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NORMS AND SYSTEMS

* Norms:
v" Unified: The Ministry of Foreign Affairs or the Ministry JEFZEN Folouss: § 9 @ (o) ¥

of Economy is the main entity that determines % Ministerodeg A Este

strategy, sets priorities and shapes relations with other B EE Rl s e Totofseart
actors. This is a traditional organizational model B 24

characterized by centralized decision-making. In Italy

and Greece, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the most Pmesrav Miserv Opotniesv  TepuetAdmnistaion v Pressoon v
important authority, while in Spain it is the Ministry of

Economy.

v Mixed: Responsibility is shared between the MFA and == s Share
the MOE (e.g. in the UK), with independent trade BROMNSE SECTO

missions and separate economic advisors. Economic diplomacy
v Decentralized: The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has a ‘wm
llmlt,ed role fO?USG_d on coordln.atlng. EXtern,aI economic Italian economic diplomacy s the actwity of the Ninstry for Forsign Affars and Intermationd :
relations, while implementation is carried out by i
independent departments and agencies. . i
* Systems: m

v Anglo-Saxon: Diplomatic officials of the Ministry of =~ 5 =it meaiensimminBien b et
Foreign Affairs perform the tasks of economic and T o

commercial attachés (e.g. UK, Italy). TSt Gmmtests

v Latin: Responsibility lies with the Ministry of Economy, . * "~ "
which oversees an independent body of economic =~ ~
diplomats (e.g. France).
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* Ministry of Foreign Affairs: - *'
v' Deputy Minister for Economic Diplomacy and Foreign Affairs.
v'  General Secretariat for International Economic Affairs and s "“
Openness. / €¢€
v' Directorate General for International Economic Relations.
v'  Offices for Economic and Commercial Affairs. Staffed by
graduates of the Department of Economic and Commercial - n
Affairs of the National School of Public Administration and Local -
Government. - e e
Supervision of legal entities under public law (Enterprise Greece _ - .
and OAEP since 2019). : £
Agora: Eplled with information from trade offices and . .-
prowdmgt e Greek business community with up-to-date insights . | =

on foreign markets, key trends, and new opportunities.

* Ministry of Development and Investment:
v/ Strategic investment
v' Supervision of the Hellenic Development Bank of Investments.

* Ministry of the Interior:
v Thessaloniki International Fair
v Hellenic Exhibitions
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GREEK ECONOMIC DIPLOMACY

Offices for Economic and Commercial Affairs

* Analyzing economic developments.
* Monitoring the growth of trade.

* Facilitating the establishment of foreign investment in
Greece.

e Communicating with product importers to provide 18,000
information on Greece's potential. 16.000

* Organizing trade/business missions, symposiums,
conferences, and seminars. 14.000 -

* Making recommendations for the organization of product 12.000

exhibitions, as well as for the promotion and advertising of 0000 _
exportable products. i
* Preparing the groundwork for the conclusion of |
programmatic agreements on economic cooperation. 6.000 - : | |
e Monitoring European and international technical and  4.000 I I | oo kvononor;
83

2UVoAo attnuaTwy Tpog Mpoxdeix OEY

economic cooperation programs. 2.000 h

« Mediating the settlement of trade disputes through
arbitration.

* Protecting the industrial and intellectual property rights of
companies and individuals.

o

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016



CASE STUDIES (India vs Enron)

Parties

The central government of India

v" The Indian economy is highly regulated, with a
significant share of state ownership and limited
foreign investment. The goal is to reduce the
reluctance of foreign MNCs to invest in India.

v" Energy demand in India is rising.
Enron

v Sought to become the leading power generation
company.

v' Viewed the project as an opportunity for
international recognition.

GE and Bechtel
State government of Maharashtra

v’ Political differences existed between the parties
involved (the Congress Party and the BJP/Shiv
Sena alliance).

v’ The project was seen as a reliable source of
energy to support economic development.
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1t Round of Negotiations (1992-95)

* In the first months of 1992: India opened its energy sector to foreign
investors.

 June 1992: Start of negotiations between Enron and the Maharashtra
government, which were approved by the Indian government.

