of commitment by the Commission and its ability to circumvent policies on a strategic basis shows through as a dilemma for the whole Community as well as the Commission. 
     During the debates over the ratification of the constitutional treaty in 2005, policy tensions emerged throughout the EU which offered a caution to the Union itself regarding contradictions within the policy-making framework. The increasing obscurity of policies such as trade and the suspicion that control of EU policy-making in certain areas is being systematically removed from the reach of the democratic mandate is becoming more evident. In this caution there is the evidence that some aspects of EU legislation were becoming subsumed into the corporate management of certain policy areas. The competence of the Community originates from agreed principles covering trade and competition policy which are historically appropriate to diverse economic and trading cultures across the continent and with global partners. Article 110 of the Treaty of Rome, for example, stated that a central aim of the Community was “to contribute, in the common interest, the harmonious development of world trade, the progressive abolition of restrictions on international trade, and the lowering of customs barriers”. These principles - common interest and harmonious development - could only be achieved through governmental primacy over policy-making. The increasingly pervasive involvement of corporate lobbies, working for trade liberalisation, in the design and form of EU trade policies, brings up the vexed question of accountability. This has been compounded by cross-driving additional agendas and directives all to do with the liberalisation of the EU’s economy. Lisbon, Washington, Bolkestein, and the Constitution have left the management of trade policy arguably unmarshalled and often operating at the behest of lobbyists and the Directorate General’s core staff in Brussels. For example, where these arrangements impact on protocol such as the Cotonou Agreement, its drift is to move trade away from the principles of the Treaty of Rome and more towards the economic cultures of specific Transnational Corporations. This corporate infusion into policy could be recognised as early as the Single European Act (SEA) in 1986, but has become more pervasive after Lisbon (Balanyá, 2000, pp.91-95; Jones and Rhodes, 2006, pp.29-33).

     Andre Sapir and his colleagues, in An Agenda for a Growing Europe, give some indication of the direction of the EU in the new global context by placing question marks over the allocation of funding and priority programming. The thesis that is presented by Sapir gives a picture of an antiquated financial infrastructure which is finding it difficult to cope with the rigours of a neo-liberal global market. The EU consensus is that the budgetary form from the 1970s, which served the system functionally until the Single European Act, is to a large extent redundant. The Sapir Report concluded that the EU’s current configuration is inappropriate for the new economic situation. “A system built around the assimilation of existing technologies, mass production generating economics of scale, and an industrial structure dominated by large firms with stable markets and long term employment patterns no longer delivers in the world of today, characterized by economic globalization and strong external competition”. Sapir, an internationally acclaimed Professor of Economics at the Universite Libre de Bruxelles and a member of the Group of Policy Advisers at the European Commission, recommends a more innovative system: “At a time when the global system is under stress from various quarters, the EU must serve as one of its anchors and help ensuring the success of the globalisation process. More effective action by the Union at the global level requires greater coherence on its part” (Sapir, 2004, pp.145-46). This means restructuring the EU system as it stands and coherent development in its broadest sense. If achievable for the internal market it arguably could also be applicable to global partners and the network therein. As Sapir prophetically states: “Increased globalisation will create more economic opportunities, but also more economic frictions between countries. A crucial question, therefore, is whether the current wave of globalisation is sustainable, or whether it will end, like the first wave did in 1914, with severe international conflicts” (Sapir, 2004, p.145).
     The Lisbon Strategy, together with Economic and Monetary Union, serve to manufacture new opportunities for the EU and this is reflected in many of the commercial activities that have emerged over the past number of years. An overarching restriction in the system is the influence of the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) both on the budget of the EU and on any attempts to incorporate policies as they have functionally evolved. Indeed, governmental and academic commentators often hesitate at taking into account the role of the EU in the global economy and its significant influence over organizations such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Economic Forum and G8 summits (Bretherton and Vogler, 2006, p.122-123). Collectively these organizations act as the architects of global market liberalization. Increasingly what happens in Europe regarding finance, trade and competition is affecting societies throughout the world. The Lisbon programme, to be complemented by the new constitutional arrangement, sought to reflect the changing global economy and had the potential to take into consideration the responsibility that the EU has to susceptible regions globally in perspective systems of growth. In assessing and evaluating this revised system it resists contextual influences in its strategic drive. The Commission could use its influence and experience of managing a social economy to build a more inclusive, cohesive process of globalization. The panic of Lisbon would suggest that the Commission has become more reactive than proactive in this regard, following IFI preferences and not directing change.
