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Ladies and gentlemen,

Thank you for having me here.
I am glad to be here among so many supporters of free and open trade.

Today, I want to share with you my perspective on the state of global trade.

In particular, I want to reflect on the state of Transatlantic relations –

and what it means for our objectives on the world stage.

And by our objectives, I refer to:

· maintaining free and open trade – a fundamental economic freedom,

· and standing up for the liberal world order.

Liberalism means different things to different people.

To some it means gender equality and civil rights.

To others it means a free market and open trade.

But fundamentally, at its core, it is a belief in liberty and equality – 

that everyone should have the same choices and the same chances.
It believes that people know what is best for them,

and the state should not intervene unnecessarily.
History has been on our side for some time now.

In the 19th century, the Corn Laws –

protectionist tariffs supported by narrow interests –

was defeated by a coalition of workers and liberal campaigners.

Both groups saw benefits in open global trade,

and they managed to overcome a powerful lobby by working together.
After World War Two, we saw open trade institutionalised in the GATT, later the WTO.
It created a stable environment for trade –

Along with the IMF, NATO and the UN, was a critical piece of the global order.

America has been a central supporter of this order.

But these days their support is wavering.

Protectionist tendencies are taking hold.
Once again, we see some call for barriers to open global trade –

most notably in the US.
In many areas we still agree with and work with the US.

We remain allies and friends –

but friends are honest with each other,

and these days the US is behaving in a way that concerns us.

We see a broad withdrawal from multilateralism across the board.

· The Paris Agreement

· UNESCO

· The Iran Nuclear Deal

· The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty

· The Universal Postal Union

· The Blockage of the WTO Appellate Body
Many of these decisions have been triggered by a shifting global environment –  

a more interconnected world, a stronger China, the rise of populism.

And while we respect the US’s right to make its own decisions,
we completely disagree on its approach.

RESPONDING TO GLOBALISATION
Over the past seventy years, we promoted certain values to our citizens –

including free trade and opening of borders.
They generally supported these policies, but this consensus has now eroded.
They question the value of systems that have underpinned growth and prosperity for decades.

This, in part, is a backlash to the pains that came with globalisation.

Globalisation has been a good thing.

It has connected the world and created unprecedented opportunity.

However, such fundamental and rapid shifts in the economy came with difficulties too.

This caused pain.

Sometime jobs that had been around for generations ceased to exist.

Other times, industries moved.

And people started questioning whether trade was to blame.

Previously trade had not been a controversial topic.

It was the realm of experts and politicians.
Of business and academia.
But then it moved front row, centre –

and became a target for frustration.
In Europe, we took it as an opportunity for reflection.

Some of these frustrations were based on misconceptions,

but others deserved a response.

Trade policy cannot change everything, but it can do its part.

Our response has been paying dividends since.

At the beginning of my mandate as Commissioner for Trade,

very often there were demonstrations outside my office.

Our solution came in three parts:

· Becoming a highly transparent trade negotiator. I would say that we are the most transparent trade negotiator in the world today. 

· Becoming more inclusive by opening new lines of dialogue with stakeholders and including values in our trade agreements.

· And spreading the benefits of globalisation by including provisions in trade agreements – like special attention for SMEs. 

We changed the way we do trade policy –

and now there are no longer protestors.

Our negotiating agenda has never been busier –

Japan, Singapore, Mexico.

South Korea, Vietnam, Canada.

We have all these under our belt.

We are close with some others like Mercosur, Chile, Indonesia

and starting new ones like New Zealand and Australia.

All of these are more than just economic agreements too.

They are strategic alliances for open trade.

They bring together countries with similar values,

to support each other in prosperity.

Now support for trade has risen again in Europe.

But we need to constantly engage with the citizens to retain their trust. 

US PERSPECTIVES

The US took a different route.

They no longer believe that free trade benefits us all.

They do not recognise that it builds connections and fosters peace.

Instead, they have decided to focus on relative gains –

and on who might overtake them.

Once the great advocate and architect of global influence through alliances,

they now consider interconnectivity to be a threat.

To understand why, we must understand how the world has changed.

One fundamental difference between these days is the nature of the threats we face. 
They range from the immediate and insidious – like terrorism,

to the existential –  like climate change.

The fundamental change that led to a shift in US trade policy lies elsewhere.
In the past, economic threats and security threats tended to be separate.
The Soviet Union was a clear security threat, but not an economic one;
whereas countries like Japan were considered economic rivals, but close security allies. 
Nowadays these threats have merged somewhat. 
China has risen as an economic and a geopolitical competitor – 
not to mention a systemic competitor.
Under this strain, the US has been doing what it can to curtail China.