* April 1993: The World Bank refused to finance the project on the grounds
that it was not financially viable. Despite this, the Maharashtra government
granted its approval.

e December 1993: Signing of a 20-year contract for the project, leading to
the formation of Dabhol Power Company (80% Enron - 10% GE - 10%
Bechtel).

v The)Maharashtra State Electricity Board (MSEB) committed to purchasing 90%

of the power generated, regardless of whether a lower-priced alternatives
existed.

In case of non-payment by the Maharashtra government, state assets would DABHOLPGWER
be subject to confiscation.

Educational “gifts” $20m.

Dispute resolution under English law through international arbitration. Pawef to the PeOPIG
Project costs $2.9bn.

The agreement negotiation lacked transparency, and details had not been

made public.

 1994-January 1995: Project financing and insurance guarantees totaling
635 million dollars from the Bank of America, a group of Indian banks, the
US Export-Import Bank, and the Overseas Private Investment Corporation 6
(OPIC).

AN N N NN
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* March 1995: Elections were held in Maharashtra, leading to
the formation of a coalition government of nationalist
parties.

a riot broke out. Human Rights Watch and Amnesty
International later accused the security forces guarding
Dabhol for Enron of human-rights abuses.

* August 1995: The newly elected Maharashtra government 3
cancelled the investment. {. > NG‘."".N
| !

AW
* September/October 1995: ‘ )

v' Enron filed an arbitration claim for 300 million dollars. DIRTIEST ;ﬁ[ \P '

v" A public relations campaign was launched to influence public . é)CFz"’ :
opinion. 1 3 O

v" Enron asked President Clinton to intervene with the Indian g ENRON IrED S £
government. a _ - :

v The US Secretary of Energy stated that cancelling the project —

would discourage the American FDI.
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2" Round of Negotiations (1995-2004) ~7 Negotiations

* November 1995: Negotiations began between Enron Old Contract New Contract
and the Maharashtra government, involving experts | ——
rather than politicians, with the aim of revising the |Power Tariff Rs 2.4/KwH Rs 2.03/KwH in Ph
agreement. | and Rs 1.84 in Ph

* February 1996: A new agreement was reached, :
maintaining the same terms: Capital Costs Rs 90.6 Billion Rs. 64.2 Billion

v" MSEB would purchase 90% of the power generated. . A

v In the event of non-payment by the Maharashtra |Ownership Enron-80;GE-10, | Enron-65;MSEB-
government, state assets would be subject to Bechtel-10 10%, GE Bechtel -
confiscation. 10

 1998: Enron's financing plan — mgludmg 1.87 .bI”IOﬂ Fuel NG LNG and locally
dollars from 40 lenders for the implementation of .

. : : L available Naphtha
Phase Il - received international recognition. ‘

. May 1999: Phase | of the project was completed, and |Environment Enron agrees (o

the Dabhol power plant began generating power. manage this




CASE STUDIES (India vs Enron)

2"d Round of Negotiations (1995-2004)

January 2001: The Maharashtra government (led by the
Democratic Front coalition elected in October 1999) failed
to pay the DPC because the MSEB was purchasing power at
a higher price than it was charging consumers (purchase at
Rs 2.03/kwH - sale at Rs 1.89/kwH). The price paid by MSEB
for power from the Dabhol station was more than double
the price paid to other power stations in the state.

April 2001: Enron rejected a proposal to renegotiate the
settlement and proceeded to arbitration.

May 2001:

v Dabhol's operations were shut down.

v' The Bush administration's energy plan, which included
provisions favouring Enron's operations in India, was
implemented.

December 2001: Enron filed for bankruptcy.

April 2004: GE and Bechtel acquired 65% of Enron through
a court settlement for 20 million dollars.

—1 MScin
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Enron Stock Price from August 23, 2000 to January 11, 2002

08/23/00 10/23/00 12/23/00 02/23/01 04/23/01 06/23/01 08/23/01 10/23/01 12/23/01

w— ENE
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34 Round of Negotiations (2004-2006)

* May 2004: Start of negotiations between India and
Maharashtra with GE/Bechtel.

v' GE/Bechtel initiated arbitration proceedings.

v The Maharashtra government failed to comply with
payment obligations and threatened expropriation of
assets.

v' Power outages in Mumbai (lasting up to 8 hours per
day) and other industrial cities leading to riots.

v India facing increased competition from China for FDlIs.

e July 2005: An agreement was reached.

v" GE sold its stake for 145 million dollars + a contract for
consultancy services + supply of turbines.
v" Bechtel sold its stake for $160 million.

