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Hearing of Chris Patten

IN THE CHAIR: ELMAR BROK

Chairman. - (DE)  At this midnight hour, we can commence our work. I should like to
welcome the candidate for the post of Foreign Affairs Commissioner, Mr Chris Patten.
As I have just heard, this is his second appearance before this committee, the first being
in 1996 as Governor of Hong Kong. I am pleased that we can conduct this hearing today,
because the area with which the candidate for this office will have to deal in coming
years will in my view be one of the most significant in the Commission, since the issue of
development and the common foreign, security and defence policy, moving towards a
defence policy identity for the European Union, will certainly be one of the key issues
facing us in the wake of the events in former Yugoslavia. I believe that the European
Union has understood that, now that it has established itself as an economic giant, it
cannot remain a political dwarf in the longer term, and that we Europeans must also
shoulder a  high degree of responsibility and can no longer merely leave everything to
our American allies. For this reason, I consider it extremely significant that we are now
conducting this hearing, in order to check qualifications while at the same time
exchanging opinions, which will then help us to carry things forward over the coming
years in a spirit of profitable cooperation. Welcome once again, Mr Chris  Patten. I
should like to give the floor to you straight away for an introductory statement, after
which we will start with the questions. You have the floor.

Patten, Commission – (EN) Thank you for welcoming me back to this committee. It is
actually about a quarter of a century since I first came to the European Parliament as
director of my party’s research department. I came again as a young Member of
Parliament and then regularly as a minister.

As the Minister for Overseas Development and President of the Development Council in
1986, I worked very closely with Parliament on the reform of the food aid regulation,
turning food aid into a real instrument of development policy, and I got to know the
Environmental Committee here when I was Environment Minister. A number of my
colleagues on the Environment Council are, I know, Members of the European
Parliament today. Then, as chairman of my political party, I helped to negotiate the
agreement between the Conservative Party and the EPP, a relationship which I am
pleased to see continues to the uninhibited joy of large sections of the British press.

As Governor of Hong Kong, as you said chairman, I came to the European Parliament. I
held talks with several of your delegations on their visits to the Territory and I was
profoundly grateful for the European Parliament’s consistent support for our efforts to
strengthen democracy and to sustain civil society in Hong Kong. That support was an
example of this Parliament’s strong stand in favour of human rights right across the
world. No one has to give this Parliament lectures about the universality of liberal
pluralist values. You have consistently given a welcome lead on human rights and I am
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delighted that today you are ensuring that we have the opportunity of discussion human
rights properly in this forum.

It is therefore a considerable privilege, as a former elected politician who did not
admittedly depart the political scene entirely voluntarily, to begin a new chapter in my
relationships with this institution. At least I hope it is a chapter rather than a couple of
short paragraphs. But that of course is entirely in your hands. I am sure that if I am
around for long enough, we will have a constructive and candid relationship which means
that I will not always say what everyone wants me to say but will always try to say what I
think. I will try to take the initiative myself in making our relationship as open as possible
rather than wait to be invited to come and talk to you.

You asked me in your written questions, which kept my fax machine white hot
throughout August, how the crisis in the Commission should be dealt with. My reply, I
notice, was regarded by the Wall Street Journal as being rather undiplomatic. I said I
thought there were problems for both of us. The way the last Commission is leaving the
field and the subsequent low turnout in most Member States in the European elections.
That turnout should disturb us all as convinced democrats. It represents something that
we have to put right. On a point which has been made by Professor Prodi, we cannot
carry on as though it is business as usual, as though nothing has changed. The European
electorate holds the European institutions, the institutions of a Community, of a union
that has being spectacularly successful over the last 40 years, perhaps unfairly, perhaps
paradoxically, in lower esteem than all of us would like to see. We have to win back
people’s respect, we have to win back their trust and we have to demonstrate that what
we do makes their world more prosperous, more stable and more free. Executives are
always, not sometimes but always, stronger when they are clearly accountable and
parliaments are always more credible when they exercise their responsibility for holding
the executive to account in a balanced, sensible and vigorous way.

We need, in my judgement, more than that insight and more than that democratic
practice. In preparing for these hearings, in reading industrial quantities of briefing, I
have been all too aware of the gap, the yawning chasm sometimes, that exists between
laudable aspirations and prosaic reality. In my field, the European Union has committed
itself to try and fashion a more coherent, foreign and security policy. As you said,
chairman, to punch its political weight in the world.

But that vision will not amount to much unless we show that we are capable of carrying
out rather better the tasks to which we are already committed. I hope I cannot be accused
of lacking vision but please do not look to me for a host of new initiatives, for lists of
priorities as long as my arm. I feel after the last month of reading punch drunk with
initiatives and their acronyms. I think it is crucial to ensure that those initiatives actually
achieve what was hoped for them.

I want the Commission to be able to show that it can do well what it has already taken on.
I want us to be able to show that the way we conduct our external relations can add
comprehensive, efficiently managed and heavyweight value to what Member States do
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individually and collectively. If we want to be taken more seriously by our own citizens
at home, as well as abroad, we have no choice except to take reform seriously and to
recognise that prioritisation should mean what it actually says in every Community
language. It is not a criticism of those who work in the Commission to say this. Many of
them perform heroically, often attempting to do more than they can realistically manage
with less help than they should reasonably receive. I want to see their public service
recognised and appreciated, not pilloried.

There are three other points I would like to make, if I may, rather briefly. First the
Amsterdam Treaty and the Cologne Summit report challenge us to develop a common
foreign and security policy that is appropriate for the largest trading block in the world,
for a community of more than 350 million men and women, for the largest donor of
humanitarian and development assistance in the world and for a community which is an
example to many other countries of how free men and women can organise their lives
together in harmony, decency and prosperity. Mr Solana as High Representative and I as
Commissioner for External Relations have the task of trying to rise to the challenge. I
want to place on record that it is for me an honour to be asked to work with Javier Solana
whom I have known for almost 15 years. He has done a superb job as Secretary-General
of NATO and I am sure he will do an equally good job as High Representative and
Secretary-General of the Council. It is imperative that we work successfully together
representing the different strengths and institutional contributions of the Union. It is
impossible to know precisely at the moment how we will make the most of what the
Amsterdam Treaty challenges us to do and reduce to the minimum the potential problems
that lie ahead. But having spoken to the High Representative I am sure that we are both
wholeheartedly committed, with the support of this Parliament, to making a success of
the CFSP.

Secondly, I have been given the job of coordinating all the external relations work of the
Commission in order to help ensure the coherence of the Union’s policies towards the
rest of the world. I will be discussing with my colleagues, Pascal Lamy, Paul Nielson,
Günter Verheugen, and Pedro Sobles Mira how we can best make this new system work.
We will also want to involve other Commissioners whenever it’s appropriate. People
have said to me – but how can this possibly work? There will be endless turf battles they
say. After all it’s the European Commission that your talking about. Well let me come
clean with you. This is the last political job I guess that I will ever do – at least that is
what I have told my wife! So like many of you nowadays I am entirely beyond worldly
ambition. I am entirely beyond turf wars. That is what I have told everyone who works
for me. There is quite enough for all of us to do and it is imperative that we work together
in the interests of the Commission and the Union. Anyway who has ever heard of an
Englishman ever disagreeing with a Frenchman!

Like Javier Solana and like George Robertson, the new Secretary-General of NATO who
led the Labour Party Delegation to the Assizes which was organised by this Parliament in
Rome a few years ago, I am a committed European. I believe that my country’s future
lies in playing a constructive role in this European Union. I can conceive of no other
realistic future for my country. I am also sufficient of a patriot, like others here today, to
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believe that there are certain qualities that my countrymen and women have on the whole
embraced that can make a positive contribution to the building of Europe. Not least a
certain bloodymindedness and a passionate commitment to the notion that in any free
society we are all equal under the law – governors and governed.

An Englishman who is partly Irish, a Catholic, a Tory, a supporter of Arsenal football
club, I am also, again like Javier Solana and George Robertson, an enthusiastic Atlanticist
and I see no contradiction whatsoever in being a European who looks as well to the
Western horizon. I do not feel obliged to define my European identify in terms of how
rude I can be about the United States. Indeed I look back on the history of this century
and see the extent to which the United States helped Europe to recover from the pit of
totalitarian horror and to hold on by our fingertips to liberal order and democracy. We are
grateful to the United States for that. We are now, as the Bonn statement made clear,
equal partners in all respects of the United States and what I have said about the United
States certainly does not mean that anyone should expect us in serious negotiations to be
a soft touch.

Finally, at the brink of a new century, a century that we must hope is less bloody and evil
than this one has been, it must be the task of the European Union, which has done so
much to entrench freedom and prosperity in the west of our continent, to help secure it
across the whole of our continent. A Europe whole and free, an objective shared on both
sides of the Atlantic. And a Europe as well that we must hope will be looked to
throughout the world as an example of what men and women are capable of doing if they
are able to live together in freedom under the law.

Salafranca Sánchez-Neyra (PPE). – (ES) Mr Patten, do you consider that, in order that
the European Union should acquire a weight on the international scene commensurate
with its economic weight and that it might no longer confine itself to providing funds in
the great dramas of our time, the European Union must speak with one voice on the
international scene?

Would you be in favour of extending the principle of qualified-majority decision-making
to the area of the common foreign and security policy, specifically common strategies?

Will relations with Latin America be a priority for you´?

Finally, Mr Patten, in reply No 10 you expressed  your opposition to confirmation
hearings for Heads of Commission delegations in third countries. Would you nevertheless
be in favour of  more frequent appearances by Heads of Commission delegations in third
countries before Parliament’s various committees and interparliamentary delegations?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) Perhaps I can answer those questions in reverse order. On
confirmation hearings: there may be many things that we can learn from the American
Constitution. I would need a lot of convincing that Senator Helms was one of them. I find
it difficult to understand why we should be perfectly happy to appoint senior officials
here in Brussels without confirmation hearings but insist on confirmations for heads of
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delegations. It is not something that happens in our own national parliaments on the
whole. But, having said that, I totally understand the Parliament’s wish to meet heads of
delegations when they are back in Brussels. I would be very happy to help facilitate that
and beyond that, and I hope we get the chance of talking about it later. It is extremely
important that we look at our delegations as parts of the development of a real career
structure within the Commission. I do not want to embrace Helms-like hearings, nor do I
want to be in a position in which the Commission is being leaned on by Member States
about certain heads of delegations which I am told may have happened occasionally in
the past.

Latin America: I am going to be very careful in how many priorities I offer this
Parliament this morning. But there are already in place initiatives on Latin America that
we have to see through to a successful conclusion. There is the negotiation of the
arrangements between the European Union and Mexico. There are the arrangements
between the European Union and Mercosur and the related negotiations with Chile. I
hope that we can make a success of those and make a success of the existing
commitments under the Asia-Latin America programme which the honourable gentlemen
will know has been perhaps one of the victims of our inability to manage our common
services as well in the last few years as perhaps we should have done.

On qualified majority voting, I am frankly, having read the Cologne statement and the
Amsterdam Treaty, even more surprised than I was at the time at how far Member States
have been prepared to go in areas which for all of them touch on the most central issues
of sovereignty, diplomacy and national security. I have not discussed with my colleagues
in the Commission what sort of contribution we should make to the discussions about the
IGC so I am reluctant to go out on a limb with my own personal views on what further
can be achieved but we have already gone pretty far in common strategies and developing
a common position on foreign and security policy.

