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Abstract

Until 2006, trade policy of the European Union (EkBd mainly been focused on
multilateralism embraced by the Doha Developmenerza (DDA). Meanwhile, the
EU maintained an effective suspension on the operoh bilateral or regional
negotiations where their increasing number was idersd a ‘spaghetti bowl’ that
creates problems for the international tradingesystHowever, the suspension of the
DDA negotiations in July 2006 forced the EU to rava new trade policy with the
motto of “rejection of protectionism at home, ac@amied by activism in creating open
markets and fair conditions for trade abroad” whmtuses on the removal of tariff and
non-tariff barriers to trade of goods and serviggsnsequently, the EU gave pace to
signing FTAs with its significant trade partnershid new trade strategy based on
increasing FTAs and thus on bilateralism, whichsaahthe highest possible degree of
trade, investment, and services liberalizationgdts regulatory convergence and the
abolishment of non-tariff barriers beside strongesvisions on intellectual property
rights and competition. This paper discusses whdtieenew trade strategy of the EU
leads to a distraction of the EU’s trade policyusd¢rom multilateralism to bilateralism
or it still remains committed to the WTO.
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Introduction

Following the temporary suspension of the Doha [praent Agenda (DDA) of the
World Trade Organization (WTO), in October 2006 tBuropean Commission (EC)
revealed a new trade policy strategy under whiehBW will pursue bilateral free trade
agreements (FTAS) with targeted economies in ameecure new markets and protect
or enhance competitiveness for European businesHais. new strategy was a
significant shift from the EC’sle factomoratorium of any bilateral agreements and
expressing loyalty to multilateral trade policy @igcof the WTO. This change in the
trade policy strategy raised concerns about thepéetion of the DDA and the future of
the multilateral trading system, as the biggesppnent of multilateralism shifted its
attention to bilateralism.

This paper aims to analyze the evolution, motived aain characteristics of the
European Union (EU)’s external trade policy and pussible consequences of the
adoption of the new trade strategy on the furthesgmess of the WTO-based
multilateral trading system. Section 2 explains thstorical stance of the EU on

bilateralism and multilateralism, and its previotrade policy strategy. Section 3
analyzes the post-Doha international trade envientrand the new trade policy of the
EU. Section 4 examines the trade relations of tdewih the countries the European
Commission is either negotiating an FTA or set r@dato pursue one. Concluding
remarks discuss how this policy shift of the EU mignfluence the fate of the

multilateral trading system.

Evolution of the EU’s Trade Policies

Regionalism through Regional Trade Agreements (RT#ksFree Trade Agreements
(FTAs) has been widely discussed among trade ecst®rsince the 1950s. In the
pioneering theoretical approach on the subjecteNi{1950) introduced the concepts
‘trade creation’ and ‘trade diversion’ and stresgegldiscriminatory aspects of regional
trade liberalization. His claim was that, bilatecalregional economic integration can
create trade by lowering tariffs and thereby redgarices, but it can also lead to trade
diversion for the countries outside the trade agesd. Thus, regional or bilateral trade
agreements increase the exports of the signatomtees at the expense of third
countries.

The formation of the European Economic CommunitiE@E in 1957 and European
Free Trade Association (EFTA) in 1960 became thst fiemarkable examples of
regional trade agreements. On the other side ofAttantic, the US was keeping a
multilateralist approach to trade liberalizatiorgsbd on the negotiated rules of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). WlHiturope was integrating in the
1960s and 70s, the US was rejecting proposals fdorgh Atlantic Free Trade Area
(Panagariya, 1999, p. 481). Thus, since the 19B0%As were mostly limited to
Western Europe and regionalism was mainly a ‘Eumopeoncept. According to
Bhagwati (1993), the first wave of regionalism that took place ie tt960s failed to
spread because the US supported a multilateral @ggn” Following Bhagwati’s
terminology, the ‘second wave of regionalism’ stdriafter the failure of the GATT
multilateral trade negotiations in November 1988gveas this time the US changed its
position and favored RTAs. This regionalism wavée@td both developed and
developing countries and led to the formation ofesal regional groupings including
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the EU, NAFTA and Mercosur. Hence the EU, itself example of a regional
integration, has been an early promoter of regitnaale agreements, and the 1970s and
the 1990s witnessed several preferential tradeeaggats of the EU with different
countries.