 May 2006: Dabhol was reopened by RGPPL.

1 MScIn
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Actors __ |Power ___interests _____________|BATNA
GE/BECHTEL Obstruction of DPC operation Compensation Arbitration
Indian & Non-payment Supply of energy at a reasonable price Securing energy
Maharashtra Property expropriation Maintenance of international reputation from other states
Government Good relations with the USA
Securing FDI

 The project was structured as a public-private partnership with contractual guarantees(financing, a
secured market for production, etc.). It could succeed if:
v" The investment strategy has been slowed down.
v" A more transparent approach had been adopted.
v Greater efforts had been made to gain political and social support.
* Trust - building and flexibility in contract terms are more effective practices than rigid contracts.
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1. The internationalization of companies, - especially within the
nearest geographical area - is driven by the globalization of wpr—=wgww

markets, as well as the prospects of expanding international | ggsnia a';a Belg.radé o Bucharest
trade, FDI and financial transactions. Herzegovin"a Serbia
2. Participation in the EU is an important goal in order to obtain -,Saraj.evo_, =

benefits and remain at the core of the EU. | . brist BUlgal’ia
onte . Pristina,
3. The country's strategic importance has changed, now carrying a M r}egro !spsbvo . "sofia
significant military dimension, while its involvement in the Podgorica? " s Skopje

Balkans also has economic implications.

p’ The Former

Tirana Nugoslav Republd o™
. of Macedonia |

4. A lack of interest of international investors in the Balkans has Ibani
been noted. Greek companies have several comparative Albania
advantages over foreign competitors, including:

lower production costs 2

geographical proximity Greece
lower transportation costs

historical and cultural ties

familiarity with uncertain conditions, the informal economy, and the Athens
bureaucracy .

AN NN NN

5. All governments have declared their intention to change the
country's production model, increase competitiveness, and
improve entrepreneurship.

12
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* Foreign policy:
v Main objective: Maintaining a united Yugoslavia.

v Imposition of an embargo (1994) due to the change in the
political stance of the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia (FYROM).

v’ Exploiting Greece’s position as a full EU member; warning
Sofia by using EU integration as leverage in preventing the
recognition of FYROM under its constitutional name.

v Deterioration of relations with Albania, FYROM, and
Bulgaria, which negatively affected prospects for = 1907 2002 2007 2012 207
cooperation in the Balkans.

* Economic activities:
v Development of private initiatives without state support. /
v’ Increase in Greek exports and investments. A

v’ Relocation of productive activities of companies from 74
Northern Greece.

v'Lack of coordination between the public and ]private \/ 4

sectors, and lack of strategic planning aligned with

. nd | oreign / N
policy objectives. ‘

1993 1998 2003 2008 2013 2018

1200M
1000M
800Mm
600M
400M
200M

0/\"
2022

600
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* Foreign policy:

v'Improving political relations with all countries and
promoting multilateral cooperation programmes.

v/ Trilateral Cooperation Forum(1995): Greece, Bulgaria and

Romania participated at the level of foreign ministers. Its
aim was to facilitate understanding among the countries in
order to find solutions to specific problems. It served as a

nucleus for partial regional cooperation.
v’ Southeast European Cooperation Process(1996): Involving
13 countries, its objective was to promote regional peace
and stability in Southeastern Europe. Results were limited;
the crisis in Kosovo has weakened the initiative. %

 Economic activities:

v"Increase in Greek exports and investments, despite the ‘ )
1997 economic crisespin Bulgaria and Albania. P SOU(IIC'«M Europeam Coopemtwn PIOCM :

v' Greek companies invested on a long-term basis.

v' Promotion of a narrative of regional leadership, with
Greek investment viewed as a sign of economic and
political influence, as well as a factor strengthening the
Greek economy.

v In contrast to the 1989-95 1'Joeriod, government policy
became the most important factor driving expansion. 14
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* Foreign policy:
v’ Support for the accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the EU.