Salafranca Sánchez-Neyra (PPE). – (ES) Many thanks, Mr Patten, for  your statement.
I should like to put a supplementary question concerning your willingness for Heads of
Commission delegations in third countries to appear before Parliament. I understand that
Parliament will make moderate use of such appearances. Nevertheless, Mr Patten, it
appears to me to be reasonable that they should not appear only when they are in
Brussels, because it would appear more logical for officials and Heads of Delegation to
adapt their agenda to that of Parliament rather than vice-versa.

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I understand that. I did not mean that I thought when they
were in Brussels they should have a guided tour. What I meant was that they should be in
a position to have a proper dialogue with Parliament. It is something that happens in - I
think the formulation is: the country I know best with ambassadors who are on home
leave. Speaking as somebody who has been as it were at the other end of the world, I
recall with considerable respect and enthusiasm the role which the Commission’s Head of
Office in Hong Kong played, not least in organising visits for delegations to Hong Kong.
I remember a couple of occasions when Mr Watson was in Hong Kong with colleagues.
And for the presence of Mr Reuter in Hong Kong, an extremely effective representative



6

of the Union, we owe a debt of gratitude to the former President of the Commission, Mr
Santer, who helped to ensure that Hong Kong got the recognition which it deserved.

Sakellariou (PSE) – (DE) Mr Patten, I too would like to welcome you here on behalf of
my Group, the Party of European Socialists. We do not know you very well directly, but
we at least know of your work as Governor of Hong Kong and your courageous stance in
your negotiations with the Chinese during that period will certainly provide helpful
professional experience with regard to this committee in the European Parliament.

The Amsterdam Treaties provide for the strengthening and further development of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy in the sense that it is to evolve from purely
intergovernmental cooperation to a genuine Community policy, in which majority
decisions are the rule and the unanimity  principle the exception. I should like to know
whether you, Mr Patten, not only as a Member of the Commission but also personally,
are prepared to go down this road and work towards ensuring that such majority decisions
become the foundation of the CFSP, and I should also like to know whether, in addition
to our Member States’ commitments in NATO, you are also prepared to envisage an
autonomous European defence component independent of NATO.

Patten, Commission. – (EN) Thank you very much indeed for your kind opening
remarks. I would only say, which is no disrespect to the People’s Republic of China, that
I hope my relationship with this Committee is even more cordial than my relationship
was with Chinese negotiators from time to time. We at least respected one another even
though I was called occasionally slightly rude names.

I think that making the existing provisions of the Amsterdam Treaty and making the
Cologne statement work is going to be a considerable enterprise in the next few years. I
do not want to seem to be a spoilsport in declining to look much beyond the life of this
Commission. There was a famous Church leader in Britain in the 19th Century, Cardinal
Newman, who wrote a hymn called “Lead kindly light” which included the lines “I do
not seek the distant scene, one step enough for me”. My objective is making a success of
common strategies, making a success of my relationship with Mr Solana, making a
success of this first, quite brave effort, to make a reality of a common foreign and
security policy.

As for the question of security and security forces, the Cologne statement is absolutely
clear. After referring to the Petersberg tasks, the Cologne statement says that we need the
autonomous ability to perform those tasks with credible forces and I do not think that
there is a general view that we are in that position at the moment. We will know how far
from that position we are when the WEU completes its analysis of the different
capabilities of Member States but there is still some distance to go between what we have
said that we aspire to and what we are capable of actually doing. I hope that I can help
bridge that gap. One step enough for me.

Sakellariou, (PSE). – (DE)  I should like to congratulate you on the elegance with which
you avoided answering my first question. My question can be answered with ‘yes’ or
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‘no’. Are you are you not in favour of majority decisions in the common Foreign and
Security Policy?

Patten, Commission. –  (EN) I am entirely in favour of what Member States have been
prepared to sign up to so far. If we can make a success of that I will be delighted. What
does a success of that mean? It means common strategies, not just in Russia but in the
Balkans and elsewhere. It means common strategies that actually add value rather than
just collections of what we are already doing. I am less willing than others to sign up to
going further down this road before we can actually ensure that this road gets to the
destination we want.

Nicholson of Winterbourne (ELDR).  (EN) – While fully appreciating your desire to
take care of the task in hand, I wonder if we could refer to your answer to Question 5 on
the future of the European Union and your vision of European integration. I know it
makes you go a little bit further in terms of looking ahead than perhaps you want to take
as your first step, but nonetheless it does impact completely upon the way in which you
will discharge your tasks. Could I ask therefore that you let us more into your thinking on
your view of European integration, of inevitably the ever-closer union to which we are
committed? What do you feel about that and how do you see it impacting upon your job?

Secondly, you talk about deepening and you also speak in your answer about widening.
Do you believe that widening and deepening can happen together and should respect the
rules and values that the rest of the European Union Member States have already adopted
- that we should not compromise in other words?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) The last point goes right to the heart of your principal
question. It has sometimes been suggested in the past, not least in my own country, that
somehow widening the Community was an alternative to deepening its institutions. I do
not believe that is true for one moment. I do not think that you can widen successfully
without deepening.

To go back to the previous question: without confronting a number of other areas issues
like qualified majority voting, the institutions of an enlarged Union simply will not work
effectively. Enlargement, which I believe has a moral as well as strategic imperative, is
not a cop-out. Enlargement raises big and important issues of deepening and it raises
important issues of democratic accountability.

I have often been asked in my own country to say at what point I think the European
Union should stop its adventure, should stop trying to develop its institutions. I do not
know. 25 years ago a lot of people would have been amazed to discover how far we have
got today. Five years ago a lot of people would have been amazed to discover how far we
have come on common foreign and security policy. I do not want to sign up to some
arbitrary destination.

It is not an exaggeration to say that what we are trying to do in Europe has never been
tried before in this way. I hope that we can continue to move in the direction on which we
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have started. To repeat what I stated earlier, our main objectives in the next few years are
to make work what we have set our hands to and to make sure that what we do is done
without arrogance and with a good deal of recognition of the importance of securing
public support for the whole enterprise. Of course we have to give a lead but there is no
point in giving a lead if nobody is following.

Frassoni (Green/ALE). –  (EN) In your written and oral answers, you defend the idea
that the European Union’s role in the international scene should be improved but whilst
you continually insist on the need to increase its ability to compete in the markets which
you regrettably see as a priority over social welfare, you remain quite vague on what this
means politically and in terms of the balance of powers between the European Union
institutions and Member States.

Taking into consideration your background and what you have just said to us today and
considering the fact that a good number of the members of your cabinet, I also regret,
come from national diplomatic services, it is not very clear to me to whom you feel
accountable. Do you believe that there is a European space of power and democracy
distinct from national governments and parliaments? More specifically, do you think that
your role is more of that of a coordinator, of that of a minister in a government? Finally
are you in favour of or against reform of the United Nations to create a permanent seat
for the European Union?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) First of all the relationship between my job and diplomacy. I
do not think that because somebody has been professionally a diplomatic disqualifies her
or him from feeling a comprehensive relationship with the problems of the real world. In
my experience that is far from true. The members of my Cabinet have a very broad range
of experience including diplomatic.

The honourable lady is perfectly correct in implying in her question that I bring to my
job, as everyone brings to their job, a certain bagful of philosophical prejudices. I happen
to believe in liberal markets just as I happen to believe in political pluralism. I have
written on the subject. I have talked about the subject and I have tried to take political
decisions in that context. The honourable lady might not always agree with my political
views but I hope that they will not prevent me working in the best interests of the
European Union.

Am I a coordinator? I am partly a coordinator. I am partly an initiator. I am partly the
man who has to deliver the beef. I am partly the person who has to ensure that great
statements from this Parliament or the Council of Ministers are not just hot air. That they
are actually supported on the ground by the sort of development, trade, external relations
policies which will actually ensure that we achieve what we want to do around the world.
Sometimes my job will be the relatively basic job of, as I said earlier, trying to make
things work better than they have worked in the past.

Reform of the United Nations: I do not believe that there is an early likelihood of those
Member States which are members of the Security Council giving up their position in the
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United Nations Security Council. I do hope that the European Union can, as it has been
doing, work more together in the UN and in UN institutions.

If this Parliament confirms me, one of my first tasks will be to go to the UN General
Assembly and to point out to those who are there just how much the European Union is
doing to help UN operations around the world. I will also be able to point out that the
European Union Member States are the largest and most reliable contributors to the
United Nations.

Marset Campos (GUE/NGL). – (ES) Mr chairman, I should like first of all to thank Mr
Patten for the clarity, spontaneity and cordiality of his statement and replies. Bearing in
mind the replies which you have given to questions 14 and 15, you are in favour of the
European Union committing itself to the UN and to international lawfulness, which we as
co-legislators welcome. Nevertheless, my question is intended to ascertain the level of
your commitment to that international lawfulness.

Should a situation such as that in Kosovo recur, and bearing in mind the course taken by
the war and the present situation of Serbs and Kosovan gypsies, who are being harassed
by the UCK, would you propose that the European Union should stick with the UN until
the end in settling the conflict or would you advocate intervention in the margins of the
UN and of international lawfulness which might involve committing war crimes brought
before the International Criminal Court?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) International law, and I speak with all the advantage of not
being a lawyer, is, as the honourable gentleman will know, a nebulous though not an
unimportant concept. If we had told European opinion for example, that we were unable
to do anything in Kosovo because of the view of one or two members of the Security
Council of the United Nations, I do not think European public opinion would have
accepted that as the correct moral response to what was happening as a result of Mr
Milosevic’s aggressive nationalism in Kosovo.

We sometimes have to be realistic about the bounds of what is internationally acceptable
and broadly speaking legal. I very much agree with the particular point which the
honourable gentleman made. We did not fight in the former Republic of Yugoslavia. We
did not drop bombs to prevent ethnic cleansing only to stand by while a different sort of
ethnic cleansing takes place. It is plainly imperative for us in Kosovo to give every
protection to those Serbs and others who have been the targets of violence in the last few
weeks. It is a difficult job but one we manifestly have to do.

Queiró (UEN). – (PT) Mr Chris Patten, I should like to assure you that we are here to
hear you today with the greatest pleasure and that we in Portugal have been following the
transition process which you led in Hong Kong, since we have a similar transition
process in Macao. In your reply to question 5, in which you were invited to describe your
vision of European integration, you said that the European Union is engaged on a journey
unlike any other in history whose precise destination is unknown and unknowable,
adding that the European Union has an opportunity to capitalise on its position as a major



10

world trading partner and its growing economic influence to shape the development of
global markets. I shall interpret that reply as meaning that Europe should not be a lesser
political entity by comparison with its status as an economic giant. This objective, which
I share, can above all be achieved through the Common Foreign and Security Policy
under your responsibility. Specifically, I should like to ask  you what response you would
give to all those, among whom I myself am not included, who advocate the creation of a
common European army as a vital step towards the deepening and shaping of a Common
Foreign and Security Policy in Europe?

Patten, Commission. –  (EN) First of all can I wish you good luck in Macao. The
Governor is a friend of mine except on the tennis court. Both of us had some insight into
the unique difficulties that we both faced and I hope that his next few weeks go extremely
successfully and I am sure the whole Parliament will be watching what happens in Macao
with as much interest as it showed in what happened in Hong Kong.

If we have to wait until there is one European army to make a reality of a common
foreign and security policy, I fear we may be waiting a very long time. There is a
commitment now to doing better in common the tasks we have in the security field. There
is a commitment to improving our decision-making in common. There is a commitment
in common to examine whether we can collectively do more in order to provide that
autonomous capacity which the Cologne Summit referred to. There is a commitment to
try to ensure that we can do in common more in fields like humanitarian work, conflict
prevention, trying to assess ahead of events where human rights abuses may lead to a
political crisis and international disaster.