However, in the mid 1990s, the EU turned its aitentto multilateralism. The
conclusion of the Uruguay Round of multilateraldganegotiations in 1994, and the
establishment of the WTO in 1995 to provide theitagonal support to the multilateral
trade agreements, flourished the expectations dahatorld trading system based on
common rules and multilateral liberalization canfbened. There was an expectation
that “exceptions to multilateralism, such as regionablzagreements (...) would either
become less of an alternative policy option forrtaes or will need to be adapted and
conducted in such a manner as to become outwaehai, not inward-looking, and
thus constitute building blocks for the new muléfalism ushered in by the WTO.
(Mashayekhi et al., 2005, p. 3) EU’s steer towamddtilateralism was reinforced when
Romano Prodi, the president of the EC, appointescdtaLamy as the European
Commissioner for Trade in 1999. Lamy was a stricppnent of multilateralism and
during his period as the Commissioner, the EU ra@et an effective suspension on
the opening of bilateral or regional negotiatiomsonclude FTAs, and championed the
multilateral trading system. Lamy (2002) explain@i policy as onepursu[ing] all
existing mandates for regional negotiations witgouir and fairness, but not to begin
any new negotiatiofis(p. 1412) This trade strategy was based on wasons: first, it
favored the multilateral approach of the Doha Depeient Agenda (DDA) and the EU
did not want to take any initiative that might detr from its completion; and second,
the EU had a ‘deep integration’ approach in FTAQ tiese agreements were complex
and time-consuming to negotiate (Lamy, 2002, pA.218#413). Increasing the number
of bilateral agreements has been labeled as ‘spagoe/l’ of overlapping trade rules
that erode the principle of non-discrimination aage the transaction costs of doing
business, and was assumed to complicate the ititarabtrading system as a whole.

The EU had announced its strict loyalty to the clatipn of a comprehensive
multilateral round of the WTO, but certain develagts were creating some
disturbances in this trade policy stance. The fistelopment was that, the US had
started to pursue an activist FTA policy based amnipetitive liberalization’ after the
Bush Administration had restored the Fast Trackdtiagng Authority (also known as
the Trade Promotion Authority) in 2002, which hagbieed and not been in effect since
1994. With the Authority, the US saw an opportundycatch up with the EU’s long
record of pursuing preferential agreements (CR®6p@nd started FTA negotiations
with several countries including Chile, Singapokestralia and Morocco. Second, the
DDA, which was set to conclude in December 200@ytatl to show significant
slowdown in progress towards multilateral liberatian. Especially after the Cancun
talks collapsed in 2003, and three of the ‘Singapiesues’ dropped down from the
DDA in 2004, the wisdom of multilateralism startedbe questioned in the EU. Even
Lamy argued, in the Trade Policy Assessment docttheh summarizes his five-year
term as the Trade Commissioner, thatir*arguments in favour of a better regulated
multilateral world have been less effective. Indesgduably as a result, trade policy or
the WTO has too often been the sole focus forteffior strengthen international

! Singapore issues are; investment protection, cdtigretpolicy, transparency in government
procurement and trade facilitation. On 1 August£00/TO members agreed to start negotiations on
trade facilitation, but not on the other three Simgre issues.
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governance, which risks weakening its legitimacth oternally within the Union, and
in the outside world. | don’t believe the WTO carsbould remain the sole island of
governance in a sea of unregulated globalizatigguropean Commission, 2004, p. 5)
Lamy had stuck to his initial policy of keeping theratorium on FTAs during his
service in the Commission, but he also had giverfitist signs of a probable change in
the EU trade policy.

New Trade Policy of the EU: Focus on FTAs

In July 2006, negotiation talks in Geneva faileddach an agreement and the DDA was
officially suspended. This development threw matglalism into a bleak future.
Regarding the fact that the biggest competitor, Ulse has been pursuing FTAs with
many countries, especially with developed and emgrmarkets in East Asia, the EU
had to act as soon as possible to avoid trade siorerand a shift in the EU’s trade
strategy had already become inevitable. With tispension of the DDA, multilateralist
position of the EU has lost its ground and the Cassion has been forced to change its
trade policy focus.

