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The European Union (EU) is both a regime of
regional governance and an actor within the
global governance system. This relatively simple
observation needs to be fleshed out to consider the

relationship between these two roles. Is the EU’s



primary purpose to insulate its member states
from global pressures while protecting and advanc-
ing a distinctive European model of society and
political economy? Alternatively, does it function as
a kind of cipher through which European societies
are globalized? Questions like this are not easily
answered. They are the sources of considerable
debate within International Relations and the more
specialized subfield of EU studies, with discussions
tending to cluster around two distinct understand-
ings of the interplay between the nature of the
union'’s internal governance and its status as an
actor within the global system.

The first position maintains that the EU’s pri-
mary rationale is to transplant global governance
norms into the European context. This line of ar-
gument tends to associate European integration
with the “constitutionalization” of neoliberal global
governance norms.l The second position treats
the EU as an important intermediary between
global processes and European societies. The EU
thus “manages” globalization and seeks to fashion
a distinctive European approach to political econ-
omy and to protect certain types of institutions
and values. In this second version, the EU 1s also

an actor seeking to use its “normative power” to



propagate its norms globally and/or its “market
power” to fashion the global regulatory order in
ways that suit its interests.2 What the EU does
matters because membership involves a significant
delegation of powers from national governments
to the European level. Since member states have
voluntarily ceded parts of their sovereignty to Eu-
ropean institutions, it is important to ask why and
with what effects.

This chapter concentrates on the relationship
between the EU’s own character as a regime of Eu-
ropean economic governance and its participation
in global governance. It begins by summarizing the
development of the EU and its institutional order
from its origins in the 1950s, noting the signifi-
cance of two features: the distinctive institutional
design and its status as a “market order.” It is sug-
gested that these two features are important to the
constitution of the EU as an actor in the politics
of global governance. This chapter then considers
interest-driven and “normative power” accounts of
the EU’s external behavior before considering some
examples of the way in which it seeks to influence
outcomes in global economic governance and how
these relate back to its internal characteristics. This

chapter closes with a few concluding comments



about the sustainability of the EU in the context of

a series of ongoing (potentially existential) crises.

The evolution of the EU

Two features of the EU need to be taken into
account in this context: its longevity and its com-
plexity. The union’s longevity—its direct ancestor
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)
was created by the Treaty of Parisin 1951—means
that its character may have shifted and indeed
drifted over time. Nothing illustrates this point
better than the controversy surrounding the award
of the Nobel Peace Prize to the EU 1n 2012. Critics of
the award were puzzled as to how an organization
responsible for the imposition of punitive austerity
budgeting on one of its member states (Greece)
could be given an award designed to recognize the
promotion of “fraternity between nations.” The
most typical counter-argument stated that the
prize was a recognition of a historic achievement:
the role of European integration in securing more
than six decades of peace in Europe. Put another

way, the EU further offers a pivotal test case of the



supposed positive relationship between interna-

tional economic integration and regional security.
Also, by the standards of most other interna-

tional organizations and forms of regional cooper-

ation, the EU is institutionally complex. As Table

21.1 shows, it has a mix intergovernmental and
supranational institutions. The EU Commission is
a supranational bureaucratic body that is formally
responsible for the initiation of legislation. The
Commission’s proposals must be compliant with
the treaties and it must be able to show that EU-
level action 1s justified. Intergovernmental interests
are represented by the Council of Ministers (often
known simply as the “Council”). Council meetings
consist of government ministers from the mem-
ber states with responsibility for the policy area
under discussion. Its primary task is to legislate the
proposals forwarded to it by the Commission. EU
legislation takes two primary forms. Regulations
are directly and immediately applicable in national
law, whereas Directives have to be legislated into
national law by national parliaments. The imple-
mentation of Directives is normally allowed to take
into account specific national circumstances and
administrative arrangements. When first created

in the 1950s, the European Parliament (EP) con-



sisted of delegates from national legislatures and
was merely consulted for an opinion on legislative
proposals. Since 1979, the EP has been directly
elected and starting in the 1980s, it has gradually
acquired more powers, including powers of legisla-
tive co-decision with the Council. The EP formally
approves the appointment of the commission and
has oversight of the EU budget. The Commission’s
agenda-setting monopoly has been progressively
challenged since the 1970s by the evolution of the
European Council: the regular summit meetings
of member-state heads of government. The EU
oversees a large body of supranational law that