     The European Commission’s proposals for the ‘financial perspective’, the funding cycle 2007-2013, ‘Building Our Common Future: Policy Challenges and Budgetary Means of the Enlarged Union 2007-2013’, presents a vision of the enlarged and globalised EU which reflects the successes of almost fifty years of economic growth and policy innovation. It is in a way a consolidation of its system and alludes to the need for sustainable development within an advanced and globally focused market. The decade up to 2013 will be crucial for the Community in terms of its stability and the balance of interests that will lead to the improved quality of life for all EU citizens and those globally who are partnered to its progress. For practical purposes the ‘perspective’ has become Lisbon’s credit card. As recognized throughout the budget proposals, the world economy is in a more volatile condition currently than at any time since the founding of the Community. Economic competition from third countries has meant that larger commercial interests have become more volatile in their corporate strategies and activities, while a global war economy has complicated the possibilities of sustainable growth in many regions. Disparate growth rates - intra-continental and in global terms - have meant that the EU and its economic base remain vulnerable to outside influences, and it is generally agreed that decline, while cyclical, needs to be efficiently managed. The 2007-2013 proposals set out to address some of these trends, yet ends with the caveat that: “The longer the European economy underperforms, the more doubts are raised about its ability to deliver one of the key foundations of political legitimacy - prosperity. Robust, coordinated and coherent action is needed to reverse this trend” (EC, 2004, p.3). The challenge to the EU was to make this economy coherent and global.

Undoubtedly, the EU with its various trade and development commitments is an immense undertaking. A number of factors drive the EU consensus on budgetary contributions - that the EU invests in growth and competitiveness; that structural funding is targeted appropriately; that new member states are integrated and compatible with market standards in the rest of the Community; and that financial commitment is appropriately managed. More recently ‘security’ has also emerged as an issue for funding allocation and this has been reflected throughout the Commission’s proposals for the development of the Union: “To fight for peace and against terrorism worldwide is a field where Europe must make a strong contribution, but divisions over key international issues poured cold water on these hopes. Addressing these issues, or losing its way: this is the real challenge for the Union and its’ Member States” (EC, 2004, p.4). With this assertion a new vision of the Community is being put in place, more akin to the political economy of the United States than the common market of the EEC. Ultimately, these types of changes, with the EU as an international power broker, have political and economic consequences which are yet to be tested, but will see the ‘softer’ policies of the social economy being forced to comply with an emerging foreign and security policy.
         With reference to the increasing drift of and confusion in EU trading and competition policies, the budget allocation for 2007-2013, and its planned expenditure, covers five areas of competency – competitiveness and cohesion, agriculture, other sustainable development, citizenship and security, global partnership, and administration. The balance of the proposals have altered somewhat in a Lisbon focused EU and this is very telling with, for example, ‘competitiveness’ in terms of corporate preference, more than doubling its funds from 7.3 per cent of the overall budget in 2006 to 16.3 per cent in 2013, ‘agriculture’ staying at 36 per cent of the overall budget throughout the cycle, ‘cohesion’ (regional policy) at 32 per cent throughout, ‘citizenship’ (a new political spending line) going from 1.1 per cent in 2006 to 2.3 per cent in 2013, ‘global partnership’ being allocated 9 per cent of the budget throughout, ‘sustainable development’ being reduced from 10.2 per cent in 2006 to 9.8 per cent in 2013, and ‘administration’ staying at 2.8 per cent throughout the funding cycle. What is noticeable is that the core theme of the Lisbon Agenda, ‘competitiveness’, is heavily invested in, agriculture is squeezed yet still remains tariff orientated, disproportionate and dependant on EU protection as a sectoral interest, and development sensitive budget lines are reduced. Unfortunately, the financial perspective presents a complete agenda with ‘competitiveness’ (Lisbon) the only element and budget line that has scope for substantial investment.