The European Commission revealed a new trade psirayegy in October 2006, under
which the EU would pursue bilateral FTAs with magmonomies in order to secure the
market access and competitiveness of European coegpa important markets. The
core of the new trade strategy of the EU has beemwarized by the Commission as;
“rejection of protectionism at home, accompanie@dtywism in creating open markets
and fair conditions for trade abroddEuropean Commission, 2006).

The new trade policy strategy primarily focusestba need to identify and remove

tariff and non-tariff barriers (NTBs) to market ass for goods and services that are
important for the European exporters. With the FTthe& Commission also aims to

solve some behind-the-border issues, especiallySingapore issues of investment
protection, competition policy, and transparencygmvernment procurement, which

cannot be tackled by the DDA. The new trade podittgtegy report also revealed an
agenda aiming to influence the forces driving cleang seize the opportunities of

globalization and to manage the risks and challepgsed by the emerging economies
especially in Asia and South America.

The FTA strategy constitutes a very important parthis trade policy. The EU already
has quite a large number of bilateral deals: theeagents with the EFTA countries, the
customs union with Turkey, the goods agreements thi Euromed countries and the
preferential arrangements offered to the sub-SahAfacan, Caribbean and Pacific
(ACP) countries. The EU had also signed FTAs withl&€; Mexico and South Africa.
Furthermore, as the recent developments in thedwiatle system made it necessary for
the EU to enhance its access to new markets inr ceprotect and improve
competitiveness of European business, the Commisdefined economic criteria,
target countries and coverage for future FTAs.

The European Commission defines the key econontirier for new FTA partners as
market potential and the level of protection (fariand NTBs) against EU export
interests. In this sense, the Commission defineBANE Korea and Mercosur as prior
FTA partners, and India, Russia and the Gulf Caatpsr Council as countries of direct
interest. China, on the other hand, despite meeatiagy of the criteria, is not defined as
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a possible FTA partner, but a country of specitdraion because of the opportunities
and the risks it presents (European Commission,200. 10-11). The EU's new FTA
strategy aims at the highest possible degree afetranvestment, and services
liberalization, in addition to a ban on export tsved quantitative import restrictions.
The main targets are regulatory convergence, naffitbarriers and stronger provisions
on intellectual property rights (IPRs) and compatit These trade relations could also
include incorporating new cooperative provisionsaneas relating to labor standards
and environmental protection. In this sense, thewsld also have to take the erosion
of its existing trade preferences into account whegotiating FTAs, which could
translate into sheltering certain products fronfftauts (ICTSD, 2006).

The trade policy change in the EU raised the caorscéinat the EU was shifting its
attention from the WTO to bilateral agreements, #mel revival of the DDA would
become more difficult. Although the strategy repuéarly states thdthere will be no
European retreat from multilateralism and the EUnans committed to the WTO”
(European Commission, 2006, p. 10), the rising nermtf FTA negotiations and
proposals in the years after the policy shift keyese concerns alive.

After the announcement of its new FTA strategy, Euehas instantly given pace to its
efforts for signing FTAs. Currently, the followirgan be listed as the key EU bilateral
agreements:

. Economic Partnership Agreements in negotiation Wi@P countries (Cotonou)
. Free Trade Agreements with EFTA, EEA, Euromed, Mguc (in negotiation),
Mexico, Chile and South Africa

. Customs Unions with Turkey, Andorra and San Marino

. Partnership and Cooperation Agreements with RassldJkraine

As stated in the strategy paper, primarily targefddh partners were ASEAN and
Korea, and negotiations with both of them startedlay 2007. Following them, FTA
talks with another important economy in Asia, witidia, started in June 2007. In
addition, the EU accelerated the FTA talks that $taded before the policy change, but
had been suspended because of the EU’s multilstepalsition (e.g. FTA negotiations
with the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) and MeragsThe EU is also seeking to
negotiate FTA agreements with Russia and the AndadrCentral American countries.
There are also FTA proposals to the EU from severpahtries including Japan and
Pakistan. In the appendix, we display summarizdidesafor the trade indicators
(amounts and shares of exports and imports) oEthevith its target FTA partners and
those for the previous FTA partners from 2000 t®@&0The numbers evidence an
increasing trend for each country and country grdignch as ASEAN and
MERCOSUR) in both export shares and import shafréseoEU.