1s supreme over any conflicting legislation in the
member states. The European Court of Justice

is charged with interpreting EU law, and its ju-
risprudence has been very significant in advancing
integration and establishing the authority of the

European legal order over national systems.

Table 21.1 Evolution of the treaties of the EU

Date of
o Treaty Purpose
signing
1951 Treaty of Paris Establishment of the

European Coal and Steel

Community.




1957 Treaties of Rome | Establishment of the
European Economic Com-
munity and the European

Atomic Energy Commu-

nity.

1965 Merger Treaty Fusion of the three exist-
ing communities into a

single set of institutions.

1986 Single European Specification of a

Act timetable for completion
of the common market.
Move to qualified majority
voting in matters relating
to the internal market. Ex-

pansion of powers of the

European Parliament.
1992 Maastricht Treaty | Formal creation of the EU.
on European Creation of the category
Union of European citizenship.

Specification of institu-
tional format, process,
and conditions for the
creation of the monetary
union. Creation of the
Common Foreign and
Security Policy. Creation
of EU competence in “Jus-
tice and Home Affairs.”

Introduction of the co-

decision procedure, giving




the European Parliament
powers of co-legislation

with the Council in some

areas.
1997 Treaty of Amster- | Increased use of co-
dam decision. Incorporation of
the Schengen Agreement

into the Treaties. Pre-

enlargement institutional

reforms.

2001 Treaty of Nice Institutional reforms,
including changes to the
composition of the Com-
mission and recalibration
of voting weights in the

Council.

2007 (notin | Treaty of Lisbon | Creation of a permanent
force until Council Presidency and
2009) a New High Representa-
tive for Foreign Affairs.
Creation of European Ex-
ternal Action Service. New
powers to the European
Parliament. Changes in
voting procedures in the
Council. Introduction of
the “citizens’ initiative.”
Legally binding “Charter
of Fundamental Rights.”




Source: Compiled by author. The treaties are consol-
idated into the Treaty on European Union and the

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.

The EU has competence over a large number of
policy areas, primarily relating to economic gover-
nance. The Commission is currently organized into
34 directorates general each charged with a partic-
ular policy domain, 16 service departments, and six
executive agencies. However, the degree to which
any given policy area is Europeanized varies, and
each policy domain has its own distinct trajectory
as well as its own institutional logic.

The EU’s growth and development are perhaps
most easily understood by looking through two
prisms: treaties and institutional design, and the

internal market.

Treaties and institutional design

The EU’s origins lie in the dilemmas confronting
European states in the aftermath of World War

II. The ECSC sought to integrate the coal and steel
sectors of its six founding member states (Belgium,
France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy,

Luxembourg, and the Netherlands) under the aus-



pices of a common high authority. The foundation
of the ECSC matters for a number of reasons. First,
although a limited project of sectoral integration,
it was explicitly designed to solve Europe’s major
security dilemma: the historic enmity between
France and Germany. Thus, the second feature of
lasting interest was the method selected to resolve
the European security dilemma. The integration of
economies, starting with the strategically impor-
tant coal and steel sectors, would be used to create
radical and lasting economic interdependence be-
tween the participating countries.

