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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 

COMMISSIONER ASHTON 

Part B - Specific questions

1. The "Global Europe" communication is regarded as the 
Commission's policy statement concerning international trade and the 
external component of its competitiveness strategy.  In light of the acute 
financial crisis, spiralling food prices and the continued deterioration 
in environmental conditions worldwide, which will be severely 
impacting international trade and the world economy, do you envisage 
adjusting any of the trade policies which have been listed in this 
communication, in particular market access for EU goods and services 
in third countries, the use of trade defence instruments, the 
enforcement of Intellectual Property Rights and EU companies' access 
to major public foreign procurement markets?

Global Europe addresses a specific question: how can trade policy reinforce European 
external economic competitiveness and help us build stronger societies? The central 
argument of Global Europe is that our openness to trade, others' openness to us and 
engagement with the global economy are critical to the strength of our economies and 
of our societies. Of course we must be ready to adapt elements of this policy to 
changing global circumstances. We must continue to adapt the way we work and 
ensure we are addressing the right issues. But I believe that the current crisis only 
reinforces the importance of Global Europe's commitment to fair trading conditions 
and an open global economy based on rules, with effective means for enforcing them.

The economic analysis behind the Global Europe strategy remains sound. It is 
reinforced by data for 2007, which show the EU continuing to perform well in export 
markets, especially for goods and services that require sophisticated skills or specialist 
knowledge. We are, and we will remain, a trading continent, heavily integrated into 
global supply chains, and dependent on global markets both for the products we 
source and the exports we sell. 

It is difficult to predict at this stage how the current financial crisis will affect this 
picture, or international trade in general. We must anticipate falling demand in 
developed markets as consumer spending contracts, and probably similar weakening 
in some of our growing emerging economy partners. A global downturn is also the 
time when protectionist pressures in Europe and in our trading partners are potentially 
strongest. These conditions are compounded by rising pressure on resources such as 
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basic foods and the urgent need to reduce the impact of economic growth, both here 
and in the developing world, on the environment. 

Broadly speaking, I believe that Global Europe's priorities are right for the current 
context. It is important that we remain strongly committed to ensuring that our 
companies get fair access to export markets and that our trading partners meet their 
WTO obligations. The negotiation of comprehensive FTAs with emerging economies 
is an important tool in this respect. The 2007 launch of the Market Access Partnership 
between the Commission, Member States and business has also strengthened our 
approach in a useful way.  We are going to need to continue to focus resources, using 
the Market Access Partnership and other tools, on making sure that our exporters, no 
matter how big or small, get fair treatment abroad. This will be important in the area 
of public procurement, which remains one of the most closed markets in the global 
economy, but which is an area in which European companies of all sizes have 
valuable expertise. Nevertheless, I recognise that this is one of the toughest areas in 
which to see progress in our bilateral negotiations, but also one where we must be 
sensitive to the local circumstances behind our partners negotiating positions. I would 
like to see us, for example, improving access for European environmental investment 
and technologies in big emerging industrial markets where they can contribute to the 
shift to low-carbon growth. This is something I would seek to put high on our trade 
agenda with China.

We should also be ready and willing to use our trade defence system to ensure that 
others trade fairly and do not dump goods on our markets in a way that harms the 
European economic interest. Effective trade defence is the flipside of an open market: 
we are open to trade, but we expect our trading partners to trade fairly. 

I also believe that we are right to focus on fighting counterfeiting globally, not just 
because it is hugely destructive for our companies, and strikes directly at their 
legitimate comparative strengths, but also because counterfeit goods can easily be 
unsafe or substandard goods.  

2. With the failure of WTO ministerial meetings in July, and no 
conclusion to the Doha Round in sight, what are the long-term 
consequences for the European Union and the rest of the world of a 
protracted stalemate in WTO negotiations? What is the future of a 
WTO-centric multilateral trading system if the Doha Round fails to 
deliver on its development promise? Do you think that it might be 
necessary to move away from the governing principle of the "Single 
Undertaking"? Will you actively support a reform of the WTO 
including the creation of a parliamentary dimension to this 
organisation in order to enhance the democratic legitimacy and 
transparency of WTO negotiations?  

First, we have never got so close to a DDA deal as we did in July, and I would
continue to build on that work. A failure of the Doha Round would have 
consequences on a number of levels. There is the lost opportunity that Doha delivers a
strong development package, including duty free quota free access for least developed
countries, aid for trade and trade facilitation. There are lost trading opportunities, both 
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in the developed world, but also in the growing emerging economies. There is the lost 
insurance policy of a trade agreement that would have locked in and made irreversible 
all the new market access that has been unilaterally offered since the last multilateral 
trade deal fifteen fourteen years ago. There is a lost opportunity to move the United 
States towards greater farm reform so that US farm subsidies have a less damaging 
effect on farmers in the developing world. There are dozens of other areas where 
Doha would add, incrementally, to the openness of the global economy or would 
refine and strengthen the global rules that help ensure that global trade is fair. 

