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Thank you for this nice introduction, thanks to the University for receiving me, thank you for everyone who worked for my visit. Thanks to all of you. I will talk about the relations between the EU and the US and how they evolve, but I am glad to receive any questions you may have about the EU in general. Let me try to give you an overview of this formidable relationship between the European Union and the US, how these relations have evolved over the last three years, and what is happening now, and what the trends are for the future. I will give you some personal thoughts of these trends. What are the elements that will determine the future of this relationship? I will try to answer the question whether the Atlantic indeed becoming wider, as many say or whether we are getting closer and why. I will try to do that through the issues, the transatlantic agenda. We will look for the answers through the evolution of that agenda. What issues are we dealing with and what direction are we taking on the big themes of this relationship. I mean that this discussion is different from the question that you know very well from the press about the influence of people. Obviously the election of President Sarkozy and Chancellor Merkel has marked a very important point in the relationship as will the new President of the US. But we will not talk about this today.We will look for the issues driven trends in the relationship. My key message from that point of view is very simple. Particularly we have seen over the last few years the relations between the EU and the US improving spectacularly. We have seen the cooperation and the interaction between the two entities increasing positively. We are in a very promising dynamic in the relationship and I would argue that this positive dynamic will continue in the foreseeable future.
        This process of improving relations started at the beginning of President Bush's second term. In 2005 President Bush did the first official trip of his second term to Brussels. He became the first President to visit the EU institutions and to officially visit the European Commission. This was motivated clearly by the willingness to somehow recuperate the damage that had been done to the transatlantic relationship because of the Iraq war. By the time he did that, Iraq was fading as a divisive theme of transatlantic relations. Even the Europeans who had opposed the war before were on the same line of thought concerning what they would like to see happening in Iraq. In other words, there was a commonality of objectives: a democratic and stable Iraq. 
Since then we have seen an explosion of the transatlantic agenda in terms of themes and new areas of cooperation. When you look at these new areas there is one very striking dimension. This is that during this positive evolution of the relationship, what we have seen is that we developed an increased interaction mainly on what is happening beyond our frontiers. There is of course a strong bilateral relationship between the EU and the US which is mainly developing around internal security and economic issues. We do have a bilateral agenda of importance. But the real development took place around a more cooperative approach towards issues happening elsewhere. 

There is a number of scholars and articles arguing that somehow Europe has become less important for the US because it no longer of such geostrategic interest for the US. I think this is a misinterpretation of the reality because to a very great extent the fact that Europe is no longer in that position is a good thing. Historically during the Cold War Europe was in that place. Now Europe is a stable part of the planet where there is no conflict, no confrontation, and no strategic threat. Thus overall what we are seeing is not a loss of importance but a change in the nature of the relationship where the EU and the US become the indispensable partnership for the way the world is evolving. That is the key message I would like you to think of. 

        An important element of course at the current moment is the political transition or feeling of one because of political changes taking place. There are Presidential elections in the US and also the election of the European Parliament and change of the European Commission in 2009. In this context there is a special colour to the relationship. Somehow there are issues where we wait for the next term. They are left for later. For example, we have this issue on the initiative of the US congress to impose 100% scanning of containers. The idea that containers that enter the US should go through some kind of 100% scanning to make sure there are no nuclear devices in them. We believe that this is not practical to implement. We hope that nothing will happen during this administration and that we will be able to review this issue with a new administration and a new congress. So there are these issue with a wait and see attitude. But at the same time there are a number of issues where events are accelerating. We want to see results and progress in the coming months. The world is not stopping because of elections. 

The global and bilateral challenges are running and moving fast and we have to go on advancing. Challenges like climate change, the visa waiver program and the DDA-WTO negotiations.

So overall this is quite a fascinating period from the point of view of policy making but also from the point of view of policy debate and review done by the wider Washington area think tanks and academic and political community around the country to a significant extent motivated by the dynamics of the presidential campaign and debate. Issues like foreign policy and the image of the US abroad, climate change, protection and trade are issues that are dealt with very publicly in a very open way. So it’s a very interesting and dynamic moment. It's not that we have frozen the relationship waiting for the change at all. The point is that we are in a very exciting and dynamic moment. 

Now let me go through the key chapters of the transatlantic agenda. This is a fantastic relationship; one of the more developed around the world. Let me go through the four headings of this huge agenda. First, Foreign policy issues; second, global issues; third, security; and fourth, trade and economy. 