     A further complication for the readjusted system, since the shifts contingent to the Lisbon Strategy, has been within the management of budgets and projects. The management of EU trade, competition and budget mechanisms have been under question for years. The Court of Auditors has scrutinized the budget in such an efficient manner that an often obstructive bureaucracy has been forced to at least acknowledge the need for accountability. With the Court rejecting a sequence of budgets year after year, the impression that is given of EU finances is that reform of the accounting system is desperately needed. It is open to exploitation and is particularly open to corporate influence. The noticeable historical fault in the accountancy paper trail is the link from international development projects to the Directorate General, where accountancy is often lacking and mismanagement evident. The collapse of the 1999 Commission over fraud in development policy and its allocation of funding is the first case in point. The system has proved particularly susceptible with the accession of the new states to the east and a system that is now dealing with some 200 different government departments across thousands of policy and project areas. Ongoing reform and the eradication of mismanagement and fraud remain imperative for the efficient application of EU driven global partnerships that can produce mutual benefits with optimum performance. The 2005 modernization of the accounting system, as recommended in the European Court of Auditors 2002 Annual Report, has as yet (in 2007) to improve policy implementation. From the Commission’s position, with the EU expanding and the financial form of the Community having to adapt to new and challenging global circumstances, a different approach to international co-operation in trade and development is necessary. Growth and development are dependent on investment and this applies as much to the partners in global development as it does to the favoured regions of the EU itself. With Lisbon directing the system the restrictions and confines of the current provision may not fully connect with the complexities and vagaries of globalization (Dinan, 2005, pp.552-554). In effect, where aspirations are evident at institutional level, political and financial commitments are reserved, and management is often uncoordinated. Lisbon adds an extra layer to this complex.
Contradicting Models of Sustainable Economic Development
     At the foundation of the European Economic Community there were a series of interrelated policies which evolved in parallel ways yet connected to development patterns within member states and with other regions that came into contact with the Union’s economy. The premise of the Treaty of Rome in 1957 was the facilitation of an internal market system, but a complication of this was the dependence of up to 100 other countries around the world on the European trading network. Colonisation had produced dependency for many regions and consequently de-colonisation brought with it implications that compelled the European states to formulate mutual development clauses with former colonies. This was built into the Treaty of Rome as the European Development Fund (EDF), and manifested its intentions though the Yaoundé Agreement (1964-1975), Lomé Conventions (1975-1999), and subsequently the Cotonou Partnership Agreement (2000-2020) (Lister, 1998, pp.12-13; Dinan, 2005, p.550-51). Indeed, Lomé was recognised by the OECD Development Assistance Committee in this way: “The Lomé Convention is an advanced example of co-operation between developed and developing countries in a long-term arrangement combining a range of instruments in aid, trade, co-operation in socio-economic sectors, and permanent dialogue on several levels” (DAC, 1996, p.65). There were obvious mutual benefits to this system. The original Lomé Convention contained many innovative and supportive aspects, including: development assistance, generalised preferences in trade, African, Caribbean and the Pacific Association (ACP) produce given free access to the European Community (EC) markets, a system for stabilising export earnings from products guaranteeing export prices, and a range of aid and technical assistance initiatives. As the partnership progressed so did the potential for development. Furthermore, there was an informality in the system that could take into account economic and development cultures that differed from the more structured bureaucracy of the EC. In a word Lomé worked, even with the evident structural difficulties and issues of under-resourcing. The central focus of the development partnership between the EU and seventy-nine states of the ACP has historically been that of capacity building for former colonies in order to alleviate poverty and assist developing regions into a fuller and complementary involvement with the European economy. In effect, there was agreement on the process of international development. 
     The most notable feature of the development policy as it evolved since the Treaty of Rome has been the attention to poverty alleviation. A useful definition of poverty which is frequent in the dialogue around poverty and EU policy comes from Peter Townsend and his reference in The International Analysis of Poverty to ‘relative deprivation’: “People are relatively deprived if they cannot obtain, at all or sufficiently, the conditions of life – that is, the diets, amenities, standards and services – which allow them to play the roles, participate in the relations and follow the customary behaviour which is expected of them by virtue of their membership of society. If they lack or are denied access to these condition of life and so fulfil membership of society they may be said to be in poverty” (Townsend, 1993, p.36). Targeting economic development with poverty alleviation at the core has also become an attendant feature of many EU policy documents. Significant statements include Article 19 of the Cotonou Agreement which states that: “The central objective of ACP-EC cooperation is poverty reduction and ultimately its eradication; sustainable development; and progressive integration of the ACP countries into the world economy” (Cotonou, 2000; Caritas, 2007, p.16). This was restated in the European Consenus on Development: “The Community development policy will have as its primary objective the eradication of poverty in the context of sustainable development, including the pursuit of the MDGs [Millennium Development Goals], as well as the promotion of democracy, good governance and respect for human rights” (EC, 2005a, para 42). The objective was to build a common purpose across various policies. The ‘Policy Coherence for Development’ policy briefing from Brussels acknowledges the problem of compatible policy design when it stated that: “Non-development policies should respect development policy objectives and development cooperation should, where possible, also contribute to reaching the objectives of other EU policies” (EC, 2005b, p.3). With this principle built into the fabric of EU external policy there has been the real potential for genuine cooperation, however, the practice of actively targeting poverty and investing in effective development has often been questionable.