. g L e : . . Of EAMAHNIKEX TPANEZEX XTH POYMANIA
v’ Significant contribution to shaping EU policy in the Western o
Balkans. ENEPTNTINO 2007 MEMAIO  ENEPTHIINO 2008  MEPIAIO

v/ South East European Stability Pact 1999 — involving 9 countries: An S ictendo it Slduco Bl
institutional framework aimed at promoting peace, democracy and A Bancpost (Eurohand) 367 53 2.284 45
the economic development in Southeast European states. It wasfigaga il
later replaced by the Regional Cooperation Council (RCC) in 2008.

- ———————— - —— - ——————————————————

 Economic activities:

v’ Significant increase in exports (Greek exports account for 34% of B
Albania's imports and 38% of FUROM's imports from EU countries). Fi&

v/ Significant contribution to the Balkan economies in transition, PSS
supporting regional growth and prosperity.

v’ Expansion of major Greek companies, which developed extensive B
networks (e.F., OTE acquiring 20% of the Serbian and 35% of thelig!
Romanian telecom organizations; DEI operating in Albania, Bosnia, )
and Yugoslavia; DELTA-3E—-Athens Brewery; National Bankjis
gstlabli_sfimg subsidiaries in Albania, FYROM, Romania, and
ulgaria).

v/ Ongoing narrative concerning the outflow of FDI and its perceived EYNOAD
negative consequences for the Greek economy.

15
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e 1990-95: 200-700 million drachmas (e.g. ",,mm,,-,mm,,,,,mm,mmmm,,

Bulgaria). Inadequate use of the limited funds
due to fragmentation into small projects, lack of
evaluation and absence of clear priorities.

* 1997-2001: Bilateral development aid program of
400 million dollars. The Balkans were the main
target of the aid.

e 2002-06: Hellenic Economic Development Plan
€ 550 million. Extended by 5 years to allow for
full absorption of resources.

v Problems with planning and management on the
Greek side.

v' Weak capacity of Balkan countries to implement
large - scale projects.

Adflavia

Boovie/ Epzeyofiivn

Boudyapia
Moupofsoio
nram
Poupovio
Lopo

Kooougoni o

Avaneygnorind/
Aotnnnd xoares (3%)

Mepind olvodo

AHMOLIEL
ENENAYZEIL/
EPTA 795

39.413.100€
15428.700€

42.889.100€
13 825.000€

59.123.600¢

55.639.700€

183.675.000€

11.850.000€

421.844.200¢

WIKITIKEL/

NAPAMONKEL
EMENAYZELE 20%

9.978.000€
3.906.000€
10.858,000€
3.500,000€
14.968,000€
14.086.000€
46,500,000€
3.000,000€

106.796.000€¢ 5.339.800€

TAMEIQ
MIKPON

EPION 18

498.900€
195.300€
542.900€
175.000€
T48.400€
704.300€

2,325.000€
150.000€

LYNOAD XOPAL

49.890.000€
19.530.000€
54.290.000€
17.500,000€
T4.840.000€
70.430.000€

232.500.000€
15.000.000€

16.020.000€

16
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CASE STUDIES (FTA EU-ROK) Fj MScin

e Signed: October 2009 - Valid from: July 2011.

e The EU's most comprehensive trade agreement and the
second largest in the world (after NAFTA).

* Elimination of tariffs on 92% of Korean products and 98.7% of
total trade volume.

* The first "new generation" trade agreement developed by the
EU, reflecting its renewed focus on regional initiatives. It
covers not only trade but also issues related to:

Competition

Public procurement
Intellectual property
Investments
Environmental protection
Human rights

Consumer and labor rights

AN N N NN NN
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CASE STUDIES (FTA EU-ROK)

Negotiations

Start: May 2007 - End: October 2009.

8 rounds of negotiations were held on various "problematic”
areas, such as rules of origin, the automotive industry and,
tariff reductions.