Motives Behind the EU’s Free Trade Agreements

In this section we will explore the trade relatimfghe EU with the countries that it is

negotiating or seeking for an FTA. We begin withestamination of the broader picture
showing on which grounds and motives the EU hasyamd bilateral trade agreements
so far. Then we exemplify the motives and the pdsgjains from potential bilateral

agreements with Korea, ASEAN and India with whitte tEU has already started
negotiations.
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According to Woolcock (2007), the EU’s framework lofateral and regional trade
agreements can be differentiated into two main waeti foreign policy and security,
and commercial interests. Political motivationsevdominant in EU’s trade agreements
related to its neighborhood policy, including ther@e Agreements with the Central
and Eastern European countries, the Euro-Med AaSogi Agreements with
Mediterranean countries, and the Stability Pacthwiie countries of the Western
Balkans. The commercial or economic motivations feconomic partnership
agreements or FTAs, on the other hand, primagbu$ on limiting or neutralizing
potential trade diversionary effects which resuibnf FTAs concluded between
important trading partners and a third country. phee example of neutralizing trade
diversion through an FTA is the EU-Mexico FTA, mvated by a desire to neutralize
trade diversion after the conclusion of NAFTA. Coermal motivations also include
forging strategic links with countries or regiongperiencing rapid economic growth,
and enforcement of international trade rules.

Regarding the current FTAs of the EU, we obsenet tommercial or economic
interests are the dominant motivations. Neutrajjztrade diversion motive can be
observed in all FTA negotiations that started ie trew trade policy environment.
ASEAN, Korea and India had already been approablyeithe US, and the EU needed
to pursue FTAs with these important markets as smomossible in order to avoid
diversion of the imports of these countries fromidpe to the US.

Some research has been done on the trade poteintledse countries (such as Korea,
ASEAN and India) in the context of bilateral tradgreements. One of these studies
belongs to Kim and Lee (2004), who examine theetaotential capacity of the EU and
Korea using the gravity model approach. A simplavdy equation embodies the
‘normal’ patterns of bilateral trade by integratitige economic, geographical and
cultural factors. Frankel (1997) argues that ifuatttrade volume is higher than the
normal level of trade that is obtained from thevggafactors (economic, geographical
and cultural), then intra-regional trade bias oscu¢im and Lee employ a gravity
equation analysis which intends to estimate thaet@otential capability of Korea and
the EU-15. Constructing two models, one for estinggseparately the gravity equations
for 52 countries between 1980 and 2002, and andtherstimating the normal pattern
of bilateral relations in the world, the authonsfifind that there is a noticeable degree
of over-trade between the EU-15 and Korea. Anoploant the paper reveals is that this
over-trading is a result of the fact thiiorea has enjoyed a higher ratio of openness in
terms of the ratio of the trade volume with respectGDP” (Kim and Lee, 2004,
p.147). Second, when Korea and its trade withatbed are considered, the EU-Korea
trade is found to be under-traded, pointing togbssible explanation that Korea's trade
volume with the EU is much less than its trade qrembince with its other trading
partners. Another paper of Kim (2005) emphasizes &am FTA with Korea would be
desirable for the EU because the structural EUetdeficit since the 1990s is usually
attributed to the problems EU companies and predeotounter while entering and
operating in the Korean market. These problemsterearriers to trade as the Korean
rules for both products and services differ fronoséh of the EU. Hence, an FTA
between the EU and Korea is expected to be advemtagfor the EU especially if it
succeeds in removing the trade barriers, adoptfotmeo EU standards for goods and
services and strong cooperation. Besides, as Kem@e of the most dynamic emerging
markets in East Asia, the EU finds it much benafito build an economic basis in
Korea, where an FTA would effectuate the role (K2@05, p. 10).
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Regarding the relations between the EU and ASEAMhvHate back to 1980, we can
start with the first EU-ASEAN agreement that wasxaaoded in the form of a
cooperation agreement. It was a declaration of gedldand intentions and contained
some basic principles about trade. Although thisaition developed a political dialogue
between the EU and ASEAN, it was not able to piceicloser and deeper relations. In
the 1990s, the two partners engaged in a signifiefiort to deepen the cooperation and
encourage greater contact. However, the 1997-13%&Ainancial Crisis impeded the
relations once more. After the recovery from thfe@st of the crisis, in 2001 and 2003,
the EU attempted to vitalize its relations in Seaist Asia and classified ASEAN as a
key economic and political partner. The followingopities were designated for the
relations with the Southeast Asia (Moeller, 2007):