On the political or foreign policy issues, the EU and the US have been changing over the past few years. I argue that through this change we are growing closer together. On the US side it is quite clear from the more neo con approach to the world base I simplify a little based on the approach of IR by the more or less benevolence of the US the more unilateral approach more unipolar vision of the world we have seen the thinking evolve towards what the CSIS project has called 'Smart Power' that means the need to better balance soft and hard power an lead the world in away acceptable to others. We have certainly seen an evolution of US external policy towards more multilateralism, and if not that at least to an acceptance of the importance of allies. This is an approach that is very important and clearly brings the US closer to the traditional EU perception of international relations. I argue often that the EU is naturally more multilateral than the US and often colleagues from the administration say, "No, no, that’s not true after all we, the Americans, mainly created the multilateral system." This is true. However, there are two reasons why I believe he EU is more profoundly multilateral than the US. First, the Europeans do not have the same level of hard power as the US. This means we are less inclined to use it. We can't use what we don’t have. So we are less inclined to unilateral action than the US. The second reason is that naturally we can only project what we are. The EU basically is a system of government that is based on the law guiding the relations among states. That’s what the EU is. It is a system of rules and law that applies to relations among states. That’s what multilateralism is all about. So naturally, in our approach to issues of global governance, we can only project what we are. We are by basic instinct more multilateralist, I would argue, than the US. This evolution of US foreign policy over the past few years bring it closer to what is a more traditionally European approach.

 The EU is also evolving spectacularly and profoundly with something that has very important implications and is a very important trend in the future. If you look at the involvement of Europeans--that being the EU or member states-- around the world (think of all the difficult spots around the world Afghanistan, Lebanon, Africa, the Balkans, etc), the Europeans are, I would argue,  more involved in terms of peacekeeping related activities than ever in the past. Clearly the world is evolving in a way where it needs more of those activities. Peacekeeping if you look at the UN is in a very sharp increase. Clearly the Europeans are moving in that direction. They are increasing their capacity to act beyond their frontiers. And I will mention briefly the evolution of the European Security and Defence Policy, which is a huge area of development within the EU itself. Our first ESDP mission beyond our frontiers started in 2003 and now we are at around 20. As the Europeans become more and more involved in specific issues or peacekeeping operations around the world we find ourselves operating more and more together with the US. We find ourselves coming closer to the US in our way of handling these issues. I'll give you some numbers: the total staff the EU and MS  have around the world in peacekeeping missions is over 60.000. France alone has 30.000 of its staff beyond its borders. This is a tendency that will continue to become stronger and will be an important model to bring the EU and US together.

        Look at all the difficult issues around the world: Western Balkans, the Mideast, Iran, Afghanistan, etc. In all these issues, even if there are difficulties on handling the specifics, the EU and the US clearly have the same objectives and we have managed over the past year to coordinate together. That is one element that is evolving in a direction of bringing the partners together. 

        Then there are global issues, which are more representative and more important. The most present in the international press is of course climate change. There we see more and more powerful elements bringing the EU and the US together. Somehow we are convinced of the evidence that if we do not get it right somehow together, there is no hope that we will manage to do something reasonable about it globally. We have important disagreements, as you know, of how we should approach the issue. We have the big issue of China and other emerging economies, and what kind of discipline we will need on a global basis to reduce co2 emissions, but it is quite clear that the EU and the US is an indispensable partnership. If we don’t get enough of a common understanding of what we need to be doing there is no hope that the world will be able to deal with the challenge. The conscience about this reality is increasing. And I'll just briefly mention some other issues that are on our agenda: issues like energy and energy security; the non proliferation and disarmament; the AIDS development Millennium objectives; the AIDS debates and pandemics, etc. There are a lot of these issues where we need a coherent approach between the EU and US. 

        Then there is a big chapter around security issues. I would say in the last three years this is the part of the relationship that has grown the strongest. It is a very challenging part but it is a huge agenda. 