There is a commitment to all those things. There is also plainly a commitment to using
the Eurocorps as soon as we can where we can. I cannot think off-hand of a single
Member State which is committed at present to giving up the notion that defence in
Europe is going to be primarily a matter for NATO and for national defence forces even
though every country is now committed to working more closely together, to provide a
European dimension to security policy. I fear that if we wait until there is a single
European army we will miss out on an awful lot of opportunities in the next few years.

Bonino (TDI). – (IT) Just two questions. One concerns human and civil rights and the
promotion of democratic institutions as a means of determining the direction of the
European Union’s external relations. As you know, or has been seen, these are normally
excellent slogans for meetings on Saturday and Sunday, but are much more difficult to
put into practice from Monday to Friday. In fact, we have not yet discovered what the
standard model should be – assuming that one exists – or whether there are other types of
model. Human rights policy is certainly one of the most delicate in the Treaty of
Amsterdam and within the Commission. Do you have any ideas on how to carry out this
type of foreign policy which represents our interest? This is not merely a moral issue – it
is in our own interest to have a foreign policy which sustainable, definable and of which
we can be proud. So much in general terms.
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The second question is more specific. You may know that the Finnish Presidency wishes
to bring a moratorium on the death penalty before the United Nations’ General Assembly.
Will the Commission promote actions to support that fundamental initiative?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) On the death penalty I will discuss with the presidency what
we can do and say at the UN General Assembly. For the record I have always voted
against the death penalty in my own country and almost the first thing I did when I
became Governor of Hong Kong was to abolish the death penalty which Amnesty
International and others had been arguing for years.

In relation to the first part of the honourable lady’s question and, not only in order to try
to curry favour, I commend her on the eloquent leadership that she has given to
democratisation and human rights in the last few years. I do not agree with her on one
point. The Amsterdam Treaty is extraordinarily clear. It sets out in Article 6 what this
Union believes a decent free society to be. It then sets out, in I think Article 11, our
commitment to try to spread those values of pluralism around the world. In Article 177 it
specifically obliges us to take account of those values in shaping our development
policies around the world. I do not believe that a concern for human rights is somehow an
optional add-on for weekends. It is a specific treaty obligation for Monday to Friday as
well as for weekends.

Part of the argument the honourable lady touched on in one of her last comments. She
said a concern for human rights is not just a moral issue. One of the things we have to
convince people of, not least Member States and national governments, is there is no
distinction between a concern for human rights and the national interest. That there is not
a difference for example between a concern for human rights and commercial interest.
What is one of the lessons that we have all learned from what has happened in Asia in the
last couple of years? Simple – one of the lessons we should have learned is that the best
places to do business are the societies which treat their citizens most decently.

(Applause)

We have to begin, if we are to be missionaries on this, with our own national
governments and without giving away any trade secrets I have some experience in this
field. We have also to design effective programmes of institution building and
democratisation. I have been looking at our budget lines on all these matters and we have
a budget line on human rights which involves expenditure or commitments – not always
the same thing – of about EUR 100 million. It would be a fine thing if we were sure that
we were spending that much money well. We have to ensure that we not only spend the
human rights budget line well but also that a lot of our other programmes are targeted on
developing the institutions that will ensure better governance and the development of
civil society which underpins a respect for human rights.

Belder (EDD). – (NL) Mr Patten, I have a question about the position of the European
Union in the peace process in the Middle East. A Western analyst recently said about the
by no means smooth relations between the European Union and the State of Israel that
the European Union needs to pay much closer attention to Israel’s security requirements.
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I quote: ‘It is, to say the least, doubtful to what extent the European Union
unconditionally supports the independence and integrity of the State of Israel’. Is this a
negative picture with which you are familiar, and what do you intend to do about it?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) Sometimes we have not been given in the Middle East the
credit which perhaps we deserve for the contribution that we have made, not least
through the substantial disbursements, not least through the support we have given to the
Palestinian administration. It is worth recalling that we are by far the largest economic
partner of the State of Israel. If you add to that what we have been doing with the
Palestinian administration, that should give us a basis for our dialogue with both parties
to that historic dispute and should also enable us to play a supportive role in ensuring the
success of the peace process.

The honourable Member will know that there are important discussions taking place
today in, I think, Alexandria to try to relaunch the Wye Plantation Agreement and the
peace process. I am sure the whole Parliament wishes those talks well. If they go well
Europe will undoubtedly have a role to play, not only as a provider of development
assistance, not only as the instigator of the Barcelona process with all that should mean
for the countries surrounding the Mediterranean but also as somebody that both sides to
the dispute should be able to talk to as a friendly and well informed interlocutor.

Oostlander (PPE). – (NL) I am delighted to see the Commissioner-designate adopting a
combative spirit towards taking up office. It was apparent from the written answers and I
think the fact that you are adopting an ambitious approach to your duties will go down
very well.

It was also apparent that you want to exploit the existing opportunities in the field of
defence policy, through initiatives for example. This, too, is of course a very practical
approach to the powers at the Commission’s disposal and it is one of which Parliament
approves, I think.

Defence seems a more difficult area for you. This is understandable, but given your
ambitious attitude I wonder what the first thing is that you would do to give part of
defence policy a greater Community dimension. History shows that the present situation
is not ideal in this respect and that, given the inevitable consequences of our policy, some
aspects of defence policy will gradually have to be taken over by the Community. Not the
whole policy, of course – that is not the case with education policy either – but certainly
parts of it. What action will you be taking in the first instance?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) What we have to look for initially is those areas not only
where we have competence and expertise but where we can make a substantial
contribution. Let me give one specific, perhaps small but important example and that is
conflict prevention.

At the urging of this Parliament, we have put in place over the last few years a conflict
prevention network which began in 1997 and which is due to complete this phase of its
work at the beginning of next year. We will obviously have to come to Parliament to
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discuss with them the next stage of our attempts to develop a network and I am sure to
share with Parliament, as well as with the policy planning and early warning unit of the
High Representative, the contribution from that conflict prevention network.

We can and should be able to contribute from the knowledge and experience which we
have through our delegations around the world. I have to try to develop within my
directorate-general, if I am responsible for one after this hearing, a slightly different
culture, a culture which recognises the challenges of the CFSP for the Union. We have to
look at other directorates and other parts of our competence which have a bearing on
CFSP.

Example: it seems pretty likely that in the WEU survey of capacities they will point, as
others have pointed, to the fact that in terms of R & D and so on, in terms of the capacity
of our military forces we are some way behind the United States. We spend not far short
of the United States in global terms but we do not pack as much of a punch
technologically. That is an area where we perhaps have to look at procurement policy, R
& D policy and industrial policy in general to see what we can do to strengthen and make
coherent Europe’s armaments industry. There are a number of way in which the
Commission itself can make an added value contribution. I would like to take those
things to the table when I discuss these matters with Javier Solana and with the
presidency of the Council.

Díez González (PSE). – (ES) Mr Patten, from Maastricht to Amsterdam, action to
promote democracy, peace and international cooperation have been objectives of the
CFSP and, if those objectives run through the Union’s defence and foreign policies, they
will doubtless help us to acquire an internal and external identity as Europeans which you
mentioned in your first statement.

In this connection, do you believe that the CFSP should encompass the necessary
possibilities and commitments to become a strong policy and a shared policy capable of
giving more tangible meaning to the concept of European citizenship which is needed so
that French, British, German, Italian and Spanish citizens can also consider themselves
European citizens, members of a plural society which is cohesive and mixed, and which
is more than the sum of purely national interests and identities?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) What does it mean to be a European citizen? It means to
share a moral community. A moral community which is decent, civilised and stable. It is
sometimes difficult to describe exactly what it looks like just as it is sometimes difficult
to describe an elephant. But you know a decent and free society when you see one. Not
always having exactly the same institutions; not always having exactly the same electoral
arrangements but by and large, as I said in my opening statement, treating governors and
governed in the same way, allowing the freedoms which enable women and men to
prosper and make the most of their time on this globe.

That is what we were fighting for in the Balkans. Our sense of moral community was
outraged by what Mr Milosevic was doing. Most Europeans understood that. The
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challenge in the next few years is to encourage the citizens, the voters in our respective
countries and in the whole European Union to recognise that they are going to have to
show a certain generosity of spirit and generosity of the wallet if we are to accomplish
our historic mission in Europe, if we are to enlarge Europe at the pace which strategy and
morality should dictate.

This is a Union in which we spend EUR 8 or 9 billion each year on ice-cream. Is it too
much for us to challenge European citizens with the relatively minor sacrifices that we
will all have to make if we are to make in the first stage is a real success of enlargement?
That is a way of defining what it means to be a European citizen; what it is that we want
to share with the geographical continent of which we are the luckiest part.

Galeote Quecedo (PPE). – (ES) Mr Patten, I should like to ask you two questions, one
concerning the form and one concerning the substance. The first refers to your written
reply to Question 15. I would like you to be a little more precise and inform us at what
level you would draw a line in terms of your representation before this committee. In
your reply, you speak of your director-general, one of his deputies or other suitably
qualified staff. At what grade would you draw the line in being represented?

With regard to the substance, concerning a field which I consider to be a priority in the
European Union’s foreign policy, Latin America, and going beyond a mere description of
the facts, can you set out your political resolve to push forward the negotiations now
underway with Mexico, Mercosur and Chile? Do you share the same political will as
your predecessor on this issue?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I can be brief on the second point and say yes. As the
honourable gentleman will know, we should be quite close in our discussions to an
agreement with Mexico and I hope that another meeting or so will see us home and dry.
We have much further to go with EU-Mercosur and Chile but I hope that success with
Mexico will push us forward more rapidly in those negotiations, thus ensuring that we
have, as soon as we can manage, the best possible trade relationship and relationship in
terms of dialogue and development assistance possible with those countries.

My simple answer to the question is I am very keen to see those things go forward. If I
have some disappointment it is that our commitments to Latin America under ALA are
perhaps still some way ahead of what we actually spend and I hope we get a chance later
on in these discussions of talking about the importance of continuing the reform
programme of the common services.

The honourable gentleman asked about where I would draw the line in my relations with
Parliament. The question suggests that things existed in the past which I find a little
difficult to comprehend. It is my objective to come to this Parliament as often as possible,
not to be dragged here, not to have to wait to be invited. I would much prefer to be in a
position in which you were complaining that you were seeing too much of me to being in
a position in which you claim you were never able to talk to me. Of course the extent to
which I will be able to do that will depend to some extent on whether I am able to avoid a
regime in which I spend my entire time circumnavigating the world tramping through
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expensively marbled hotel lobbies and VIP suites at international airports. Obviously I
have to do some travelling but particularly in the first months of my job most of the
action is going to have to be in Brussels and I do not want to spend my whole time
expensively circling the globe.

Obiols i Germa (PSE). – (ES) Mr Patten, you statements at this hearing are extremely
interesting. I should like to have as detailed a description as possible of your views with
regard to Euro-Mediterranean policy. Four years after the start of the Barcelona process, I
believe there is a widely shared awareness that the expectations created have not been
met. This has been due to a variety of changes; some are outside the union and others are
inherent in our way of working. I should like to point out that this is a race against the
clock, because this awareness that the objectives have not been met is due to the
knowledge that there are growing economic, social and demographic imbalances and,
therefore, following the maxim of Cardinal  Newman, to which you referred, I should
like to know how you regard the current delays and what remedies you wish to pursue in
order to speed up the process of Euro-Mediterranean partnership.