Automotive industry: Evaluati f th
valiuation o e

v" Italian and French concerns about competition with the Korean Implementation of the Free
automotive industry. Italy threatened to issue a veto. Trade Agreement between the
. _ EU and its Member States and
v’ Korean arguments: Most Asian brands manufacture their cars the Republic of Korea
within the EU and account for only a small share of imports EU e
car imports. i

v’ Italy withdrew its objections in exchange for the postponement
of the provisional application of the agreement and the
inclusion of a clause protecting European car manufacturers in
the EU.

d
MMMMMMM

e Consuiting and the Ifo Institute
- "v_‘ N/l
The views expressed in the report are thase of the consultants 1Y \
and do not present an official view of the European Commassion. ,
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International
Trade Balance Negotiations

Imports, exports and balance for trade in goods between the EU-28 and South Korea, 2008-2018

© n (EUR billion)
South Korea - EU trade balance 60
Trade in goods i
Trade deficit “
€2 billion "
- 20
10
€49 billion 0
EUexports EUimports o

to South Korea from South Korea

20

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Data for 2018, Balance ~——=Imports = Exports
20



CASE STUDIES (FTA EU-ROK)

Tariffs

1: EU tariffs on imports, Korea vs. MFN countries

Tariff rate (in 26)

a

3

2

1

2010 2016
_—l
Simple Mean Trade Weighted Simple Mean Trade Weighted
Most Favored Nations I EU-KOR Tariffs

Tariffrate (in 2%)

6

4

2

2010

—1 MScin
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2: Korean tariffs on imports, EU vs. MFN countries

2016

B o

Simple Mean

Trade Weighted

Simple Mean Trade Weighted

Most Favored Nations

I EU-KOR Tariffs

21
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Tariff Income

2010 2014

1,000 1,500 2,000 2500
| ] ]

Tariff Income in mn EUR

B00
]

ELZ8

(

EuZ8
22
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Composition of EU goods exports to Korea, 2010

» 17: Composition of EU goods exports to Korea, 2015

Textile, apparel

Ships and and leather _ Textile, apparel
aircraft 2.1% 3.8% Ships and and leather

Other products aircraft 3.4% 4.3%
4.7%
~ Machinery

Other products
4.7%

Machinery Agriculture and 22.4% X
29.0% D" ‘foad products i Agricuiture and
SRR 4.7% 8y 8 / food products
O : SRR 5.0%
Precision 1
instruments St
6.4% ' :
\ Chemicals and i 6.2%
pharmaceuticals 1
Metals, stone‘ 11.8% = \Metals. stone
and glass 9.2% ' and glass 7.3%
Ch};emical 5 f:"dl — Electronics
rmaceuticals ;
i 15.3% A Electronics 7.5%
Vehicles 17.7% Mi | fuel
Vehicles 9.5% Mineral fuels |ge? ;ng
and oils 5.1% ol kot

23
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International
Imports Negotiations
Composition of EU goods imports from Korea, 2010 Composition of EU goods imports from Korea, 2015
Otherproducts  Teytile, apparel : Other products
Agriculture and 2.0% and leather Agriculture and 2.9% Textile, apparel
food products 2.4% Precision food products and leather
0.4% instruments e %0 Precision
5.9% ’
NN / TR | /nnstruthS
SR Chemicals and 21.2% T 5.5%

pharmaceuticals
2.2%

Chemicals and
pharmaceuticals

: 5.9%
\ Metals, stone

and glass 7.5%

Electronics

34.1%
Metals, stone

and glass 5.8% ,
|

Ships and /ehicles 16.8%

aircraft 17.9%

Ships and

aircraft 10.7%

Mineral fuels
Machinery and oils 8.1% Machinery Mineral fuels
11.6% 13.7% and oils 12.0%

24
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Tabie S5 Invyports of goods fron Kores st country Towval Table 6: Exporits of goods fo Kores at cowntey laewael

23 0y 21 = F1 Oy 2SS

imm [EUR mition [Share (967 | EUR mition | Share (95)
F-% g 519 1.5 17T
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International
Growth of Imports / Exports Negotiations

Growth of goods imports 2010-2015, % p.a.