First, it is all that we do in order to fight terrorism. It is everything that fits in what would be the responsibility of the US department of homeland security. There we have issues of financing terrorism, money laundering, cooperation of law enforcement agencies and judicial cooperation; Europol and Eurojust in the EU cooperating with their American counterparts. We have a whole package of issues around the frontiers protection, biometric data for passports; everything concerning movement of people and goods; security of ports and airports. The treatment of liquids was a transatlantic agreement over night. There is a huge concept that with all these issues we cannot really protect our citizens alone as well as we can together and in some cases we only can together. If you want to scan containers or exchange data in advance it can only be on an agreed basis. This is an area also where we either cooperate strongly, or we learn from each other. For example, we are at a stage where the European Commission has proposed to the member states to accept a system of information about air travellers in advance before entering the plane as the Americans are doing it. What I am saying is that it's an area where really, if we look at the whole fight against terrorism agenda on both sides, we are either cooperating strongly or we are improving our systems by learning from each other. There we are really on the same effort. 

        We have two main issues on our agenda for the coming months under this heading. These are the scanning of containers that I mentioned, and the visa waiver program. The visa waiver program is also linked to something I mentioned which is data and the exchange of data which is about privacy protection. In terms of the visa waiver program, we hope that before the end of this administration all the member states of the EU will receive the same treatment. That is, that they will have visa free access to the US. By the way, the US is the only country in the world where the EU is not treated as a single entity yet. Visa is an EU competence issue. The EU is a visa union too in the sense that we treat everyone on the same basis. All the member states treat any third country with the same approach and we are treated the same way. The only exception is the US and we hope to change this quickly.

        The fourth chapter of this relationship is economy and trade. There, let me start with a concept I really like. I really believe that the tendency we have is to exaggerate the trend. Those of us who remember back in the '80's it was the Japanese threat. The Japanese were going to conquer everything. Then somehow it was the end of the US and the century of the EU. Later that turned around. Now we see the emerging threats of China and others and we forget that we felt the same way about the Japanese a few decades ago. In fact, the rise of Japan was a great benefit to humanity and our standards of living. The same can happen with those who rise now. We exaggerate the trend. This applies to the EU-US relationship. If you look at the key figures, you see two elephants of the planet: the EU and the US. Together we represent 60% of nominal GDP with only 10% of the world's population. We represent 60% of flows of direct foreign investment and over 40% of global trade. And we have interpenetration which is unique on this earth. The transatlantic economy is over 3 trillion dollars annually. Our prosperity depends on each other. The two elephants are relevant because we have a huge responsibility to get it right when we talk about how the global system or challenges are addressed. We have to get it right to lead by the example. We have a responsibility also to accommodate the emerging powers. If we take what I call the responsibility in the multilateral context, the first challenge we have is to make success on the current DDA-WTO negotiations. It’s a big issue, but we have not given up and we believe we can finalize this process with this administration. We are committed. It is a very difficult process and the scenarios of the majority of probabilities of success but it has real probabilities and certainly we will try to make it a success. Then again with the global issues there is a challenging theme which is the attitude towards globalization. You have seen this protectionist reaction in the US, and a mirrored debate in the EU. We face a global reality where a majority of the public opinion is negative to globalization. This is translated to protectionist tendencies on specifics. Or on the political debate you have seen in the US. In order to deal with that we have to have the right approach on the global issues and the right approach on the bilateral issues. Let me give you some example. On the top of bilateral challenges I would put the air transport agreement. We did a fascinating air transport agreement that liberalized skies, and liberalized the ability to make connections from any European city to any American city that entered force just days ago. We hope that we will be able to do a second stage and make it as free between the EU and the US as it is within the EU. In fact, the protectionist partner in this debate is the US. Historically we think of Europeans as more inward looking and protectionist, but very often now we see that because the European market is liberalized, we are more into liberalization. The air transport sector is important because there are two important, fundamental obstacles: one is the principle that foreigners should not control US airlines—somehow European investment is bad?—and second is the unions' argument that says, "Careful we don’t want liberalization because we'll lose jobs." That is a fundamental debate about liberalization. This agreement is more important than itself because of those principles. 