Patten, Commission. – (EN) There is plainly going to be a spotlight on this aspect of the
Union’s policies, not least because I read in the newspapers yesterday that the French
presidency wants to see movement in this area - and not surprisingly. A lot of our
priorities for the Union, without suggesting that we do not have important contributions
to make from Korea to Latin America to Africa, have to be in what I would call near
Europe, in the Balkans, in the NIS and in the countries around the Mediterranean. The
Barcelona process is admirable and under it we have large commitments. Commitments
for example to spend under MEDA this year EUR 1 000 000 94.

If it comes to reallocations of the budget during the course of year, where do all the
Members think that is going to come from? It is going to come from money which has
not been spent under the MEDA regulation. One of my priorities over the next few years
is going to be to get us into a situation where those soft options no longer exist. There is a
cynicism about talking about huge global sums to be spent in this or that part of the world
when you know perfectly well that the mechanisms have not been put in place for
actually spending that money wisely and sensibly. We should stop doing it. I hope that I
get an opportunity of talking about the common services during the course of this
morning.

I had some questions about antipersonnel mines and somebody said to me what they
actually mean is reforming the common services because that is where a lot of the mines
are going to go off. No disrespect to those who have been trying very hard to make sure
that we can deliver what we are committed to under MEDA and the other regulations. We
are in a situation which effects MEDA and other programmes. We have an overhang of
EUR 18 billion and 14,500 projects, almost a third of which is more than five years old
and 17% of which is now technically dormant.

With the help of this Parliament, if I can get into a situation in which what we promised
North African countries is actually delivered then we will have made quite a lot of
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progress and we will not need so many communiqués and so much hot air because we
will be able to point to programmes which are making life better for people on the
ground, which are really delivering what this Parliament and what the people who vote
for this Parliament want to see.

Miranda (GUE/NGL). – (PT) First of all, I should like to express thanks for the
opportunity given to the committee which I chair to attend Mr Patten’s hearing. Going on
to the questions, there is one which I should particularly like to put to Mr Patten, which is
of a functional or organic nature but has political implications, and I shall not conceal the
fact that my committee views the issue with some concern. It concerns the distribution of
responsibilities within the proposed Commission, among three Commissioners with
particular responsibilities in the field of foreign policy: Mr Patten, Mr Lamy and Mr
Nielson, whom we have already had an opportunity of hearing in the committee which I
chair. These concerns stem chiefly from the possible negative impact on the development
of cooperation policy with less developed countries. There are three questions which I
would like to put to you directly. What is the actual importance of development policy
within the Union’s foreign policy? What coordination will there be between the three
Commissioners with responsibilities in this area? In what way are you personally
prepared to cooperate with the Committee on Development and Cooperation?

Patten, Commission – (EN) I come to this job as a former development minister. The best
job I have ever had in public life until, I hope, this one was as Minister for Overseas
Development in my own country. It is the job I found most intellectually challenging and
satisfying. I can, therefore, at least at the outset – though I have to put my life where my
mouth is in the next few years – assure the honourable Member of my sympathy for
everything he said. How will I carry out my coordinating responsibilities? First of all, I
think that the structure which has been suggested by Professor Prodi makes a great deal
more sense than the previous one, which is no criticism of individuals concerned.
Bringing the geographical desks together gives us the chance of producing a greater
coherence right across the board. I hope in the next couple of weeks to discuss with my
colleagues in the Commission the informal and formal mechanisms to try to ensure that
we share our responsibilities in a sensible way, recognising who has the lead where. Poul
Nielson has the lead in development policy, and he will have, at any time he wants,
access to every geographical desk in my directorate-general.

I think we can make this work satisfactorily. There are problems of policy, and there are
problems of management, but all my instincts and opinions are those of a former
development minister who thinks that the focus of development should be on helping
poor people to become less poor. It should be on helping people with stunted lives to live
longer lives. It should be on stopping babies dying, rather than wasting money on
excessively large, overblown development projects. The importance of development
policy to the CFSP is very clear. The Union, collectively and through the programmes for
which the Commission is responsible, is incomparably the largest provider of
development and humanitarian assistance in the world. I do not think we always get the
credit for that, and if I can contribute to us not only getting the credit for it, but ensuring
that it underpins the development of a common foreign and security policy, then so much
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the better. I will be willing to come to the Development Committee whenever it wishes
me to do so, and I hope I will have as good a relationship with the Development
Committee as I have with other committees in Parliament. But of course the lead on this
is Poul Nielson’s.

Deva (PPE). – (EN) I would like to probe this matter a little further with the right
honourable gentleman, who said just a few minutes ago that the development
commissioner will have the lead in development policy. That is fine, if it is indeed the
case, but is it also not true that the commissioner for external relations will in future have
the last word on development policy if we have the intellectual honesty to recognise that
human rights and democracy are the foundations of our development policy? Indeed, they
constitute an essential element of the Lomé Convention under which cooperation with a
given country can be suspended. In other words, is it not right to ask the right honourable
gentleman whether the development commissioner will play second fiddle to the
commissioner for external relations?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I am reluctant to resume my acquaintance with the
honourable gentleman by disagreeing with him. However, the truth of the matter is that I
do not have the last word on development policy. The Treaty has the last word on
development policy, and what the Treaty says applies to Poul, and it applies to me, and it
is absolutely clear what the Treaty says.

Article 177 of the Treaty says that in our development policies we have to take account of
the values which the whole Union represents. I do not think you would be able to slip a
cigarette paper - if we were allowed to talk about them nowadays – between Poul Nielson
and myself on these issues. But I repeat, and it is something I will be saying - if I am
confirmed and have the opportunity – to all those who work in my directorate-general,
that as far as I am concerned, every desk in my directorate-general is available for Pascal
Lamy, for Poul Nielson or for any other commissioner.

For example, the environment commissioner might need to draw on the resources that we
have. There is no other way of trying to make this work. In some bureaucracies, people
act on the assumption that knowledge is power, and that therefore you should hold
knowledge and information to your breast as much as you can. I think that is a
Neanderthal way of looking at running an organisation.

Sauquillo Pérez del Arco (PSE). – (ES) Mr Patten, from the statements which you have
made this morning and from your replies, we have seen that, for you, one of the most
important policies is development as an aspect of foreign policy and this is one of the
major topics in European politics: development policy. As part of that development
policy – and you have already replied to two colleagues from the development committee
– one of our concerns is conflict prevention.

In general, these conflicts occur in developing countries, arising in virtually all cases
from poverty. I should like to know what role you consider should be played by the
European Union and by yourself in preventing these conflicts. This is of great concern to
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us, and we wish to offer you our support in avoiding conflicts, both natural and man-
made through warfare.

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I think that a lot of the worst problems that the world faces
are a consequence of poverty. I think environmental degradation is very often a
consequence of poverty, not because of poor people behaving badly, but because poor
people have to eke out a miserable standard of living in inhospitable circumstances. I
certainly think that violent conflict is very often the result of extremes of poverty.

Now, I have just said that development policy is Poul Nielson’s lead responsibility, and I
am reluctant to deliver myself of views on development policy ahead of him, but I do not
think that he and I would be in disagreement on this point. It seems to me that the main
purpose of development policy should, as I said earlier, be to help poor people. I am sure
that, over the next few years, Parliament will be focussing a beady eye on the quantity of
our development assistance which goes to the poorest people and to the poorest countries.
But these are matters, above all, for Poul.

I would just add one contemporary point: we are all, I am sure, following events in East
Timor with concern. I think we should be looking at events in Indonesia with a broader
concern. I think that Indonesia is, at present, poised on the high wire between reform and
riot, between democratic reform and violent chaos. It cannot be of any great assistance in
stabilising the situation that so many social problems have arisen in Indonesia over the
last year or so, that there has been such an increase in the number of people living in
absolute poverty, for example.

I think that is an example of how properly targeted and effective development assistance
should be able to help in political developments where a society is going through an
unstable period and moving from, shall we say, authoritarianism to a more democratic
structure. We should be out there helping people. I would invite the honourable Member
to consider how long it actually takes us, when we make up our minds that we should be
helping in a country like that, to make sure that we are delivering the aid.

Rod (Greens/ALE). – (FR) Mr Patten, you say that one of your priorities is to argue in
favour of free markets and to open up competition during the forthcoming WTO
negotiations. This policy frequently resembles the policy followed by a fox in a hen-
coop. It has become clear today that, in many countries, merely opening markets has the
effect of destroying local markets and leads to poverty and inability to meet the primary
needs of the population.  That is why many ACP countries, but not only those countries,
want the WTO to be revised. I should like to know how you intend to preserve the
interests of the poorest in these new negotiations?

Patten. – I am invited to steal the initiative from Pascal Lamy, which I am reluctant to
do, not least since he will be attending a hearing later today. However, I read what he said
about the forthcoming WTO in his answers and agreed with every word of it, for example
what he said about he important debate on ILO concerns, and the importance of
incentivising improvements in labour markets and labour conditions. I think the
honourable gentleman will know that the Commission put an interesting paper to



19

Parliament earlier this year on the subject, pointing out, among other things, that very
often the worst labour conditions are found in areas of developing economies, which
international trade barely touches.

The honourable gentleman and I may differ on the importance of free trade and open
markets. I look at what has happened in Asia in the last 20 or 30 years, and regard the
benign economic growth in those countries as being largely a consequence of the
dismantling of trade barriers and of the access which Asian manufacturers and producers
have had to markets in Europe and North America, which I think, since these things are
not a zero-sum game, has been to our mutual advantage. If they cannot sell, they cannot
buy, as Peter Sutherland memorably put it.

As for the African developing countries and the poorer countries, I thought that the new
head of the World Trade Organisation, whom we all wish well during the three years of
his mandate, made an extremely important contribution to this debate yesterday, when he
said that his priority in the forthcoming WTO round would be to try to ensure that
developing countries got a fair deal with better provisions and terms than they have at the
moment. I hope that he is successful in his objective. He will certainly have –
representing the European Union – one of the most skilful and wisest of the contributors
at the table.

Schwaiger (PPE). – (DE) Mr Patten, I agree with what you have just said in your reply,
and wish to come back once again in your central role in coordinating the policy areas of
foreign policy, foreign trade policy and development policy. How do you see the
European Union’s role at the Ministerial Conference in Seattle ? What possibilities do
you see – and I am referring here to the proposal put forward by the Finnish Presidency
on the European Union’s nordic dimensions, for example – for bringing political, foreign
policy and foreign trade elements closer together ?

Patten. – Coordination does not mean trying to do other people’s jobs for them. What it
does mean is trying to ensure that colleagues develop collectively policies which are
coherent and which are mutually reinforcing and do not lead either to intellectual
disjunctures or to political embarrassments. That is what I am sure I will be able to do in
collaboration with Mr Lamy and with other colleagues. I certainly do not see myself,
except as a colleague in the Commission making a contribution to the debate about the
negotiating mandate in Seattle., in any sense laying down what that mandate should be.

The northern dimension is exceptionally important, and I am delighted that the Finnish
Presidency is holding a meeting to discuss that subject later in the autumn. It is a subject
which is of considerable interest well outside some of the countries which are most
affected. Perhaps I should declare an interest. I am chancellor of a northern English
university, which is extremely interested in some of the academic links which they think
should be reflected in any discussion of the northern dimension in Europe. It is a
university which has close links with most of the Scandinavian tertiary institutions. So, I
hope that the northern dimension will, quite properly, get greater priority.
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In general it is perhaps a rather broad aspiration to set out, but what we are all seeking is
ways in which the strength of Europe’s voice on foreign and security policies around the
world reflects Europe’s strength as an economic unit and a trading block. That is not the
case at the moment. I think that, for instance, we see in our bilateral relations with Japan
and the United States how far we still have to go in establishing in their collective minds,
in government and in business, the identity and the importance of the European Union,
not just the Member States which comprise it.