Following a clear commercial liberal logic, deep
economic interdependence would significantly
reduce (to the point of eradication) the probability
of violent conflict between member states. Their
economies would be bound together in welfare-
enhancing ways that would make it irrational to de-
fect from the arrangement. Interdependence would
be further underscored by the institutionalization
of the new regime. So, the third feature of the ECSC
that generates lasting interest is its institutional
design. The most striking feature of this design
was the creation of the High Authority, a suprana-
tional bureaucratic body charged with the strategic

oversight, management of the integration process,



and the initiation of relevant legislative measures
in accordance with the treaty. The supranational-
ism of the High Authority (later the Commission)
was offset by an intergovernmental institution
(the Council), but the ECSC Treaty set in place the
principle of policy initiation as the responsibility
of a European-level bureaucratic actor. Indeed, the
Treaty of Paris laid down the basic institutional
pattern (illustrated in Table 21.1) that has survived

into the modern incarnation of the EU.

As suggested earlier, the EU is unusually
institutionalized by the standards of conventional
international organizations. Moreover, the EU’s in-
stitutional design—inherited from decisions taken
in the 1950s—contains a much greater degree of
supranationality than that of any other regional
integration project. This observation confirms
something of quite significant theoretical impor-
tance: institutional designs can be “sticky” over
time and can remain intact despite the solution
or disappearance of the original dilemmas which
prompted policy-makers to create them in the
first place. The communities of the 1950s were
institutional solutions created by politicians living
under the shadow of the unprecedented violence of

two world wars, both fought to a large extent in the



European “theatre.” That context and those impera-
tives changed, but the institutional framework and
the core policy methodology (supranational initia-
tive-intergovernmental legislation-supranational
judicial oversight) remained intact. This issue also
relates to a controversial analytical puzzle: is the
EU comparable to other regional organizations, or
rather is it a unique case without historical prece-
dent or contemporary parallel? There is sizable and
still-growing academic literature on this problem,
but it is also an international policy issue: to what
degree does the EU provide a template for other
regional organizations to emulate? Is there a “Eu-
ropean model” of regionalism? And if so, what does
that model consist of beyond a basic institutional
design?3

The subsequent evolution of the EU was first
defined by the signing, by the original “Six,” of
the Treaties of Rome in 1957, which created the
European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom)
and, most importantly, the European Economic
Community (EEC). The three communities (there-
after “The European Communities,” EC) were fused
into a commeon institutional framework by the
Merger Treaty of 1965. The main treaty changes
in the EU’s history are illustrated in Table 21.1.




On the face of it, this history suggests that the
EU has become more deeply integrated over time
(e.g., from a single market to a monetary union),
that policy competence in an increasing number
of domains has moved from national to (at least
partially) supranational level, and that integra-
tion has moved decisively beyond the sphere of
the economy (most notably the incursion of the
EU into matters of policing and internal security
and foreign policy). While this “bird’s-eye view”
account 1s undoubtedly correct, it masks the extent
to which ratification of new treaties has become
highly contentious. Most recently, the attempt to
create a so-called “constitutional treaty” had to be
abandoned after the proposal was defeated in ratifi-
cation referendums in France and the Netherlands
in 2005. The first serious evidence of domestic
discontent with the direction of the EU came with
the surprise rejection of the Maastricht Treaty on
European Union by the Danish electorate in June
1992. The Brexit referendum of 2016, which kick-
started the UK’s formal exit from the EU in 2021,
provides further evidence of populist resistance to
integration and the EU.4

This tendency has been thought of in terms of a

breakdown of a 40-year “permissive consensus” in



which domestic publics had tolerated the advance
of integration as orchestrated by their governing
elites.2 Debate exists about why that “permissive
consensus” has eroded. One line of argument links
the advance of integration into areas where core
sovereignty concerns are raised (control of mone-
tary policy, border management and policing, for-
eign policy) to the absence of EU-level mechanisms
to allow proper democratic oversight. This is part
and parcel of what is often called the “democratic
deficit,” a problem that has become amplified

in public consciousness across Europe over the
past quarter-century. The management of these
ratification dilemmas has led to one important con-
sequence: the proliferation of derogations and opt-
outs negotiated by and granted to some member
states (e.g., the formal Danish opt-outs from the
monetary union, the Common Security and De-
fence Policy (CSDP, and aspects of EU competence
in Justice and Home Affairs). Such derogations in
turn lead to a much more flexible, variegated, and
differentiated picture of integration than might be
apparent at first sight.® This is important for de-
bates about the relationship between European and
global governance and the possible status of the

former as a model for the latter.