« Supporting regional stability and the fight agaiterrorism;

* Promote human rights, democratic principles aaddggovernance in all aspects of
EC policy dialogue and development cooperation;

» Dialogue incorporating issues such as migratiwafficking in humans, money
laundering, piracy, organized crime and drugs;

* Invest dynamism by launching a trade action platked Transregional EU-ASEAN
Trade Initiative (TREATI);

« Support the development of less prosperous cesntr
« Intensify dialogue in specific policy areas.

These priorities constitute a well-established gdbuor the EU to stimulate a
cooperative environment in Southeast Asia. Mo€Re07) points to two long term and
far-reaching benefits for EU-ASEAN relations argsiinom an FTA: first, it will please
them both in Asian integration; and second, an KilAenhance their ability to tackle
non-conventional and common threats to stability security (Moeller, 2007, p. 478).

Theoretically, these two benefits may be gainethout an FTA, but the political
environment calls for one. Since ASEAN has alreaatycluded or is negotiating FTAs
with so many other partners, it seems difficulstdidify EU-ASEAN relations without
such an agreement. According to Moeller (2007),A8EAN, “an FTA with the EU
may provide a platform for adjusting the compegitposition of member states, making
them more capable of carving out a platform for petmg with Asia's two giants:
China and India”’ (Moeller, 2007, p. 479). Since most ASEAN courgran no longer
compete on costs, they are in need of gaining ctfiveecharacteristics in areas such
as corporate governance, legal system, protecfiamadlectual property rights, design,
quality, performance. As long as some of theseessare not covered by the
international set of trade rules under the WTOogms@erable number of countries seek
a solution through FTAs. What is more, an EU-ASERNA will confirm the belief
that the two partners trust each other and theiention to deepen and spread
cooperation into other areas. One such area isoseppto be transnational security
issues. Therefore, in case the EU and ASEAN faddbieve enhanced cooperation in
trade and economicjealing with more complex issues such as secusgyes will be
impossible”(Moeller, 2007, p. 479).
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Botezatu (2007) also handles the circumstancea &l&ASEAN FTA as a question of
‘when’ rather than ‘whether’. She emphasizes that EU and Southeast Asia share
many common interests and features in the senséhinaboth seek ground for deeper
integration between their own member states angaheboth embedded in multilateral
trade relations in the multi-polar world. Here agsanother common situation for them
which results from the shortcomings of the mulétat system. Politically, they reflect
their will on creating a more effective multilatésan through cooperation in a wider
range of issues besides trade such as developnaergcanomic assistance and non-
military security cooperation. Since there is adindgvelopment gap between ASEAN'’s
rich and poor members, financial aid from the Eld &ence a bilateral agreement is
considered an opportunity that should not be missederms of trade relations, the
strong commercial links between these two blocdicanthe necessity. The EU was
ASEAN's third largest trading partner as of 200Tmiarly, ASEAN is of crucial
economic importance for the EU. Cooperation on remvhental issues such as the
Kyoto Protocol and dialogue on migration are alsmmon aspirations of the two trade
partners. Taking these into consideration, Botezahcludes that the establishment of a
free trade area between the EU and ASEAN will aestavelcome important economic
benefits that will support and expand the Europeadel of integration among ASEAN
countries.