Growth p.a n %

20 1o 40 % Growth p.a. in %
10 10:20 % 201045 %
01010 % ] 10t0 20 %
10D % 0to 10 %

R 1510 0 %

No Data No Data
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FDI

Stock of bilateral foreign direct investments (annually, EUR billion)

 Before the FTA, the average FDI

growth rates were: 2
v" From the EU to Korea: 5%
v" From Korea to the EU: 7% » T

Z3-
e After the FTA, the average FDI growth ﬂ=§

rates were: S ‘______“_____..--'"""
v' From the EU to Korea: 8% o | P
v" From Korea to the EU: 19% B .'"-—'.___._- . . . . . .

2006 2007 2008 2005 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Year

===== E|J Inflow from Korea
EU Outflow to Korea

27



CASE STUDIES (FTA EU-ROK)

GDP
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Change (%) in real GDP for EU Member States

In absolute figures:

v EU: GDP increase of € 4.4 billion -
v’ Korea:

GDP increase of € 4.4 :
billion

In relative terms:

v" Korea: GDP increase of 0.3%
v' EU: GDP increase of 0.03%

GDP Growth in %
0.05 to 0.28 %
0.03 to 0.05 2%
0.02 to 0.03 %
0.01t0 0.02 %
No Data

28
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CASE STUDIES (FTA EU-ROK)

Employment

62,00

60,00
o ezed \//'

58,00

 Employment indicators: Increase in Korea
after the financial crisis with minimal
impact of the FTA, decrease in the EU
before the FTA due to the Eurozone crisis.

56,00

Employment to population ratio

54,00 -
. S NG -
* Unemployment: Increase in the EU and 5200 -
decrease in Korea before the FTA (these 50,00
tre nds CO ntl n ued u ntl I 20 13) 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

emmmKorea ess=Furopean Union

 Labor rights: Limited impact on oo
strengthening the enforcement of workers' 11,00 e
rights. Korean authorities remain guided o " il =
primarily by domestic policies rather than
international agreements.

9,00 —— o = =
8,00 S /

7,00 N/

6,00

5,00

4,00

3,00 _—-—\/—\/—

2,00

Unemployment rate, %

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Korea European Union
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Wage Change
AT

BE
BG
Y
L
DE
DK
ES
EE
FI
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HU

Wage Change (%)
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0.05
0.03
0.02
0.02
0.03
0.44
0.04
0.04
0.02
0.06
0.15
0.13
0.03
0.59
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Table 19: Characteristics of firm-level exports of Belgium to Korea

* Clear objectives in the European Union's trade T
elgium

policy. _
0
e Challenges for SMEs due to the lack of concrete 2006 §Qi§gfs(§‘3m)
-2

forecasts regarding the consequences of the free 2 TR T T T
trade agreement.

Mean 919 600 992 633 1107 240 1
* Increase in the diversity of goods. * liarie 7893 4038 8317 163
e SMEs in the EU -particularly in Belgium and Spain- Median 38205 28300 44336 57
have benefited from the reduction of trade 3 Quartile 209539 195 508 302996 5
barriers. Average Number 668 157 681 -10
* The Korean economy is heavily oriented towards Row Mean 557223 612110 678354 11
SMEs and applies disproportionately low 1 Quartile 10647 10235 11097 g
preferences in its trade with the EU, as is the case Median 47418 19210 19469 )
with any other free trade agreement (e.g. with 1 Quartie T T T >

ASEAN).
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Human Rights & Environment

The human rights provisions in the FTA are
addressed, with a focus on fundamental rights:

v' Freedom from discrimination (supported by social
homogeneity).

v" Peaceful freedom of assembly and association (partly
problematic given the recent transition to
democracy).

v" Access to food (satisfaction due to a well-developed
market and prices comparable to those in Central
European countries).

Environmental impact: The emphasis is on regulatory
rights, compliance with multilateral agreements, and
sustainability impact assessments. There are few
quantitative measures or environmental targets. The
results include:

v" An increase in CO2 emissions in both the EU and
Korea.

v' Although the environmental clauses did not improve
environmental conditions, they also did not contribute
to denwronmental degradation through increased
trade.

Sector

Agriculture

Processed food

Region

Korea

EU28

1 MScin

-t

<7 | International
_1 Negotiations

Price change in Korea (%

CO, lavel CO, level with | Difference in | Change in %
without FTA|FTA (million | CO; level

(million tonnes) (million
tonnes) tonnes)

1296 1298 024 0.9

1467 1469 17 0.12
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