A Doha failure could only erode the credibility of the WTO, not least with the 
emerging economies and developing countries further down the development ladder. 
Doha was intended to be a different kind of trade deal, one that showed that the 
multilateral trading system was able to reflect the different needs of developing 
countries. There is a risk that a Doha failure would lead some developing countries to 
conclude that their interests cannot be served within the existing institutions.

I accept that the notion of a single undertaking raises huge political and technical 
challenges when you have a WTO membership of 153, and I believe that it is likely to 
be the case that the WTO will evolve more variable structures for negotiating in the 
future. However, Doha is designed as a single undertaking and the balance ensured by 
the single undertaking is important both for balance between different parts of the 
negotiation such as agriculture and goods and services, but also for the final balance 
between trade liberalisation and the special development measures that are central to 
the Doha Round. I support in principle any change to WTO practice that widens the 
transparency of the negotiating and dispute settlement process, and which increases 
the capacity of parliamentarians to oversee and influence the positions taken by their 
governments. 

3. What do you believe should be the impact of the Economic 
Partnership Agreements between the European Community and the 
ACP States on the economic growth, the development, the integration, 
the cohesion and the role of the ACP countries in the future? In view of 
the demands of some of the ACP countries which initialled interim -
goods-only - agreements with the European Commission, are you ready 
to renegotiate the chapters included in the stepping stone agreements? 
Will you continue to negotiate full EPAs? How do you intend to 
improve the public image of the European Union in the relations with 
the ACPs countries? 

The objectives of Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) are unchanged from 
those that the ACP and EU agreed together in the Cotonou agreement in 2000. EPAs 
must promote sustainable development and contribute to poverty reduction in the
ACP countries. This includes specifically building on ACP regional integration 
initiatives to enhance their integration into the world economy. We must help the 
ACP gradually integrate into the global economy rather than continue to be 
marginalised from it. Under the trade preferences in the Cotonou Agreement the ACP 
share of EU trade was declining and becoming increasingly concentrated in basic 
unprocessed commodities.  Halting that decline will be an achievement in itself, but 
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we should be seeking to support the diversification of these economies. To do this we 
need full regional EPAs that help ACP industry meet international standards, open 
new opportunities in services trade, which is vital for development, and build the 
secure legal environment and economic conditions that will help attract investment.

In terms of the interim agreements initialled in 2007, we must sign them to make our 
trade regime compatible with WTO rules and to protect the market access of our 
partners.  We should also recognise that countries are currently involved in 
negotiating full EPAs to replace the interim agreements. Countries are free to raise 
any concerns as part of these wider negotiations, including any issues stemming from 
the interim agreements. I am aware of the concerns that have been raised by different 
regions and am aware that those same regions have also reiterated their goal of 
reaching full development-oriented EPAs. 

These EPAs will not be identical.  There is of course no sense in signing an agreement 
which the region concerned cannot implement, so they will need to reflect regional 
differences. But all EPAs should be "full" in the sense that they tap every possible 
means of supporting development.

EPA negotiations are about reform and changing a 30 year old trade preference 
regime. Our negotiations were up against the hard deadline of the legal expiry of the 
Cotonou trade regime in 2007.  Reform on this scale is never easy. Meeting the 
deadline meant compromise on all sides and some difficult choices. Provided we can 
get the interim agreements signed, we are now working under less direct pressure. I  
believe that we can and should give a different character to the negotiations. I would
certainly want to invest personally in engaging with our ACP partners, explaining 
what we are seeking to do and listening to what they want from these agreements, and 
listening to their concerns. I hope to bring my own personal style to that relationship 
and would do all I can to continue to work of strengthening relations with the ACP. I 
see working closely with the European Parliament and civil society as an essential 
part of this.

4. In view of recent developments in the global economy, the lack of 
progress in multilateral trade negotiations and the slower than expected 
progress in some bilateral negotiations, do you believe it is necessary to 
reconsider the EU’s strategy towards our main trading partners?  In 
particular, how do you envisage addressing regulatory and other issues 
that have created differences with the United States; what measures do 
you intend to adopt to develop a more balanced trading relationship 
with China; and what will you do to ensure that the negotiations for 
Free Trade Agreements with Asian, Latin American and 
Mediterranean regions contribute towards enhanced regional 
integration which would be much more valuable to both sides than a 
series of bilateral deals?

I feel strongly that we need to complement our commitment to managing the 
multilateral trading system through the WTO with strong, strategic economic 
relationships with our major trading partners. The profound changes that we are 
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seeing in the global economic landscape, and the degree to which we are 
economically interdependent with the growing powers makes effective, constructive 
partnerships with India, China, Japan, Korea, the countries of ASEAN and Latin 
America even more necessary than ever. Economic engagement with Europe's 
neighbourhood, including with Russia and the Mediterranean, is also vital. Our 
relationship with the US remains the bedrock of the global economy and the biggest 
trading relationship on earth. 