Finally, the EU started negotiations with India anbilateral trade and investment
agreement on 28 June 2007. Before, the Councibbagted a negotiating Directive for
an FTA with India on 23 April 2007, together witlegotiating Directives for an EU-
ASEAN and an EU-Korea FTA India is trying to adhere to a ‘grand leap for&ar
liberalization modé| which targets to improve its manufacturing exgodnd
information technologies, and aims to ease itssct®foreign markets. Having already
become an important production base and outsou@sgination for EU companies,
India is in the target of the EU who aims to getems to the large Indian market,
increase its investment and the export of goodssamdices, and settle on favorable
trade rules and regulations. The bilateral FTAupmosed to prepare the ground for a
‘strategic partnership’ in trade and investmentaBk et al. (2008) employ a simulation
analysis using the social accounting matrices diarand the EU and find the possible
effects of an FTA on the EU. According to the asay all the macroeconomic
indicators of the EU, such as private consumptigoyernment consumption,
investment consumption, import demand, export suppd total domestic production,
display significant increases. For instance, exgapply appears to increase by 1.35
billion dollars corresponding to a 0.05 % changbereas import demand is found to
increase by 3.21 billion dollars which corresporidsa 0.11% rise. Similarly, total
domestic production is expected to increase by0.85 a result of the simulations.

To sum up, reasons for bilateral trade agreemethisr than commercial motivations
have started to come to the fore as multilatemddrhas encountered some obstacles
and as solutions to these obstacles can only ghsthwrough FTAs between individual
partners. The EU has adopted itself to evaluatebdst strategy with its potential
partners in order to deepen integration, expandhtse in world exports, incorporate
dialogue on universal issues such as migration eandronment and promote good
governance and development cooperation.

2 http://ec.europa.eu/trade/issues/bilateral/coestindia/index_en.htm
® This strategy is announced by the Department ofi@erce, Ministry of Commerce and Industry, India
at http://commerce.nic.infindex.asp.
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Conclusion

The European Community (later the European Unioa3 been a landmark for
regionalism. By promoting its own model of regiomdkgration throughout Europe and
its neighboring countries, the EC/EU aimed to exbaits reach to different markets.
Nevertheless, it also supported the multilaterdérliberalization of the GATT/WTO,
albeit not as loyal as the US. In the late 1998s BU shifted its attention entirely to the
completion of multilateral WTO negotiations and putmoratorium to all bilateral
agreement talks. However, the collapse of the WEQotiations in Cancun in 2003,
proliferation of FTA negotiations by the US, anddily the suspension of the DDA in
July 2006 forced the EU to pursue bilateral FTAsrider to protect the competitiveness
of European businesses.

The shift of the trade policy focus of the EU fronultilateralism to bilateralism raised

concerns about the future of the WTO. Although strategy paper of the new trade
policy clearly expressed that there will be no Epe@n retreat from multilateralism and
the EU is still loyal to WTO principles, the questistill remains: will it be feasible (or

even necessary) to revive the DDA after concludiengeral FTAsS?

There is a significant difference between the ‘rgameration’ FTAs of the EU and its
previous bilateral trade agreements and the Europgegration scheme. Former FTAs
were mainly concluded with neighboring states amifer colonies and the essential
motives behind those FTAs were dominantly foreighqy and enlargement. The new
trade policy of the EU, on the other hand, putstrang emphasis on economic
arguments by linking FTAs to purely economic crdaesuch as the market potential of
the partner and the existing tariff and non-tabfirriers to EU exports. Having
completed the economic integration in almost erfiveope and its neighborhood, the
EU now targets the emerging economies in Asia amadinLAmerica. Another
noteworthy characteristic of the new generation §Ti& that, in the absence of the
WTO negotiations, the EU sees these FTAs as anrappty to negotiate regulatory
and beyond-the-border issues that are not includléde DDA, and also to deal with
‘tough’ issues like agriculture, which seems almasipossible to solve in the
multilateral talks. Relying upon these motivatioegrveyed research on the potential
consequences of FTAs between the EU and selectedrias evidence the gains from
increasing free trade and cooperation.

We argue that, although both the US and the EUesspthat they are still loyal to
multilateralism, the recent surge of FTAs makesréwval of the DDA more difficult.
As major trade partners achieve their goals ingasing bilateral trade by removing the
trade barriers, the marginal gains from the resfitswltilateral negotiations diminish.
Currently, it seems that multilateralism is losiiig ground against bilateralism. The
hopes for agreeing on multilateral free trade basedommon WTO rules seem to be
fading away, but this does not mean that ‘freedrasl weakening; bilateralism and
FTAs became the new tools of globalization and frade. As for the Doha Round, as
the Trade Minister of India, Kamal Nath said, “thmund is not dead, but between
intensive care and the crematorium”, and two ya#tes the suspension of the talks, we
can say that each FTA makes the DDA one step ctogbe crematorium.
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Appendix