     With the liberalisation of amenities, standards and services (such as water supplies) the European corporate mandate, as delivered in Lisbon and replicated through the targeting of Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs), has altered the ‘playing field’ between the ACP states and the EU. The pan-European commitment to overcoming global poverty was arguably devalued through the European Council Summit in Lisbon in 2000 and while there was a commitment to overcoming internal EU social exclusion through ‘modernisation’, the international development agenda was left undefined. This perceived fault-line was quickly revisited in the Göteborg Council meeting in June 2001 where a generic ‘sustainable development’ clause was attached as a goal for Lisbon. It was to become a very public admittance of oversight by the EU. This and the concurrent changes to the Treaty of Rome have been intrusive, particularly for the developing regions that have relied on the European trading and economic connections that have been so much a part of their histories. The competition and trading policies of the EU since Lisbon - and its compendium at Cotonou - have become so central to the liberalisation strategy of the EU that the conditions of engagement have shifted the otherwise evolving partnerships between the EU and the former colonies grouped within the ACP association. Arguably, the mechanisms for mutual development between the countries attached to this system have changed substantially and moved beyond the ideal of complementarity. The most striking changes have come post Lisbon, with the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) being affected most.
     At the Göteborg meeting there was an acknowledgement that there had not been the involvement that there should have been in balancing market expansion with the alleviation of disadvantage either locally or globally. However, the target of 2010 was again reasserted as a staging post to measure substantive readjustment (European Council, Presidency Conclusion, June 2001). The Laeken Declaration in 2001 gives this process a further reassertion with the statement that the EU has a responsibility to: “play a stabilising role worldwide, to shoulder its responsibilities in the governance of globalisation and to seek to set globalisation a moral framework, in other words, to anchor it in solidarity and sustainable development” (Trócaire, 2003, p.1). This agenda to integrate development more fully within the Lisbon Strategy has until 2010 to completion and while various other facets are rolling out gradually, progress pertinent to development policy remains uncommitted. Conversely, trade liberalisation and competition policies in the integration process are being invested in with dedicated gusto - such as the enlargement of the Union, monetary union, procurement, the opening up of services, defence and security policies. With a few years to go before the planned completion of Lisbon other parallel initiatives are faltering. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the United Nations’ action plan on development, has lost substantial ground on implementation and the disjointed agreements made by the EU at the Doha Trade Round on protecting vulnerable regions, remain stumbling blocs for many LDCs.
     The economic model that is envisaged through the Lisbon Strategy may reveal tensions with the underlying principles of the Treaty of Rome and its social and developmental system, but where the implications of a diverse and inconsistent trading platform are felt most are with those aspects that connect to third country partnerships, and particularly the former colonies (ACP). The Lomé Agreement had in place a reasonably effective base for development by working preferential trade and aid to the benefit of the regions in need. The Cotonou Agreement which came into force legally in 2003 to replace Lomé altered this base to include a response to shifting global market circumstances. Cotonou coupled free trade with development, with competition policy as a newly introduced aspect of development (Dinan, 2005, p.553). Lisbon served to realign the relationship further. The effects of this new arrangement and the attempts to forcefully ‘elevate’ developing markets onto a more aggressive form of interaction has caused division within the ACP and in some regions alienation – sub-Saharan Africa being the striking example. Some regions are simply left out – including significant sections of the Islamic world. Other dynamics that fall in behind the Lisbon Strategy include the assertive trade and competition elements of the constitutional treaty (now tabled for 2009), the introduction of the euro at breakneck speed in 2001-2002 at a cost of 60 billion euros and at the behest of the European Roundtable of Industrialists (ERI), and the imposition of upwards of 9000 tariffs against developing country traders through the Common Agricultural Policy. The latter example suggests that freeing trade is not necessarily the mechanism under which this post Lisbon European economy is set to operate, but rather selective market protection to facilitate European markets and exports. As a policy the historic CAP sits in a different global scenario and demands a more integrated developmental formation which could assist in the assimilation of developing states linked to the EU. Evidence from the EU budget plans up to 2013 would suggest that the CAP will however continue to warp the developmental aspects of agricultural policy world-wide. There is also the rapprochement of the ‘Washington Consensus’ by the European Commission, working towards US style neo-liberal economic practice - fiscal discipline, a redirection of public expenditure priorities, interest rate liberalisation, attaining competitive exchange rates, trade liberalisation, liberalising inflows of foreign direct investment, privatisation of public assets, deregulation, and securing property rights. A final backdrop is the ongoing assimilation of corporate competitiveness into EU policy and law through the auspices of the European Investment Bank, which acts as the co-ordinating authority on many of the proliferating public-private partnerships (PPPs) in Member States, with European TNCs further influencing EU trade and competition policies.