The significance of the internal market

The 1957 EEC Treaty committed the member states
not only to the elimination of internal customs
duties, but also to the establishment of a customs
union (which would levy a common external tariff
on imports into the community) and to the abo-
lition of obstacles to the free movement of goods,
persons, services, and capital. In other words, from
its inception, the EU was a market-making project.
Indeed, for some scholars, this is the EU’s central
defining feature. It is seen from this perspective as
an organization tasked with the creation, mainte-
nance, and regulation of a liberal market order.?
Nineteen of the current member states have moved
well beyond the common market stage of integra-
tion by engaging in a monetary union and creating
a single currency. EU membership is meant to
1imply a willingness to adopt the Euro, but member-
state economies need to be performing suitably in
terms of a series of “convergence criteria” covering
budget deficits, accumulated national debt, and
exchange rate stability before the transition to the
single currency can be sanctioned. These perfor-

mance parameters are not required for member-



ship of the EU, which means that the union consists
of three groups: countries that have dissolved their
national currencies, those which are committed to
do so, but are not yet ready, and those which have
either negotiated opt-outs from monetary union
(Denmark and, until it left the EU, the United King-
dom) or found ways to stay out (Sweden).

In addition, the EU has significant and growing
policy competences in two other areas: justice
and home affairs, and foreign and security policy.
A major part of the latter is the CSDP, which al-
lows for the EU to operate as an entity in military
operations, notably in the realms of humanitarian
assistance, peacekeeping, and crisis management.
The emergence of this policy competence, while
still limited, challenges the post-war division of
labor between the EU (charged with economic in-
tegration) and the likes of NATO and the Western
European Union (WEU), which organized and de-
livered European security through military means.
Whether the EU should have extended its reach in
this way 1s a significant political question for some
member states, and for some close observers of
the EU, there are strong technical and normative
grounds for the EU not extending beyond the deliv-
ery and regulation of the single market.8 That said,



the arguments for closer EU cooperation in areas of
security and military affairs as well as the evident
potential for EU member states to speak with one
voice on such matters became vividly apparent dur-
ing the 2022 Russian invasion of Ukraine.2

The EU’s foundational commitment to its
internal market has a number of important ancil-
lary implications. These are not usually present
in regional organizations, which typically exist to
deliver a less intense form of integration (recall that
most regional organizations operate with nothing
more than the aspiration to create a free trade area).
First, the quest for a common market requires a
significant transfer of regulatory authority from
the national to the European level. This is needed
to secure the approximation of relevant laws and
standards across the member states. While this has
been made somewhat simpler following the accep-
tance of the mutual recognition principle (the idea
that a product or service cannot be excluded from
the territory of another state even if the technical
or quality specifications differ between originat-
ing and receiving countries) over the past three
decades, that simplicity has been offset by two
facets of European integration: the enlargement

to include significantly more member states (the



“Six” are now 27—a summary of EU enlargements

is1n Table 21.2); and the expansion of EU policy

competence over time. The thousands of legislative
acts and European Court of Justice judgments that
constitute the acquis communautaire run to 35
chapters, covering—mostly—matters pertaining to
the regulation of the single market. Adoption of the
acquis is a basic requirement for new prospective

member states.

Table 21.2 European Union enlargements

Date New member states

1951 Belgium, France, (Federal Republic of)
Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Nether-

lands (6 member states in total)

1973 Denmark, Ireland, United Kingdom (9)

1981 Greece (10)

1986 | Portugal, Spain (12)

1995 Austria, Finland, Sweden (15)




2004 Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hun-
gary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland,

Slovakia, Slovenia (25)

2007 Bulgaria, Romania (27)

2013 Croatia (28)

Qfficial candidates: Albania (applied for mem-
bership in 2009), Iceland (2009), Montenegro
(2008), North Macedonia (2004), Serbia (2009),
Turkey (1987), Ukraine (2022)

Source: Compiled by author from EU documents.
The United Kingdom government (under Article 50
of the treaties) initiated the process of leaving the
EU in March 2017 following the successful “Leave”
vote in a national referendum the previous June.
The UK formally left the EU on 31 January 2020
with a period of transition until 31 December 2020.