Gill (PSE). – Commissioner-Designate, I listened with interest to your comments earlier
on your relations with China. I welcome your written response on the subject of
improving relations between the EU and China. Encouraging increased trade between
China and the EU is important in that one in five people live in that country and it is a
developing economy. Earlier, you also stated that one of your qualifications for the job
was the governorship of Hong Kong. It is an open secret that relations between yourself
and the Chinese Government broke down completely during this period. As a
consequence, a major publishing house, owned by Mr Rupert Murdoch, refused to
publish your memoirs, in case it had a detrimental effect on his business interests in
China. I wish you better luck with your next book. How do you hope to shed this
historical baggage? Will this not prove to be an economic liability for the EU?

Patten. – I think, perhaps, that we begin with very different perceptions of China. China
represents between a fifth and a quarter of humanity, and it is of course preposterous to
behave as though you can contain China. It would be preposterous not to have a policy of
engagement with China. But I have never understood why it is that we should think that a
policy of engagement with China should be totally different from a policy of engagement
with anybody else.

You talk of the economic relationship between us and China. Yes, China has a 24.5
billion trade surplus with the European Union. We used to have a trade surplus with
China. I am not a mercantilist, but I would ask you, in the great scale of things, who
needs whom more? It is very important to draw China into the international community.
All of us must hope that China is able to join the World Trade Organisation on reasonable
terms. But I do not think that we should continue with the Marco Polo delusion that
somehow there is some political key which, if only we can find it and if only we can
behave in a sufficiently politically correct way, will shower on our heads a cornucopia of
economic and commercial prospects in China. It just is not so, and has not been so for the
last 700 years. I am, therefore, very much in favour of developing a strong and effective
relationship with China. I am very much in favour of China being a member of the WTO
on sensible terms. But I do not think that the price we should pay for that is to take a vow
of omertà on human rights in China.

(Applause)

We need not do that by lecturing to other countries. You cannot look at the history of
Europe in the last century and think that we can approach these issues in a sermonising,
patronising way. But we do take a view about what constitutes a decent society, and we
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should express that view, whether it is China or whether it is an aspirant to membership
of the European Union, or anyone else.

The fact that a well-known Australian – or now, I think, American – citizen declined to
publish a book I wrote denied his publishing company all the profits which McMillan’s
made out of a bestseller.

(Laughter)

I think myself that there is, perhaps, a parable in that when it comes to discussing
relations with China.

Plooij-van Gorsel (ELDR). – (NL) Mr Patten, several times this morning you have
stressed that human rights always have to be taken into account when European money is
being spent. I welcome that. I should like to quote Pakistan as an example. We in the
European Union have suspended talks with Pakistan on a new financial aid agreement
because of the nuclear tests that have been carried out in that country. But, Mr Patten, in
Pakistan women are treated as slaves and men can murder or imprison their wives with
impunity. The BBC – usually regarded as above suspicion – recently made a
documentary about this. In addition, Pakistan is the main supplier of the Taliban – not
exactly a group well-known for its philanthropy. My question, then, is why the talks with
Pakistan were not suspended sooner for human rights reasons. Are women’s rights
human rights in your opinion? Will you, as member of the Commission responsible for
human rights, recognise these rights and act accordingly?

Patten, Commission. – There are two issues in the Honourable Member’s question, one
of which is more difficult than the other. The first question is this: at what point do you
suspend development assistance programmes because of the political behaviour of a
recipient country? It is a very difficult dilemma. It is a dilemma I remember facing
myself some years ago in Burma. It is a dilemma I remember facing in Ethiopia. You
have, insofar as you can, I think, to try to make –  though it is not always easy – a
differentiation between humanitarian assistance and other forms of assistance. However,
if we are to be robust about conditionality, then it is very difficult always to leave in place
every development assistance programme regardless of how the beneficiary country has
behaved.

You refer, in particular, to gender-related development assistance programmes. I do not
disagree with the words you have said. I remember launching a female literacy
programme in Pakistan a few years ago, upon discovering that in the part of Pakistan
where we wished to work the female literacy rate was 1.8%. It was not surprising in those
circumstances that we were not making a success of population programmes and that we
were not making a success of primary health care programmes. Programmes related to
women who were very often, among other things, the main economic contributors in
some development programmes, are an important part of any programme which is
directed at alleviating poverty and stimulating economic development. One of the
misunderstandings is the assumption that somehow poverty alleviation or gender-related
programmes are not also directly related to the strengthening of a country’s economy.
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Lucas (Verts/ALE). – I would like to return to the question of the free trade areas being
negotiated between the EU and Mexico and the likely forthcoming agreements to be
negotiated with the MERCOSUR countries and Chile. In an answer to an earlier question,
you said you wanted to see the best possible trade relations arising from these
agreements. I would like to know what that means, particularly insofar as it concerns
social and environmental considerations. In the case of the Mexico agreement, for
example, criticisms have been made by civil society that the agreement is completely
lacking in social considerations. After all, even the much-criticised NAFTA agreement
has a side agreement on labour rights and has some sort of complaints mechanism,
whereas the EU-Mexico agreement has neither. In the light of your commitment to
human rights and your former role as a development minister and also your commitment
to listen to concerned groups and stakeholders in civil society, will you undertake to
support the integration of at least a side agreement on labour rights and the environment
together with a proper complaints mechanism into the MERCOSUR and Chile
agreements?

Patten. – What I can undertake to do is to discuss that issue with the honourable
Member, if I am confirmed, and with any representatives of NGOs or civil society that
she wants to talk to me and my colleagues on those matters. I do not have a detailed
knowledge of the negotiating dossier in both of those areas. I hope that the honourable
Member will excuse me for that, but I have not yet got my knees properly under the desk.
I can, however, assure the honourable Member that I would be happy to discuss any such
concerns with her.

Maij-Weggen (PPE). – (NL) My question to Mr Patten also covers human rights, which
will be part of his remit. It is a subject which we in Parliament and public opinion find
very sensitive. My question is in two parts. Are you, in common with the great majority
of this Parliament, in favour of a qualified majority with regard to measures concerning
human rights, in particular measures aimed at promoting human rights and democracy in
third countries ? At present a number of measure are being blocked by one or two
Member States even though the great majority of the other countries are in favour. Are
you prepared to help us resolve this dilemma?

Secondly, what is your attitude towards Burma which has one of the world’s worst
military regimes, where an elected president has been held in detention for eight years
and where China, in fact, plays a very prominent role? Are you in favour of a brake on
investments, as already applied by the United States? The European Parliament has on
five occasions called for a ban on investments in China. Since you have argued in favour
of close Atlantic cooperation, this might be the right place to start supporting the United
States in this matter.

Patten, Commission. – On the first point, I am perfectly happy to discuss with my
colleagues in the Commission, in the context of the IGC, the point that the honourable
Member made, though I suspect that there would be Member States which would take
quite a strong view on the other side of the agreement, as the honourable Member knows
and as she will have been aware on other matters where we have not always seen eye-to-
eye with the United States - for example on China and the annual resolution at Geneva.
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On Burma, I share all of the honourable Member’s concerns. I think that Aung Sang Suu
Kyi has been disgracefully treated. She is one of the bravest champions of democracy in
the world. What she represents in Asia is the future of Asia. We are very fortunate that
she is as brave as she is in campaigning for democratic liberal values in her country. I
have not, unfortunately, ever been able to go to Burma. One reason why I have not been
able to do so is because of my disapproval of the regime. Another reason is that when I
was a development minister I cancelled my country’s small development programme in
Burma because of the activities of the SLORC, now, I think, renamed with some other
Orwellian set of initials.

I have always some difficulty in calling for complete bans on economic relationships
with countries, because I always wonder who actually suffers most in those
circumstances. But I certainly would not support official development assistance
relationships with Burma at the moment, and I wholly approve of the stance which the
Union has taken in its relations with the ASEAN countries and political dialogue with the
ASEAN countries. I am not, myself, convinced that members of the Burma Government
are going to listen to sweet reason on pluralism and human rights but, sooner or later, we
know perfectly well that Aung Sang Suu Kyi will be the leader of that country, and the
sooner this happens the better.

Napoletano (PSE). – (IT) Mr Patten, in your written replies you recognise the strategic
importance of Mediterranean policy. In paragraph 25, you also acknowledge the
importance of the regional dimension of that policy as affirmed at the Stuttgart
Conference. Bearing in mind the difficulties encountered by bilateral association
negotiations and expenditure under the MEDA programme, as you have pointed out, do
you not believe that the regional dimension of Mediterranean cooperation should be
strengthened, either from the institutional point of view, for example, through regional
Euro-Mediterranean partnership agreements, or in terms of the financial profile, for
example by abolishing the MEDA programme’s planned 10% ceiling for that policy and
placing it at a more suitable level?

Patten, Commission. – I read the documents on the Barcelona process with great
enthusiasm. I think the strategy charted is an admirable one, but it seems to me that the
relative failure so far is in making what we have already committed ourselves to actually
work. So, I would see the first priority as not being to try to renegotiate, as it were, the
terms of that regional agreement, but to give more emphasis and more bite to what is
actually in the agreement.

It is of such enormous value and importance not only to the countries on the
Mediterranean shore, but to the whole of the Union, to help develop their economies, and
to help develop civil society in, as it were, “near” Europe, that it forces itself on our
attention, not just as something that I think, with respect, that Member States in the south
of the Union have to be concerned about. It has to be a priority for all of us. I can assure
the honourable Member that it will be a priority for me. I would make that absolutely
clear. It is a subject which I have discussed with Professor Prodi. He knows how much I
think we need to do better in this area, and I look forward to discussing with the
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honourable Member, I hope, over the coming months and years, how we can best make a
reality of the sort of things that were said in Cannes???? a few years ago.

Rutelli (ELDR). – (IT) I should like to express my appreciation of the quality of the
replies given by Mr Patten. We are aware that Europe will have to invest heavily in the
Balkans, not only in reconstruction, infrastructure and a military and security presence
but also to support human and democratic rights. In reply 42 on human rights, you wrote
that EU spending is to focus on the promotion of free speech, inter-ethnic and inter-racial
tolerance and conflict prevention. Mr Patten, what view do you take of the necessity of
acting against a background of instability, confrontation and ethnic hatred in the former
Yugoslavia ? Do you believe that it will be impossible to construct a democratic base if
there is no opportunity for free expression, as we have seen in the case of television under
Milosevic ? What view do you take of the possibility of European television for the
Balkans, including cooperation by European television stations and donations of
equipment, coders and satellite dishes for the communities and families, and accordingly,
of the possibility of a genuine dialogue so as to construct a culture of tolerance ?

Patten, Commission. – I agree with the importance which the honourable Member
attaches to the media and to freedom of speech. Of course, it is not always the case that
the media promote plural values. We can all think of examples where that has not been
true. However, by and large pluralism is more likely where there is a free media, which is
a slightly different point. We all know that television and a free media in the rest of the
continent helped to wake us up to what was happening in the former Yugoslavia and in
Kosovo. In a sense, just as television and a free media triggered what has happened
subsequently, so we must hope that television and a free media can bring to an end the
horrors in the Balkans.