     The EU operates on different levels of interaction and is therefore subject to a range of cross-purposes which leave many aspects of its work unprotected. For instance, the working relations between the Commission and the ACP were confused immediately when the Commission insisted on the implementation of EPAs. This permitted selective involvement with ACP regions based on EU patronage. This system limited assistance to trade cooperation and in many of the poorest regions saw trade and development policies being confused (Caritas, 2007). For example, in sub-Saharan Africa recent trends indicate a shift in the allocation of EU funding towards business generation with other initiatives having to comply. Road building to assist European imports, expensive economic monitoring, hotel construction, increased allowances for those working for the EU on expanding EPA projects, all indicated a shift in emphases. A Caritas Europa review and survey of the practices in March 2007 noted that: “The EC has committed itself to coherence between the development objectives for its external assistance, and its other policies impacting developing countries. Reality shows a number of contradictions between aid and other policies, in particular trade policy or foreign policy… Civil society actors in several of the countries in our survey expressed their severe concerns regarding the incoherence between EU development and trade policies… EU economic interest mentioned in some countries (e.g. Cameroon) is the benefit to European companies” (Caritas, 2007, p.20). Likewise, and crucially, the shift of ACP administration from the offices of the Directorate General for Development to the Directorate General for Trade sent out a strong message regarding development policy. This immediately changed the working relationship with many of the LDCs around the globe, the reconfiguration altering central aspects of development cooperation policy (Bretherton and Vogler, 2006, p.123; EC, 2005b, p.8). In order to discipline congruent policies onto a more competitive base, development – even under the banner of economic assistance, has been shifted to become trade related and thus subject to the Lisbon Agenda. 

     The new system has caused disaffection for many of the partners in the ACP. It is complicated and region specific in many cases, but Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) working in these regions around the globe agree on certain principles regarding EU trading relations with third countries, acknowledging that in many cases the relationship has become unworkable. The 2007 Oxfam report Signing Away the Future notes: “Europe proposes to oblige the poorest countries in the world to reduce a very large part of their tariffs to zero. At the same time free trade agreements do not address the adverse impacts of rich-country subsidies on poor countries through dumping, or the plethora of non-tarriff barriers that continue to impede access to rich-country markets” (Oxfam, 2007, p.3). This reflects the increasingly unfair nature of the EU trading system as seen with the role of the Common Agricultural Policy and trade across many areas. The system often protects EU produce while preventing access to the European market for many developing countries. The 2005 joint Eurodad, Oxfam and Actionaid Report, EU Heros and Villains: Which Countries are Living up to their Promises on Aid, Trade, and Debt? commented that: 
“On the question of unfair terms of trade, the EU has the potential to make a huge difference to the economic prospects of poor countries. Europe accounts for 20 per cent of world trade and is the world’s biggest importer and second-biggest exporter of agricultural goods. But despite some very small and tentative steps forwards, accompanied by some pro-reform rhetoric, Europe has largely failed to make any contribution to initiatives designed to make trade work for the poor. Europe’s expensive and anachronistic Common Agricultural Policy continues to devastate livelihoods in developing countries, by facilitating the dumping of subsidised exports on world markets and blocking imports from poor countries” (Eurodad, 2005, pp.3-4). 
Putting it in very stark terms, the Brussels based think-tank the Centre for a New Europe “alleges that 6,600 people die every day directly as a result of EU trade rules”, yet “if Africa [alone] was able to increase its share of world trade by just 1 per cent, it would earn an additional £49bn a year, enough to lift 128m people out of extreme poverty” (http://www.cne.org/pub_pdf/2003_09_04_EU_barriers_kill.pdf). The problem of unfair trade rules, including the role of the problematic EPAs, takes away with one type of policy what other policies have been working to change. The Community may account for up to half of the world’s development and humanitarian assistance, but it also contributes significantly to the stifling of indigenous markets and sustainable economic development in many developing countries (Bretherton and Vogler, 2006, p.111).