        Then I'll mention some other challenges. There's the Airbus-Boeing anti-subsidies debate, which raises the issues of how we see the acceptable support of our industry and also the industrial interpenetration. We have an issue in the public domain of the airforce tankers of the EADS that raises very interesting issues potentially related to access to public procurement, and access to defence contracts over the Atlantic. We have an interesting group of issues of high technology you all have heard of—GMO's (genetically modified), reeds chemicals regulation—In Europe we do not allow imports of meat or poultry dipped into chlorinated water—which is very interesting for its trade part but also very interesting because society is evolving a different way. The Europeans are more cautious on some aspects of high technology and GMO's. They don’t like chemicals. They don't like chlorinated water treatment for the food that is given to them, and they are something like 70% against that whereas the Americans are the other way around. I have a colleague in the delegation who was once so exacerbated by this difficulty. He came into my office and said, "Angelos what can we do? The Americans love chemicals and the Europeans love microbes! How do you combine that?" It was a fine moment because it shows how our society evolves differently on some issues. Different technology is very important for the economic and trade relationship and is translated in trade issues. And now interestingly we see the opposite evolution on some technologies of the future. Stem cells. Nanotechnology. We see 70% of Europeans in favour and the opposite in the US mainly for religious reasons. So we have a situation where we have to deal in trade and economy with different societal approaches. 

We have in this economic relationship, probably the more important aspect of all from an economic point of view, a new initiative which started last year. It was the Merkel initiative that you have seen in the press—what we call TEC—Transatlantic Economic Council—I will not bother you with the specifics. We have an important agenda with promoting the same regulations or rules or standards in areas of importance for the economic relationship but what I tend to consider more important than the agenda itself is the principle. And the principle is very basic. In fact, we are seeing between the EU and the US from an economic point of view something of the dynamics that we saw among Europeans in the eighties when we created our internal market. The British and the French did not get together when they had their empires. They did not create the common market when they were dominant around the world. The Europeans created their internal market particularly when others like the US emerged as fundamental and almost dominant global competitors. Then we created the internal market on the logic that in order to be competitive you have to make your home market as big and competitive as possible. In the 50 years since the Second World War as Europe emerged from the disaster and became a very important economic partner or entity in the world, and even more powerful through its integration, the EU and the US were traditionally the two poles of creating different competing standards and rules on things like safety, consumer protection, everything. Very often these rules were developed/motivated for competition. I think last year we crossed a threshold where we realized enough on both sides of the Atlantic that we are in a new era. Our interests are not in competing on the basis of cutting out parts of the market with different regulations, but in creating as integrated an economic space as possible to facilitate more free competition, which is the motor of our prosperity. So this Transatlantic Economic Council has very much the same objectives that we had thirty years ago in the process of creating our internal market. Create common rules, standards and approaches to eliminate what the real challenges are to the free economic space of the future. It goes much deeper than just the WTO. It is around the four freedoms of the internal market—the free circulation of capital, people, goods and services. So things like security, control of frontiers, and barriers to the movement of people are really economic challenges, and this logic is here to stay. We might change the formula with a new administration somehow, but we will certainly advance in that direction. I make a pause just to state that we have to be careful with the comparison to the internal market because there is at least one big difference. That is that in order to create that internal market we created supranational mechanisms which we can not do over the Atlantic. We must use an intergovernmental approach. But the economic rational and many of the objectives remain the same. 

        So let me finish here. You see that in the four big chapters of the relationship we are moving closer. With the politics of the foreign policy aspect we are getting together though the evolution of attitudes and of the nature of our foreign policy on both sides, which I mentioned briefly but I hope clearly. On the global issues we appear more and more as the indispensable partnership. On security we are profound partners. Our security is enormously and directly linked. So this cooperation is there to continue to develop in a spectacular way. On the economics I would say that not only are we closer than ever but the degree of consciousness of this interdependence is higher than ever. So of course we have differences in the way we see the world, and in the way the societies evolve, and we can talk about these differences if you want, but I believe very much that these tendencies that I have mentioned are profound, are real, are powerful, and they are pushing us in a direction where this formidable relationship will be even more formidable, and will continue to expand this concept of the indispensable partnership I think it is extremely powerful and pertinent, and it is indispensable for the prosperity of our citizens, for the security of our citizens and for the hopes that we have for a better world. Thank you for your attention and I look forward to your questions.

Question and answer period:

Q: One or two years ago EU members failed to agree on a new constitution. How would the failure or success of a new constitution in the future affect the relationship between the European Union and the United States?