The second implication of the commitment to
the single market is that it spawns a need for com-
mon policies. A single market cannot operate with-
out an active competition policy (the regulation of

mergers, acquisitions, cartels, market dominance,



and state aid to industry) and this has become one
of the most important EU policy regimes. Likewise,
the development of a common external tariff and

a collective commercial (trade) policy is needed to
guarantee that no single member state can acquire
a competitive advantage by applying differential
tariffs to imports from outside the EU at the
national border. The single market, even if con-
sidered straightforwardly as a set of measures to
reduce barriers to factor movement, brings a num-
ber of policy domains into the purview of the EU:
the regulation of banking and financial services,
environmental policy, and company law, to take but
three prominent examples.

This leads to a third outgrowth of the single
market, which relates specifically to the free
movement of persons. Labor mobility implies the
freedom of a citizen of one member state to work
and live in another. This brings with it a range of
additional issues that would need to be resolved
for the single market to function properly: rights
of access to social security and healthcare, the
right of residence, the capacity of mobile workers
to access banking and credit facilities, and voting
rights. The creation of the category of EU citizen
by the 1992 Treaty on European Union showed the



extent to which the requirement of a transnation-
ally mobile workforce “spilled over” into something
rather deeper (and somewhat beyond the scope of
what was functionally necessarily from the point
of view of economic imperatives). In addition, the
incorporation of the Schengen Agreement (allow-
ing border-free movement within the area defined
by participating states) into the treaties in 1997
amounted to the moment when the free movement
of persons within (large parts of ) the EU was legally
guaranteed.

The fourth concern is whether the commitment
to complete the single market carries with it an
imperative to integrate more extensively and more
deeply. Scholars of the early communities together
with economic theorists of the time held that
this was an inherent dynamic of the integration
process.1O For example, creating conditions for
the free factor movement would create significant
pressures for supranational involvement in so-
cial policy. A single market might be made more
efficient by the adoption of a single currency to
enhance transparency and reduce transaction costs
in the process of cross-border economic exchange.
Indeed, in the history of the EU one tactic (used

principally by the Commission) has been to initiate



deliberation on deeper integration when progress
on a more modest set of integration commitments
has stalled. This might explain why the Commis-
sion began work on the monetary union in the early
1960s, despite there being no mention of it in the
EEC Treaty. More recently, a similar dynamic seems
to have been at work in initiatives designed to coor-
dinate national fiscal policies as a way to solve deep
dilemmas associated with the monetary union—
dilemmas that became apparently intractable after
2010 in the context of the sovereign debt crisis in
the Eurozone.

The fifth and final implication of the internal
market is external, and vital for broader questions
of global economic governance. Because the EU is
a customs union, it operates with a single voice
within the World Trade Organization (WTO). This
places the EU as a major force within global trade
politics, but it is also important to note that the EU
is one of the world’s primary regulators and a major
site of regulatory innovation. According to The
Economist, it “1s becoming the world’s regulatory
capital.”11 For example, external producers seeking
access to the internal market—the largest “econ-
omy” in the world by GDP and one of the largest by
population (a little under half a billion)—must con-



form to EU product standards. And some producers
have actively chosen to adopt EU standards rather
than those of other major regulatory powers, most
notably the US.12 This is an example of how the
internal market is generative of the EU’s “market
power” and of how the single market is “nested”

within the global economy.

The EU and global governance

It has been suggested already that the EU is a sig-
nificant player in global governance almost by de-
fault. As a trade bloc with a common external tariff,
it operates formally as a collective unitary actor

in international trade negotiations. Moreover, its
single market means that the EU is one of the most
significant suppliers of regulatory standards in

the global economy.12 The global domains of trade
and regulation are the most obvious venues for the
“externalization” of EU policy competence. But they
are also interesting for two other reasons. First, we
might ask about the extent to which the EU actively
pursues discernible (European) interests in the

global governance arena. Second, we might wonder



whether the EU works on behalf of a specific set of
values.