I think the honourable Member’s idea is an extremely interesting one. When I was a
student we all had to read a book by Hannah Arendt on the origins of totalitarianism, the
argument of which was that technology made it more likely that totalitarianism would
survive. We all now know that exactly the opposite is the truth. Information technology,
satellites, fax machines, the Internet all make it more difficult for tyrants to stay in power.
I profoundly hope that that is true as far as Mr Milosevic is concerned as well, because it
is difficult for all of us to imagine circumstances in which we can build successfully for
the future in the Balkans so long as Milosevic is in power. Therefore, I would be happy to
look at ways in which we could increase the information flow into former Yugoslavia and
Serbia, so as to strengthen the hand of that growing number of people who want to get rid
of a man who has caused so much damage, who has been the cause of so much
wickedness in the Balkans. Obviously, the Balkans are going to take a considerable
amount of my time over the next few years, and I do not think any of us should expect the
responsibilities that we have rightly taken on in the Balkans to be ones which we can
swiftly lay down.

Gahrton (ALE). – (SV) I have a question which is the subject of some debate both in my
non-aligned home country, Sweden, and in the international peace movement, which is:
exactly what type of EU military operations do you believe that the Cologne Summit
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paves the way for? Is it simply a question of mine clearance and similar peaceful
operations, as the Swedish Government claims? Or are more forceful military
interventions also envisaged, possibly of the same type as Nato carried out in Kosovo? I
think it would be beneficial to have clarification on this. I also wonder if you take the
view that UN Security Council resolutions are required for any EU operations. I would
also like to know what your views are on the future of non-aligned and neutral states in
the EU. Have they any future there are not?

Finally, I would like to ask a question on which we share a common interest. It concerns
something completely different, China. I have been entrusted with the chairmanship of
the China delegation. I share your view about what you recently said here. Does this
mean that you recommend a tougher policy towards China on human rights than the
policy which the Council has pursued in recent years?

Patten, Commission. – I should say, at the outset, that I am not obsessed with China.
Indeed, for a lot of people, that is my problem. That is why they disagree with me. I think
we should speak on human rights in China, as I said earlier, in exactly the same way we
would speak about human rights in any other country. I do not think that there should be
a sort of political correctness about the way we address human rights issues in China. I
will continue to make that point, whatever difficulty it might get me into with the
proprietors of publishing houses.

The point that the honourable Member made about peace and security is an important
conceptual point. We look back at our history in this continent: three wars, two more
terrible than the other, in 70 years. The last half century: peace, partly because of military
reasons, partly because of the success of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, a way of
territorial defence involving nation states acting together. But another reason for peace
and security in our continent, and just as important in a sense, has been the success of the
European Union, not only at the outset in bringing together, in probably the most
important historic development in our continent in the last century, historic adversaries,
but also because of the improvements in the quality and standard of life which the
European Union has brought to all those who have been fortunate enough to live within
its bounds.

We are now faced with the huge costs of the breakdown of societies in the Balkans. You
have to ask yourself whether one lesson to learn from that is not just the importance of us
being able to intervene militarily, to intervene with humanitarian assistance, to intervene
with conflict limitation ahead of events, but also the importance of us trying to give those
Balkan states and other states around our borders the sense that they can join us in the
European Union, with our stability and prosperity, as part of our moral community. The
stabilisation and association process in Balkans represents a security policy, a two-stage
process in which you first of all encourage countries to put in place the right market
economic institutions, the right institutions of civil society and governance, and then to
give them the prospect of association with the European Union. I think that is a security
policy, and that security is not just about –important as it is – soldiers, guns and
technology.
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Korakas (GUE/NGL). – (El) Mr Chairman, I was also preparing to ask your forbearance
as I have a number of questions to put to the Commissioner-designate. First of all I
should like to ask what, in your view, Mr Commissioner-designate, is the difference
between the Commissioner responsible for external relations and ‘Mr Foreign Policy’?
What happens in the event of there being a difference between you, perhaps even a
conflict? On the question of military intervention using Nato or European Union forces,
do you not think that it is better for there to be no military intervention under any
circumstances? What are your comments on the declaration made at the recent Nato
summit in Washington to mark its 50th anniversary which officially transformed Nato
into an offensive body and confers on it the right to intervene in contempt of the UN and
its charter, and also to intervene militarily around the world when it judges that the policy
pursued by the government of a particular country is not compatible with the interests and
the views of Nato? What are your comments on the fact that this new Nato strategy no
longer recognises basic UN principles, such as non-intervention in the internal affairs of
independent countries, respect for territorial integrity and the inviolability of frontiers, in
order to secure for itself the right to intervene to ensure so-called respect for human
rights? Who will judge whether those rights have been violated or not? Do you think that
this is morally or politically admissible?

Patten, Commission. - I do not know of any differences between myself and my
colleagues in the Commission on the matters you raise. I suspect from the terms of your
question that, even though I hope we will have a courteous and frank relationship, there
may be considerable differences between you and me on the sort of matters that you have
raised. I certainly do not think that it would have been better if NATO had undertaken
never to intervene anywhere. I do not think that would have been better, and I do not
think that those people who have returned to Kosovo in the last few weeks and months
would regard it as having been better if they had been comprehensively ethnically
cleansed. I think that the NATO meeting in Washington dovetailed admirably with what
was said at Cologne and Bonn. I do not think that there is any contradiction between
them. There is an important continuing role for NATO and there is a very important
beginning role for the European Union in developing a common security policy.

Queiró (UEN). - (PT) Mr Patten, the bulk of the international community has expressed
its satisfaction at the high turnout, more than 98%, and peaceful conduct of the
referendum in East Timor, despite the climate of intimidation created by forces opposing
the process of self-determination in the territory. The massive turnout by the Timorese
means that it can be predicted with virtually absolute certainty that a wide majority will
vote in favour of independence. If all the parties comply with the agreement reached in
New York between Indonesia, Portugal and the UN, the referendum will be followed by
approval of the cutting of links with Indonesia by the Consultative Assembly in that
country and the start of a process of transition to democracy in East Timor. Given the
tensions which preceded the referendum, the fragile nature of the process and the
Timorese population’s weak economic situation, what responsibilities is the European
Union prepared to take on vis-à-vis that long-suffering people in order to guarantee and
safeguard the peaceful, stable and prosperous future creation of the new state of East
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Timor and to prevent the horror of a fresh wave of Balkanisation in that part of Asia ? In
conclusion, Mr Patten, I should like to say that I am sure of including in this question all
the ….

Patten, Commission. – The first thing I would like to say is that I am sure we will want to
discuss East Timor in the future and not just East Timor but also Indonesia. What
happens in Indonesia and in East Timor is of huge importance. What we have seen in the
last few days in East Timor should, we all hope, bring to a more happy and satisfactory
end a pretty grisly story which began in 1975. We have, as the honourable Member
knows, supported the consultation of public opinion by the United Nations in East Timor.
We have been there, as we should be, giving assistance to that process.

The results of the process should be known in the next few days and, thereafter, it will be
for the Indonesian parliament to vote, I hope reasonably rapidly, on the outcome. In the
meantime, as the honourable Member will know, and as the Security Council has been
discussing, there is a problem of growing ethnic violence in East Timor. And I think we
should all make clear to the Indonesian authorities that our relationship with them in the
future is bound to be affected by how successfully they discharge their obligations in East
Timor to protect the population there from ethnic violence. We all want to see the
Indonesian authorities protecting people from the sort of violence which has been seen in
the last few days and, I repeat, if the Indonesian authorities do not do that it is bound to
affect the views of an assembly like this and the views of other democratic bodies around
the world on how much assistance we can reasonably be expected to provide to Indonesia
in the future.

If the existing police and army units in East Timor cannot provide the security which is
required, then I very much hope that the Indonesian army will put in place units which
can provide the security which is necessary in the next few months in between the
consultation exercise and a vote in the Indonesian parliament. Indonesia is making the
transition to democracy. One of the consequences is the end of that unhappy story in East
Timor. We must do what we can to help in the transition to a free society in that
archipelago, but the Indonesians have responsibilities to discharge in the short term.

Van Orden (PPE). – First of all Mr Patten, I welcome you on behalf of the British
Conservatives in the European Parliament. Earlier you referred to the need to spend
money well. Many of us are concerned about the proper and effective control and
efficient use of taxpayers’ money. Your predecessors did not exactly distinguish
themselves in this particular area. You are going to have important responsibilities. In
particular, I think you will be in charge of the joint service, the SCR. Many feel that that
is a service which has not been brilliantly successful. Do you foresee this service
continuing in its present form? What measures do you intend to take to ensure that
Community aid programmes are more effectively managed and achieve the purposes for
which they are intended?

Patten, Commission. – I will begin by paying a tribute to those who at present work in
the common services. They are trying to cope with a backlog of horrific problems of the
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past. They have had some success already in, for example, the harmonisation of
procedures, in tendering, from over 40 down to 8. They have started to reduce some of
the backlog in payments. It is a horrendous job. I think they are to be commended on
what they have achieved so far, not least because - if you compare the number of those
trying to manage our own development programmes with the number trying to manage
development programmes either in the Member States or for other multilateral
institutions - we are very thin on the ground. What we have done over the years, again
and again, is to will the end without willing the means, to make grand commitments at
summits, at Council meetings and elsewhere without ever taking account of the fact that,
if that money is to be spent well and effectively, then it needs not just proper financial
control but also the people on the spot to actually deliver the service.

The position is a jungle. There have been 70 budget lines. There have been 80 legal
bases. There have been 11 management committees. You cannot run a sensible
development programme like that. We are in a situation in which, because of some things
going wrong, people are terrified to spend money at the sort of pace which is required,
because they are nervous about a problem occurring here or there. So, even though there
are all these other very difficult problems crowding in around the world, I intend
spending a good deal of my time working with the SCR in trying to ensure that we can
deliver programmes with the managerial competence which everybody desires.

This will require some understanding and assistance from Member States. Are we
actually to be stopped from harmonising procedures? This is relevant to the new TACIS
regulation, because some Member States think that, if we have harmonised procedures,
they might not win as many contracts as they have in the past. We cannot go on like that.
If we want to have the sort of prudent control of swift and effective development
programmes that every taxpayer in Europe and every legislator in Europe is entitled to
see, then we have to get rid of some of those practices which represent, I think, the worst
of the European Union, and we have to show that we can run the Commission’s
programmes as effectively as most Member States run their own programmes.

(Applause)

Van Orden (PPE). – On a supplementary, Mr Patten, what you have described is really a
mess, and it shows the need for it to be sorted out. I think in the past the problem has
been that commissioners have not taken a personal interest in these management and
administrative aspects. I hope, if you are confirmed, that you will take a personal interest
in this particular area and devote time to it.

Patten, Commission. - It would be deeply unfair to Mr Sonbestre and his colleagues not
to give this problem the attention it deserves. It is not a very romantic or heroic issue, but
it requires a good deal of political attention. Professor Prodi is committed to a review of
the project cycle. I think in that review we have to go rather further, without screwing up
the efforts which the SCR is already making to try to improve things. It is going to be
difficult. It will require the understanding of this Parliament. But, unless we can do this,
we will earn a reputation for having large amounts of money which are unspent. At
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present there are 460 commitments left over from the 1980s which we have done nothing
about. We will earn a reputation for not spending the money which is voted. We will earn
the worst sort of reputation for running a development programme which other people do
not want to be beneficiaries of. That is not a way for us to behave. There has been a mess.
There has been a problem. We have to work together, and that includes the Council of
Ministers, in sorting it out.

Hänsch (PSE). – (DE) Mr Patten, from your answers on your areas of competence I
gained the impression, that, wherever things become serious in the area of the European
Union’s external relations, others are responsible. Development, - Nielson, Enlargement
– Verheugen, Foreign Trade – Lamy. Above all, where it is a matter of hardcore foreign
and security policy, the High Representative for the CSFP, Mr Solana will be responsible.
Above all in relation to the Middle East and Russia, and we have not begun adequately to
tackle this – and the USA. What are your tasks? Apart from presiding over meetings
between Commissioners, observing human rights and coordinating the coordinators for
the Balkans? Are you satisfied with that? Or have you discussed anything else with Mr
Prodi? I should like to know a little more about it.