All sources: Authors’ calculations from COMTRADEQN@3)
Table A.1.Exports of the EU with Target FTA Partners (millions $)

ASEAN MERCOSURS. Korea India China Russia GCC
2000 37.724  21.935 15.064 12.368 23.512 20.353 127.3
2001 38.482 21.702 13.895 11.175 27.086 27.569 080.5
2002 37.768  17.257 16.322 12444 32.669 31.962 433.7
2003 43.457  17.345 18.185 16.107 46.024 41.390 152.1
2004 53.330 22.844 22,190 21.181 59.932 56.999 781.0
2005 55.844  25.644 24998 26.215 64.310 70.081 762.5
2006 61.939 29.656 28.783 30.447 80.219 92.311 020.0
Table A.2.Share in EU's Total Exports (%)

ASEAN MERCOSURS. Korea India China Russia GCC
2000 4,75 2,76 1,90 1,56 2,96 2,56 3,44
2001 4,79 2,70 1,73 1,39 3,37 3,43 3,79
2002 4,41 2,02 191 1,45 3,82 3,73 3,94
2003 4,34 1,73 1,82 1,61 4,60 4,14 4,21
2004 4,43 1,90 1,84 1,76 4,98 4,73 4,24
2005 4,20 1,93 1,88 1,97 4,84 5,28 4,71
2006 4,15 1,99 1,93 2,04 5,37 6,18 4,69
Table A.3.Imports of the EU with Target FTA Partners (millions $)

ASEAN MERCOSURS. Korea India China Russia GCC
2000 64.034 22.638 24591 11804 68.316 48.922 120.9
2001 59.043 23.021 20.566 11.977 72.739 48.141 947.7
2002 63.896  23.715 22.830 12.802 84,576 50.648 797.3
2003 74.283  29.173 29.074 15.788 119.048 66.394 8322.
2004 85.913 35.269 37.650 20.185 158.488 100.3847591
2005 87.907 37.928 41.292 23.480 196.335 132.6314086
2006 103.951 44.402 58.323 29.034 284.954 149.713418

Table A.4.Share in EU's Total Imports (%)

ASEAN MERCOSURS. Korea India China Russia  GCC
2000 6,96 2,46 2,67 1,28 7,42 5,32 2,27
2001 6,70 2,61 2,33 1,36 8,25 5,46 2,02
2002 7,17 2,66 2,56 1,44 9,49 5,68 1,95
2003 6,98 2,74 2,73 1,48 11,18 6,24 2,14
2004 6,69 2,75 2,93 1,57 12,35 7,82 2,47
2005 6,01 2,59 2,83 1,61 13,43 9,07 3,17
2006 5,94 2,54 3,33 1,66 16,29 8,56 2,65
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Table A.5.Exports of the EU with Previous FTA Partners (millions $)

Chile Mexico S. Africa

2000 3.161 12.991 10.725
2001 3.283 13.565 11.034
2002 2.951 14.306 11.475
2003 3.293 16.078 15.032
2004 3.878 18.289 19.953
2005 4.827 20.816 22.448
2006 5.363 23.952 25.529

Table A.6.Share in EU's Total Exports (%)
Chile Mexico S. Africa

2000 0,40 1,64 1,35
2001 0,41 1,69 1,37
2002 0,34 1,67 1,34
2003 0,33 1,61 1,50
2004 0,32 1,52 1,66
2005 0,36 1,57 1,69
2006 0,36 1,60 1,71

Table A.7.Imports of the EU with Previous FTA Partners (millions $)

Chile Mexico S. Africa

2000 4.680 6.707 13.328
2001 4.546 6.825 14.218
2002 4.568 6.151 14.224
2003 5.566 7.333 16.745
2004 8.962 8.545 19.614
2005 9.767 11.163 20.779
2006 15.548 13.768 23.180

Table A.8.Share in EU's Total Imports (%)

Chile Mexico S. Africa

2000 0,51 0,73 1,45
2001 0,52 0,77 1,61
2002 0,51 0,69 1,60
2003 0,52 0,69 1,57
2004 0,70 0,67 1,53
2005 0,67 0,76 1,42
2006 0,89 0,79 1,32
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