In trade, the US response to this has been to try to lock them out.

To decouple, rather than to discipline.

Doing that may have gains in the short term,

but the long term requires a deeper fix –

a systemic reform, built to last.

WHY A SYSTEMIC REFORM
We play by a set of rules – 

and China has been taking advantage of that.

They have blurred the line between state and private sector.

The State has undue influence –

· economic diplomacy can be used as a threat or a reward,

· the intellectual property of our companies is stolen,

· and state subsidies, either direct or indirect, are common.

The impacts are felt at home and abroad.

They range from overcapacity to unfair competition.

They are at the centre of many of the challenges in the global economy –

and should be at the centre of any solution too.
Fixing the system takes time however.

This can be frustrating, but it is not a good reason to tear it down –

not least because it is unlikely that we could rebuild something in its place.

The international system as we know it today was built at a special moment.

The world has changed a lot since then.

Things have gotten better in many ways.

Multilateralism has underpinned global growth for decades,

and lifted millions out of poverty.

Globalisation has fundamentally changed how the world economy works.

And we live in one of the more peaceful periods of world history –

in Europe in particular.

These positive changes have led to a certain amount of inertia.
Many of the institutions have not been updated for a long time.

This is understandable.

The problems arising now were distant.

There was not much incentive for action.

But now they are no longer fit for purpose,

and there is an incentive for action –

the potential loss of the global system that changed the world.

THE PLAN TO SAVE THE SYSTEM
We have already published proposals to save the WTO.

So have others.

Proposals have come from the Ottawa Group led by our partner Canada,

as well as the US and others.

This is good.

Many of us agree on the diagnosis.

If we can effectively reform and update the WTO,

we can set the rules of globalisation.

We are glad to see this.

However, at the moment US actions are now threatening to break the system altogether.

One thing is clear to us in Europe:

We must resolve the Appellate Body crisis. 

The dispute settlement mechanism of the WTO is vital.

Without effective enforcement, the rules become an aspiration.

Now the US needs to stop blocking the appointment of arbitrators.

If we truly want to tackle all distortions to the trading system,

we need to bring order to trade.

We need to find the space between pulling our punches,

and pulling the plug.

Beyond this, we need to find a way to deal with the complexity of global trade in the 21st century.

We now need new approaches and new flexibility in negotiations.

The “trilateral” initiative with the US and Japan are the cornerstone of these efforts. 

In these “trilaterals” we seek to address Chinese distortions,

while maintaining and updating the multilateral trading system.

So far, we have made technical progress around subsidies.

We aim to deepen discussion on possible rules on forced technology transfer.

We have made joint proposals to improve transparency and notifications at the WTO.

It is important to realise that China have as much interest in making progress as anyone else.

No country has gained so much from WTO membership as them –

but every country stands to lose from its demise.

We are doubling-down on these efforts in our bilateral relations too.

The EU has a Working Group on WTO reform with China.

We have used this as a forum to increase pressure on core issues.

We need China to understand that they need to pay back into the system,

but do so in a way that keeps China engaged.

CONCLUSION

In the past, we have reformed our trade policy.

We have used it to build support at home,

and to become one of the busiest trade negotiators in the world.

Next, we will take that same energy and creativity to the global stage to save the WTO.

We would like to see our US partners there with us,
but we must be prepared to continue work without them.

Recent years have seen worrying trends and patterns from the US.

Europe was seriously offended by the imposition of steel and aluminium tariffs last summer under section 232. 

We do not consider that our exports are a security threat to the US. 

And now we are carefully watching the president’s decision on cars and car parts.

I was in the US recently to continue negotiations within the framework of the Executive Working Group set up by the Presidents last year.

There is still distance between us –

particularly in the areas of agriculture and automotive industries.

We have the political will to keep working,

but only if the US continue to treat us as the allies that we are.

Putting tariffs on cars and car parts would threaten the whole process –

one that has been gradually rebuilding trust between us.

Ladies and gentlemen,

It is a difficult time for those who believe in open global trade and the liberal world order.

But I would encourage optimism.

A lot has happened since the time of the Corn Laws.
Europe has transformed.
We have gone from a bloody, violent continent,

to a bastion of human rights and democracy.

Once in ruins, now we are an economic powerhouse.

It is important to remember where this transformation has come from.

Not from authoritarianism and not from protectionism -

Europe’s gains are from building rules, institutions and following our values.

This is what we have to thank for Europe’s success,
and it is what will bring us success in the future.
Thank you.
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