Patten, Commission. – With respect to the honourable and extremely distinguished
Member, one sometimes does not recognise what one has said in the paraphrases that are
offered by questioners. I do not recognise anything I have said for the last two and a half
hours of this viva voce examination in the honourable Member’s question. The reason I
have not spoken about Russia is that nobody has asked me a question about Russia. But,
if anybody wishes to ask me a question about Russia and the NIS, I would be delighted to
deliver views at length, even exceeding my three minutes.

The point I have been trying to make – and I am sure the honourable Member will come
back with his usual Parliamentary adroitness – is that external relations is more than
foreign policy. It is my job to try to ensure that across the board there is a coherence
about external relations. But I have specific responsibilities, without taking over the jobs
of my colleagues. If I had spent this morning telling you what Mr Verheugen should be
doing on enlargement, what Mr Nielson should be doing on development, or what Mr
Lamy should be doing on trade, I think that you as well as they would have been less than
best pleased with me.

As commissioner for external relations, I have a job under the Treaty to contribute, on the
Commission’s part, to the development of a common foreign and security policy. I have
the job of sharing in or taking a large part in the implementation and representation of
that policy. Above all, I have the job, as I said earlier, using a rather vulgar English
colloquialism, of delivering the beef. Others have the job, perhaps, of drafting statements
which go beyond platitudes, and we hope we will see a bit of that. But I have the job of
making sure that everything the Community does and everything the Commission does is
mobilised behind those doubtless admirable statements, for example on common
strategies on Russia, the Ukraine, the Balkans and other areas of the world as well.
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Sakellariou (PSE). – (DE) Mr Patten, so that you are not disappointed when you go
away from our committee, I will put to you the question on Russia.

Patten, Commission. – When talking of priorities, the Union’s relationship with Russia is
right at the top of any such list because, unless we get that relationship right, and unless
we play a role in the successful economic and political development of Russia, it will
mean a source of considerable instability on our continent in the future, perhaps the
greatest source. That is why the relationship matters so much.

God willing, we are going to be shortly in a situation in which Russia shares even longer
borders with the European Union. It is terribly important that frontier does not represent a
gulf between one sort of civil society, one sort of economy and another. There are
strategic reasons why we have to help Russia. There are other reasons – whether you look
at drugs, financial mismanagement, fraud or crime . We are sharing this space and we
need to draw Russia into the same common European space that all of us enjoy. So it is a
profoundly important relationship. The common strategy on Russia is a good document
and I hope that, working together, we can make it a success. We will have to look next at
our common strategy on the Ukraine, which is also very important.

Morillon (PPE). – (FR) Mr Commissioner-designate, you wrote in your reply to our
questionnaire that increasing the common defence capacity means strengthening the
industrial and technological defence base. You took up this theme again in your reply to
our colleague, Mr Oostlander. With the pragmatism which you have shown since the start
of our relations and this hearing, how do you envisage pushing European arms policy
forward in cooperation with the defence industries ? I would add that if you succeed, I
think Europe should erect a statue to you.

Patten, Commission. – In the parliament of which I was once a member we would have
referred to the honourable and gallant gentleman, and the whole committee knows the
experience he brings to these discussions, not least after his extremely distinguished role
in Bosnia with UNPROFOR. The honourable Member knows, because of his
professional experience, a good deal more than me about the relations between national
governments and national armaments industries.

What is the challenge for us? There are all sorts of ways in which you can express it. The
United States spends about $290 per head on its defence. The European Union spends
about $140 per head on its defence. In global terms, I suppose, we spend about $75
billion less than the United States, but we have only got about 10% of the capacity of the
United States to deploy military forces elsewhere and to sustain those military efforts. We
know the proportion of the air war over the Balkans that was fought by United States
rather than European aircraft. Everyone who is an expert in this area points to the
growing gap in R&D and the growing gap in procurement between European forces and
the US forces. I am not suggesting that this is somehow just a matter of competition. If
we talk about the ability to do things autonomously, then we have to be aware of that
industrial and technological gap.
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A good deal of the debate in the next few years, not least the debate which will be
triggered – if that is not too military an analogy – by the WEU report later this year will
be about how we ensure a bigger R&D punch, how we ensure more substantial
procurement efforts in Member States, and how we ensure that the European armaments
industry works more successfully together. In that area there are all sorts of competences
and instruments which the European Union can use constructively with Member States,
not least those which are represented by some of my colleagues on the Commission in the
research area and in the industrial competitiveness area. The honourable and gallant
gentleman knows more than I do about the extent to which Member States have guarded
jealously their national armaments industries, but I guess that, just as other industries
have had to take account of the single market and of the competitive pressures in that, so
the armaments industry will also have to take account of what is happening in the
European Union.

Titley (PSE). – Mr Patten, in view of the mergers which have taken place in the last
twelve months, do you not think that the idea of a European defence industry has had its
day and that we have missed that particular boat altogether?

Patten, Commission. - I do not think that, and I am not sure that those who already work
in the European defence industry think that. I do believe that, if we are serious about the
sort of issues I mentioned in the R&D area, then we have to look at ways in which the
armaments industry in Member States collaborates more successfully in the future than it
does at present.

Menéndez del Valle (PSE). – (ES) With regard to East Timor, to which you have
already referred, Mr Patten , you are aware that a delegation from this Parliament has
followed the electoral process and witnessed the organised violence, which, fortunately,
proved unable to intimidate the Timorese people, who have been struggling for their
freedom for decades. Nevertheless, as we all know,  it is likely that such systematic
violence will continue with the aim of blocking the democratic result of the elections.

You rightly spoke on the desirability of appealing at the right moment to the Indonesian
authorities to intervene. Nevertheless, in the meantime, do you not believe that it would
be desirable for the European institutions to conduct a special information campaign
which, using modern technology and again challenging Hanna Arendt’s hypothesis, to
which you referred earlier, might draw more attention to the tyranny exercised by leaders
in the area?

Patten, Commission. – As the honourable Member will know, I spoke at some length on
East Timor and Indonesia a little earlier, and I do not want to repeat everything I have
said. I did know that there was a delegation which has been looking at the consultation
exercise. I salute them and the bravery they have doubtless had to show. I also salute the
bravery which many members of the press have had to show in the last few days. A
friend of mine from the Washington Post, Keith Richberg, was beaten up yesterday, hit
with the flat side of a machete, which I suppose is slightly better than being hit with the
sharp side of a machete, but is still not a very pleasant experience. The press has been
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running the gauntlet in East Timor in order to tell the rest of us exactly what has been
happening there.

I mentioned earlier the message I thought we should deliver to the Indonesian authorities,
and I hope we shall do so without fear or favour in the future, so that they can provide the
security which the East Timorese population deserves.

Giannakou-Koutsikou (PPE). – (El) Commissioner-Designate, in your answers Nos. 2,
4 and 15, you quite correctly made democracy and respect for international law and
legality conditions for relations with third countries. In practice, however, things are
different. While such a policy formally exists, very often, the leaderships of the bigger
countries of the Union, in effect let third countries understand that even if they do not
adhere to certain principles, their relations with the Union will remain unaffected. As you
were categorical in your statements, I would like to ask you whether you are resolved to
condemn in unequivocal public statements, any disregard for international law and
international legality by countries wishing to have relations with the Union? And,
secondly, what do you believe is the best way to achieve a sound basis for those
relations? You said that you did not believe severing economic relations to be a sound
basis because it is probably to the detriment of the peoples of those countries. What, in
your opinion is the most cogent and important means whereby  the Union can put across
this message?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) The European Union has in some respects been more robust
than most other donors of development assistance in the conditionality it has attached to
assistance programmes. That is doubtless partly because of the democratic pressures of
this Parliament. I totally agree with the honourable Member that respect for human rights
is an important part of the backdrop for successful social and economic development. I
do not doubt that whatsoever. There is always, in practice, a difficulty which aid donors
face, in knowing at precisely what moment to suspend or cancel assistance programmes
because of human rights abuse. It is never very easy, except in cases where the abuse is
so substantial, for example in Burma, that there cannot be much doubt about cancelling
programmes. Other times you have conscientiously to weigh the damage that may be
caused to some sectors of society in order to try to deliver a broader political lesson.

The most important thing of all is to ensure that you do what you say. Very often what
happens is that donors threaten that a given course of action will lead to certain
consequences and then are persuaded, in an imperfect world, sometimes by a trade
department that it is not a very good idea to actually apply conditionality because there is
a big contract which is about to be signed, there is something just about to come round
the corner which is in the national interest. I think you have to be absolutely clear that, if
you say to people there will be consequences of abusing human rights, that those
consequences apply.

Schori (PSE). – (EN) Mr Patten, I appreciate your view that security is a broad concept,
building on economic progress, social achievement and regional cooperation. In other
words, one could say that we believe that sustainable security should be founded more on
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the Jean Monnet line than on the Maginot line. I also value your view that all EU
Member States - both members and non-members of NATO – make a net contribution to
European security. As you have stated in your reply, we have seen this in the Balkans.
Experience tells us that, roughly speaking, 50% of countries in post-conflict situations
fall back into resumed hostilities. In this light, do you not think that the EU needs to
strengthen its capacity of conflict prevention, going beyond pilot projects and a very
valuable CPN network and  integrating more into the structures of the EU the capacity to
promote, for instance, structural stability i.e. the elimination of underlying structural
causes of violent conflicts?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I agree with everything the honourable Member has said. He
obviously speaks with a wealth of knowledge and experience, and I will look forward to
hearing further his ideas on how we can do that, which is not to say that it is very easy. A
lot of my past year has been spent working in Northern Ireland, so I know a good deal
about antagonisms which go back for centuries and the importance of building bridges.

We are faced with holding the ring in the Balkans. We have taken on tremendous
responsibilities in Bosnia-Herzegovina, for example. One of your most distinguished
Members played a leading role in that enterprise. We ask ourselves how long do we have
to hold the ring? How long will it be before we can encourage people who have hated
each other for centuries to live in harmony?

It is a sad aspect of our century that a century which began with a fracturing of European
nation states, not least because of the problems of ethnic minorities, is now fracturing up
in much the same way. So one wonders what we have learned in a century. I just hope it
does not take another century to sort these problems out, even with the most elaborate
and sophisticated conflict prevention mechanisms.

Van Hecke (PPE). – (NL) Mr Patten, I should like to ask you two specific questions.
Firstly, with regard to the development of a European defence identity. To be frank, I am
still not entirely clear as to how exactly you envisage this. Are you in favour of
contracting out activities to the WEU ? Or are you more for developing an autonomous
capacity, independent of the WEU ? I cannot tell from your written replies.

My second question concerns the appointment of ‘Mr CFSP’. It is quite obvious that
appointing ‘Mr CFSP’ will increased the role of the Council in the CFSP. My feeling –
and I am not the only one – is that this appointment would be confirmation of a
diminishing Community role in the CFSP. This Parliament has always called for a greater
role for the Commission. I should like to know what exactly this role would be or, to be
more specific if you like, how do you envisage being able to form a counterweight to ‘Mr
CFSP’ ?

Patten, Commission. – First of all, the Cologne report is absolutely clear that, in order to
discharge effectively the Petersberg tasks – and they are laid out very clearly – the Union
has to develop an autonomous capacity backed by credible military forces and other
credible instruments. I think that is a very clear task, and one which the WEU will help us
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to perform, first of all in its report later this year and, secondly, in the way it evolves over
the next year in relation to the European Union.