On the US, it is true that differences in our regulatory rules and approaches continue 
to act as an obstacle to trade. There are rarely overnight solutions to regulatory trade 
barriers. But we have an intensive agenda of work with the US to try and tackle these 
problems. The creation of the Transatlantic Economic Council (TEC) in 2007 offers a 
potential new tool for getting political focus on regulatory problems. With the right 
political engagement from the next US Administration, the TEC and our regulatory 
dialogue with the US is full of potential. We should not however allow trade frictions 
to overshadow the fact that the EU and the US have a vital joint role to play in 
shaping the next phase of globalisation, and working constructively with others such 
as China and India.

My predecessor used to say that China is the biggest single challenge in European 
trade policy and I am inclined to agree. I think the relationship is both hugely 
important and potentially hugely beneficial for both sides. Our trade deficit with 
China is striking, and it does, to some degree, reflect the fact that Chinese markets are 
not as open to our goods, services and investment as we would like and expect. The 
creation of the High Level Mechanism in 2008 was a signal from the Chinese side 
that they recognise our concerns about the imbalance in our trade, but it will be 
judged by delivery not good intentions. My focus with China would be a relationship 
that is constructive enough to handle a frank dialogue on market access problems, but 
which acknowledges our economic interdependence and shared strategic interests. 

In our free trade agreements the goal of strong building regional market will remain. 
It is central to the Economic Partnership Agreements and underlies the choices we 
have made about the structure of negotiations with ASEAN, Central America, the 
Andean Community, Mercosur, the Mediterranean region and the Gulf Cooperation 
Council. This approach makes economic sense, and it ensures that smaller partners 
have collective weight in dealing with the EU.  It also reflects our own European 
experience: a larger regional market is a stronger economic engine and a more 
attractive destination for investment and trade. Even where we are open to 
'multispeed' approaches - as we are in South East Asia , the Mediterranean and the 
Andean Community where such flexibility simply reflects the different development 
capacities in the region – we should continue to make the ultimate goal a stronger 
economic integration from region to region. 

5. It is clear that until ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, the Commission 
and its members are bound by the existing Treaties. However, what are, 
in your view, the actions the Commission can already undertake 
without waiting for its formal ratification? Can you imagine to support 
the European Parliament in asking for an Inter-Institutional 
Agreement where the EP would receive those powers in the field of 
external trade it would have received under the Lisbon Treaty?  How 
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far are you willing to extend cooperation with the European Parliament 
in trade matters beyond the obligations laid down in the Treaties? How 
do you envisage your accountability to the European Parliament? What 
experience and skills does the Commissioner believes she can bring to 
the role as EU Trade Commissioner?

As a committed Parliamentarian with a decade's experience in the British House of 
Lords, I believe strongly in the role of the European Parliament in working with the 
European Commission to shape trade policy and where necessary to hold the 
Commission to account. I fully share the view of this Committee that the changes 
introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon in the area of the Common Commercial Policy, 
especially where it strengthens the role of the European Parliament and places it on 
the same footing as the Council, will contribute to strengthening the democratic 
legitimacy and effectiveness of our trade policy, especially where it substantially 
increases the powers of this Parliament.  The Commission actively advocated a 
greater Parliamentary role during the Intergovernmental Conferences leading up to the 
Lisbon Treaty.

It is in this spirit that my predecessors, Pascal Lamy and Peter Mandelson, had 
already committed themselves to keeping the Parliament informed of policy 
developments and negotiations. I fully share the view that for this relationship to be 
productive it is important for the Commission to come to this Parliament and inform
you, well before negotiations are started, of our intention to request negotiating 
directives from the Council. You need to be in a position to make comments on these 
negotiating directives, monitor the progress of negotiations at all stages and prepare 
formal opinions where required. I would preserve and respect  this practice very 
carefully. 

Of course, until the Lisbon Treaty is ratified, the Commission and its Members are 
obliged to act within the limits of the existing Treaties, as is this Parliament. While I 
am not, therefore, in a position to commit the Commission to applying provisions of 
the Lisbon Treaty in advance, I am ready to make full use of the margins within the 
existing rules to maintain and reinforce the Parliament's involvement in trade policy. 

This would mean, for example: 

 Keeping the European Parliament and this Committee fully informed of the 
preparation, conduct and conclusion of international negotiations;

 Sharing all relevant information, thereby treating the European Parliament on 
a par with the Council;

 Regularly taking part in Plenary, formal and informal meetings of the 
European Parliament (in particular with your Committee) in the spirit of the 
Framework Agreement on relations between the EP and the Commission of
2004.

 Consulting you and listening to your views on the main challenges faced in the 
trade area and building on your recommendations where feasible. 

Moreover, the general nature of the complex agreements we are negotiating today 
tend to cover areas which ensures Parliament has a say in the final agreements. I 
welcome that this is the case.
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