A: Look basically, that's a big debate. This process of the constitution was in many respects ill conceived. It was pushing a little too much. It was not areal constitution as we know it. It was a kind of treaty that we somehow baptized constitutional treaty and the experts are struggling to define what that means. What is important is not the name of the treaty but rather what the substance of the treaty is. The substance is that the EU needed and still needs further steps in its integration in order to serve its purpose. That purpose is to serve the interest of the citizens. We needed some improvements to our way of functioning. This is happening now with the Lisbon treaty. The Lisbon treaty will hopefully be ratified by the end of the year, and that leads to your question which is, how good this integration is for the US. I am among those who are deeply convinced that a more integrated EU is a much better partner for the US. It is the same thing. An important aspect of this debate is that of ESDP and the relations of the EU with NATO. Should the EU have an autonomous ability to mobilize its hard power or will it always have to go through NATO. Most of the Europeans are convinced that an independent ability to act is needed and has an added value. You have seen that in the last NATO summit this approach was supported by President Bush. That indicates the evolution of this debate. As the EU becomes a more important policy making entity, it needs the ability to act alone. As that ability increases, our ability to cooperate with the US in NATO increases as well. It's obvious really. The key element in this whole process is the increase of the ability to act. We live in a world where we need to act more and more often. The world is much more decentralized and there is a real demand for peacekeeping missions. It is clear that the Europeans have to be able to contribute more and we are in that process. This is in the interests and compatible with the interests of the US.

Q: You mentioned that the Transatlantic Economic Council looks like what was going on in Europe 20 to 30 years ago, but you said it couldn’t get to the same point because of a lack o  supranational organizations that would need to be created. The US is already a part of NATO, which is a supranational organization, so you don't see the US joining some other kind of transatlantic economic supranational organization in the future?

A: I do not see that NATO is a supranational organization in the sense that the European Union uses it. NATO is an IGO. It is not supranational. Supranational is the EU model where states create structures that have elements of the pooling of sovereignty. For example, authority that creates rules applicable to all directly. Or rules that are supported by a legal judicial process that is compulsory to all. It is the method of the EU. NATO is not supranational in that sense.

Q: But the US is a member of the WTO, a supranational trade body, and you have US judges citing EU Court of Justice cases.

A: It is not supranational in the sense of the EU. In terms of rules, regulations and standards, you cannot have processes in the transatlantic relationship as we have among Europeans. For example, veterinary rules. Veterinary rules in the EU are clearly run by a supranational process. You have the veterinary committee, they decide something, its compulsory, its automatically implemented in all member states, they decide tonight and its valid tomorrow, and if someone doesn't implement it the Court of Justice is there to refer to and make sure it is done. We are not talking about this kind of integration with the EU and the US. It is a more intergovernmental approach. So my point is it will take longer and it will result in different structures. It will result in a continuously better interaction of the competent actors, not in the merging of regulators. At least for the foreseeable future. In the EU we created common regulators in many areas in order to address the needs of creating this integrated economic space. That is my point. The method, negotiation and end result will be different. But the motivation and logic as to why we should move in that direction is very much similar.

Q. You mentioned in your talk the international trade issues. Two of them that you didn't mention, that's why I'm asking this question, are the intellectual property issue which the US and the EU interests are somewhat similar, but the bigger issue as I recall is that as long as the Common Agricultural Policy exists its an excuse given by the US not to do more in the various international negotiations on its own agricultural policy. Is there any chance that by 2012 or 2013 the CAP will be renegotiated? Will there be any movement towards what the rest of the world wants done?

A: I did not mention those. I do not claim to be exhaustive at all. But I think I did not mention those two for one simple reason. These are not real controversial issues right now. Intellectual property is a huge area of cooperation. We agree very much. We coordinate together with third countries. We plan our activities in third countries jointly. It is a huge area of common interest and basically cooperation. With agriculture, strangely enough, we somehow have an understanding within the WTO negotiations on the key elements of a possible deal in agriculture. It is not a real issue at this time. Concerning your question regarding agricultural policy, my answer is clearly yes. It is already happening. The EU has committed unilaterally in a kind of profound reform of our CAP and eliminating our distorting subsidies. We have committed in a process of reform until 2012 where we will eliminate 70% of our distorting subsidies on our own. Of course we will be greatly helped on that process of reform if there is an international agreement to make a new WTO deal. But the commitment to reform profoundly the CAP is true and is happening. I would say it is an issue that is almost dealt with at the level of the principle. The speed depends on our ability to reach a WTO agreement. That is why the WTO agreement is so precious and valuable.