Secondly, I do not see myself as working in competition with Mr CFSP, and I do not
agree with the honourable Member that what has happened as a result of the Amsterdam
Treaty and the Cologne report is that the Commission’s role has been reduced in relation
to that of the Council. We are able to share initiatives with Member States, we are there
to share with the Presidency in the representation of the positions taken up as part of the
CFSP, and we have huge competences in delivering coherence behind the CFSP. That is
what is going to be my main job, and the main role of the Commission.

What is surprising is not what has happened to the Commission under the Amsterdam
Treaty and the Cologne statement, but rather how far the Council and member
governments have been prepared to go. That, for me, is surprising, and I think it has
surprised others as well. Look at how far we have come since Maastricht. The joint
actions, the common positions after Maastricht which, for example, electors in South
Africa and Russia have reason to welcome, now followed by common strategies and by a
real determination to give more bite and reality to common decision-making and to the
development of positions on behalf of the whole Union, which are not just so much vague
platitude, but represent real, sharp-edged commitments to securing a better world. I think
there has been tremendous development and I hope that we can make it work. I intend to
work with Javier Solana to make a success of it.

Nair (PSE). – (FR) I should also like to thank you, Mr Patten, for the clarity and
elegance of your replies. As you yourself have stressed, the Kosovo crisis has underlined
the need for Europe to have a European defence, and you have just been put a question on
the industrial and economic dimension of that defence. However, NATO’s role in the 21st

century also needs to be clarified. NATO has recently drawn up a new strategic concept,
out-of-area intervention. NATO is becoming a kind of genetically modified organism.
What view do you take of this principle of intervention out of area? Just now, you
defined the European identity as belonging to a moral community. That is a fine
definition in the great European humanist tradition. What, then do you think of the
application of the economic embargoes, which represent a means of starving the
population without, unfortunately, having any consequences, as you know, for the
nomenklatura in the countries concerned?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) First of all, I think that the NATO commitment to
operations out of area is, among other things, a recognition of the extent to which our
security concerns are affected increasingly by what happens outside our own continent as
well as inside it. I also think that it is a recognition of the extent to which  Secondly, an
economic embargo has to have a substantial strategic and moral justification in order to
be acceptable to communities like ours. I find it difficult to answer your question in the
abstract without coming to specifics but, for example – though it is a personal view – I
think that economic and other limitations on our relationship with South Africa helped to
promote real change and change for the better there. So, I do think that there are times
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when economic measures – and comprehensive economic measures – are justified as a
step short of military activities.

Bethell (PPE). – (EN) Yesterday Mr Verheugen said that he supported majority voting in
the EU decision-making process, with the exception of Treaty amendments. When Mr
Patten was asked about this earlier today he did not give a clear reply, as far as I could
tell, as to whether or not he agreed with that system of majority voting. I got the
impression, from what he said, that he believes in more of a step-by-step approach
towards cooperation in foreign policy, but he will know – as all of us do – about the
effect of a cautious reaction to that particular question in our country and also in others.
Perhaps he could be a little more precise, even if he wishes to say: not yet majority
voting, not for the moment majority voting, in other words no? Have I put the right words
into his mouth?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) Let me try to put my own circumlocutions into my own
mouth. Mr Verheugen yesterday was extremely candid, and I think Parliament welcomed
his views. One reason why candour was wholly justified is that they are views which – I
believe I am right in saying – he has expressed a number of times in the past. It might,
therefore, have come as a surprise to Parliament if he had offered the more cautious
reply, which I am going to offer the honourable Member.

These are issues on which I will want to take the views of my colleagues in the
Commission, because we will be expected to take a view on matters like this, not least in
the IGC, but also in other contexts. Since I am not yet on record as much as much as the
admirably candid and honest Mr Verheugen, I hope that the honourable Member will
allow me to reach with my colleagues a Commission view. But I am a simple, plodding
fellow and tend to think that step-by-step is usually the way you get to a destination.
Sometimes leaps of faith are required. Sometimes you move along a little more
cautiously, but heading in exactly the same direction.

Green (PSE). – (EN) Mr Patten, you have answered a whole range of questions this
morning on your portfolio. I would like to take you back, if I may, to your position in the
college. In recent years you have been engaged in your work with support for the
evolution of democratic institutions. In Hong Kong and Northern Ireland, you dealt with
representation, transparency, equality, things of this nature. The European Union, for all
that it comprises some of the world’s oldest democracies, is at a critical point in its
democratic evolution. Your written answers to the questions of democratic progress in
Europe and your attitude to responsibility and accountability, both of a collective and an
individual nature, are very worthy but somewhat terse. I would ask you to expand a little
on how you think the new Commission can work, perhaps with this Parliament, in
enhancing what you described earlier as the necessary legitimacy and credibility of the
institutions of the Union, given the dual crisis you spoke of earlier?

On your response to Question 13 concerning the division of labour between the
commissioner and the director-general, I am a little concerned that in a modern, open,
democratic bureaucracy if the Commissioners are expected to take and accept political
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responsibility for the action of their department, then they must also have a well
developed sense of, or managerial structure for, the control of their department. Can you
say how you will have that political control, as well as managerial control?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I have run bureaucracies of various sizes in the past and,
whatever my faults – for example, sometimes saying in public exactly what I say in
private – I do not think that anybody has ever accused me of not giving a clear and firm
lead. In my experience, civil servants welcome political leadership which is absolutely
clear, even if they do not always agree with it. The thing that most bureaucracies dislike
is weak or vacillating leadership. I have always thought it is sensible in any job at the
outset, as soon as one has a feel for it, to say very clearly what your main priorities are,
what your agenda is going to be, and then to try to stick to it.

The question of responsibility is a very important one. As well as, I hope, giving a clear
political lead, I have always believed in delegation, but delegation has a consequence.
Since, when you delegate, you still get all the credit when things go right, I do not think it
is unreasonable to expect anybody who delegates to take some of the blame when things
go wrong. If you shared directly in a decision which goes wrong, you are plainly
responsible for it. But if something has gone wrong, if decisions have been taken which
you should have known about but do not know about, even if you did not share in the
actual decision-making, you are still responsible if you are the person at the top. I do not
think that “Yes Minister” is always the way that bureaucracies work, and I am always
challenged when, permanent secretaries - or directors-general in my present occupation if
I am confirmed – tell me that I am making a very brave decision.

On the first part of your question, I was terse, not least because of concern about the
wellbeing of my fax machine, but I do not think that long answers are necessarily the best
answers. I will begin with my own experience and then say something more general. As I
said earlier, I first worked with this Parliament when I was in the Presidency of the
Development Council. We were faced with a food aid regulation which in those days was
actually run by the agriculture directorate-general and was a way of dealing with food
surpluses. If there was to be any change at all, Member States wanted to be in charge. By
working very closely with Parliament, we secured an outcome in which the food aid
regulation became part of development policy, and that would not have happened if I had
not been able to work in concert with Members of this Parliament.

I regard it as my primary responsibility to try to develop a good and open relationship
with this Parliament, with the Chairman, with rapporteurs and those who are interested in
my field of responsibilities, which does not mean, by any means, that you will always
agree with me, or that you will always expect me to do exactly what you think. I believe
there is a difference between populism and responsible democracy, and I hope that, if you
confirm me, I can demonstrate that by the way I behave and by my relationship with you
in the coming five years.

Martin, Hugues (PPE). – (FR) Mr Patten, I have two brief questions, if I may. You have
told us of your personal opinion regarding the Union’s capacity to undertake autonomous
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actions of the Petersberg kind. I value your written and oral replies very much, but I am
rather concerned that you refer to the American umbrella. In particular, you take the view
that, and I quote : ‘The Kosovo crisis showed that Europe needs an enhanced defence
capability under the NATO umbrella’. This is true today. Do you not believe that, in the
long-term, there is a contradiction between the wish to develop an autonomous European
defence capacity and placing ourselves in a strictly Atlantic framework ? In other words,
in order that Europe should be credible, should consideration not be given to conducting
operations without using the means and capacities of NATO ? I am merely referring back
here to the conclusions of the Cologne European Council. My second question, which is
unconnected to the first : Colombia is currently experiencing serious disorder. Do you
believe that Europe might intervene to help restore civil peace ?

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I hope that in due course the development assistance we
provide in Central America, in Columbia, not least for example in crop substitution
programmes, can contribute to peace. I hope that the peace process makes progress in
Columbia, but - as the honourable Member knows even better than I – it is obviously an
extremely serious situation with the drug warlords in such a powerful position within the
country.

On the first, and extremely important, question, there is obviously a difference between
national and territorial defence and the Petersberg tasks. The Cologne Summit report is
very specific in relating the development of an autonomous capacity to those Petersberg
tasks. I do not think that in the next year there should be tensions between the first stages
of our development of an autonomous European capacity to complete those tasks and our
continuing commitment to NATO. We should be grateful that a profound and
pronounced European like Javier Solana is being followed in the NATO Secretary-
General post by another committed European, George Robertson.

Sumberg (PPE). – (EN) Commissioner-Designate, I would like to focus on one aspect
which probably has not been covered today, and that is your relationship with all your
fellow commissioners. The last Commission fell, it seems to me, because many good
commissioners did absolutely nothing about the fraud and mismanagement and
corruption in the Commission. They sat by and did nothing at all. I would like to know -
after what I think has been a virtuoso performance from you - how you see your role in
that more general position. What can you offer this Parliament as to suggestions, as to
how commissioners, and not hapless officials, can be the whistleblowers, that they can
stand up for the public rather than letting others do it for them? The credibility of the
Commission and of this Union in the future very much depends on this.

Patten, Commission. – (EN) I welcome the opportunity of saying something briefly –
though I hope not sanctimoniously – about the point the honourable Member has raised.
It is a matter of profound regret that some men and women who have had careers of
outstanding and unblemished public service should have had their careers stained in the
last few months by what one or two other people have done. It is a matter of considerable
sadness, and my sympathy goes out to those individuals who have worked extremely
hard, not - despite some of the popular press - manning a gravy train – both in their own
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national politics and within the European Union over the last few years. It is a tragedy
that is how things have finished.

I look around at my colleagues, and I cannot imagine a relationship with them in which
any of us would stand idly by while one or two let the whole team down. I do not think
Professor Prodi would allow that to happen for one moment. What has happened in the
last few months has been very sad for the whole European Union. Regarding the
assumption that, because of what one or two people did in the past, everybody trying to
become a European commissioner has got some terrible collection of skeletons in his
cupboard, I hope that we can get this period behind us.

Since we all cohabit under the same roof, I also hope – perhaps I should not say this –
that Parliament will not believe that it would make sense to exchange cohabiting with one
lame duck to cohabiting with another. I think it is important to this Parliament, which has
necessarily increased its influence and authority in the last few months and to the whole
of the project in which we are jointly involved that we have not only an active
Parliament, but an active Commission which is able to go out and do the job Parliament
wants it to do and which the Council of Ministers should want it to do as well. The
sooner we can get all the scandal and tattiness behind us, and the sooner we can recognise
the real contribution which a number of departing commissioners have made, in my
judgement the better. I hope a free press in all our countries will do that as well.

Chairman. – (DE) Thank you very much, Mr Patten and thank you very much,
colleagues. You made it an easy task for me to preside over this meeting this morning,
and we will now conduct a rigorous analysis among ourselves in order to establish the
outcome. I think that I can already say that I am looking forward to continued good
cooperation, if the vote is a positive one.