     The outworking of the Lisbon Strategy as it has evolved since 2000 has meant that the European model of development cooperation that energised post-colonial reconstruction and prosperity is being overwhelmed by a more incompatible type of neo-liberal economic growth. The options were presented very forcefully in the report by Wim Kok on the Lisbon Strategy: “Europeans have made choices about how to express the values they hold in common: a commitment to the social contract that underwrites the risk of unemployment, ill-health and old-age, and provides opportunity to all through high-quality education, a commitment to public institutions, the public realm and the public interest, and that a market economy should be run fairly and with respect for the environment. These values are expressed in systems of welfare, public institutions and regulation that are expressive in a world where low cost and highly efficient producers are challenging the older order” (Kok, 2004, p.16). The point being that change is necessary within the globalising economy, but that a model of growth at the expense of social partnership - with a developmental and not a competitive model as a prerequisite - or an expensive social model without appreciation of growth, are not viable options. 
     As with other non-trade and non-competition policies, development is not seen as a priority in the Lisbon process. While inequitable tariff levies are an enduring feature of the relationship, unfettered trade also invariably remains counter developmental. This conflicting relationship between trade and development can be clearly recognised through World Bank statistics on ACP regions. “Most ACP governments are heavily dependent on import taxes to raise government revenue. The World Bank estimates that in Sub-Saharan Africa tariff revenues average between 7-10 per cent of government revenue. The governments of Gambia and Cape Verde, for example, count on tariffs for up to 20 per cent of their revenues. With EU products representing 40 per cent of total imports in sub-Saharan Africa, eliminating tariffs on EU imports would lower tariff revenues considerably” (Oxfam, 2006, pp.4-5). Economic and social development in these vulnerable regions would suggest that something more imaginative than the Lisbon type of competitive engagement is necessary. Furthermore, forcing ACP states to remove tariffs while Europe retains its network exposes a fundamental contradiction in the trade-development framework and the bias therein. This contradiction is recognised by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in stating that: “Policy Coherence for Development means working to ensure that the objectives and results of a government’s development policies are not undermined by other policies of that same government which impact on developing countries, and that these other policies support development objectives where feasible” (quoted in EU, 2005b, p.3).
CONCLUSION

     At the opening ceremony for the Irish Presidency of the European Council in 2005, Taoiseach Bertie Ahern (the Irish Prime Minister) stated categorically that development policy should be a key focus for EU integration. With 291 million living below the poverty line in sub-Saharan Africa alone, in mostly former colonies of EU states, he noted that a concerted initiative is needed, a veritable ‘Marshall Plan’ for the whole region. The rhetoric, however, was not reflected through action as evidenced through the counter passion for the Lisbon Strategy, the budget plans, constitutional treaty and the patronizing approach to developing state representatives. The August 2004 statistics from the World Food Programme overshadow EU plans for integrating ‘global competitiveness’ strategies - 25,000 deaths each day from hunger related diseases, one child dying from hunger related diseases every five seconds. This catastrophe takes place on a continent where every country bar two are former colonies of EU member states. While there is ongoing commitment by the politicians to the Millennium Development Goals at operational level within the EU, the activities are frustrated and frustrating more than coordinated, energised and targeted. As with the Lisbon Strategy and the constitutional treaty, the current financial perspective (2007-2013) had an opportunity to assist the ACP states by acting as a hub for initiatives driven by global economic responsibility and democratic trading mechanisms. Ultimately this type of strategy would mean an enhanced primary budget line for development policy, a revision of the Lisbon Strategy to be pro-development, further aggressive CAP reform, and at the very least (and as recommended by the Court of Auditors) a Development Fund that would be appropriate to directly address global poverty. The confusion within the EU system, working under priorities driven by fears of economic globalization and competition, does not bode well for development policy in the long term. We have been here before. The warnings were evident prior to this current round of change and the message remains, as Colin Leys commented in 1996: “Most observers accept that significant parts of the former Third World, including most of sub-Saharan Africa, are more likely to regress than to advance in the new global economy; it is in the nature of an unregulated competitive system that this will happen. Not every country has the capacity to compete in the market; a few will succeed, while others will decline and some will collapse into civil war or anarchy, as Uganda, Angola, Mozambique, Liberia and Rwanda already have in Africa, at different times” (Leys, 1996, p.42). Over a decade later we can add Congo, Sudan, Somalia, Liberia - the list goes on.
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