These two questions correspond to quite
different readings of the EU as an actor within
global governance. These in turn tend to map onto
respectively rationalist and constructivist under-
standings of world politics. A variety of rationalist
understandings of the EU as an actor are possible,
but all would expect the EU’s preferences as a
regulator or as a trade negotiator to reflect certain
underlying interests that would be traceable back
to the “domestic” context of intra-European inte-
gration (and in turn to, inter alia, the interests of
particular member states, or organized interests,
or particular supranational institutions). The con-
structivist position would expect the EU’s actions
in global politics to be driven by certain ideas and
for its actions to seek to set certain normative
standards in world politics. The ongoing debate
about whether the EU is a “normative power”14 is,
in many ways, the key intellectual space for discus-
sion between these two characterizations.

Advocates of the “normative power Eu-
rope” (NPE) position hold that the EU’s external
behavior 1s founded upon a set of core values that

are inscribed into the treaties. The EU’s actions



should be interpreted in terms of setting standards
for what is “normal” in world politics, where that
“normality” 1s the effective spread of the EU’s core

norms globally. Ian Manners identifies the EU’s

LT

nine core norms as “sustainable peace,” “social free-

o m o

consensual democracy,” “associative human

m o

dom,

LY

supranational rule of law,” “inclusive

L)

rights,

Mmoo

equality,” “social solidarity,” “sustainable develop-
ment,” and “good governance.” This suggests that
the EU’s “foreign policy” (broadly defined) might be
a very distinctive presence and a quite important
component in the politics of global governance.
Manners, for example, argues that the EU has been
a major force in struggles to spread global human
rights norms such as the abolition of the death
penalty—a position which marks it out very clearly
from a major normative rival in the democratic
world, the United States.1>

The most developed critiques of the NPE position
fall into three types. The first simply maintains
that it is mistaken to see the EU’s behavior as value
driven. The EU is seen as an interest-driven actor
like any other, its normative language is seen as
little more than a rhetorical cover for behavior
that is strategically motivated and inconsistent

in application. A second position does not neces-



sarily dispute that the EU seeks to propagate and
spread its norms. Rather the objection is that it—
through policy frameworks such as the European
Neighbourhood Policy—actually promotes these
norms coercively and without allowing any form
of a dialogue between its norms and the norms of
others. A third position is yet more sympathetic
to the basic claims that external behavior is inter-
nally constituted by core values and that external
action is “normative” in character. But it suggests
that the standard NPE account overemphasizes a
set of positive civic liberal values while neglecting
the importance of economic liberalism as also (and
perhaps predominantly) constitutive of the EU and
its behavior.16

The NPE account of Europe’s role in global gov-
ernance is a normative position in itself. In other
words, those using the term are not only analyzing
what the EU 1s, but also saying something about
what they think the EU should be. The NPE position
dovetails quite precisely with the self-image of
the EU that is found in much of the Commission’s
communicative discourse, where the term has been
adopted to describe the EU’s comparative advan-
tage as the source of important values. The idea of

spreading Europe’s core values has been a part of



the treaties since Amsterdam (1997) and the Eu-
ropean Security Strategy is explicit in articulating
that external military deployments in the name of
the EU should operate on behalf of key values that
closely resemble the list assembled by Manners:
“The best protection for our security is a world of
well-governed democratic states. Spreading good
governance, supporting social and political reform,
dealing with corruption and abuse of power, estab-
lishing the rule of law and protecting human rights
are the best means of strengthening the interna-
tional order.”17

A few examples of the EU’s engagement in global
economic governance illustrate the complexities
that are raised in attempting to ascertain the
essence of the EU’s external behavior. The fact that
the picture is complex should not surprise regular
students of European integration, for whom the
question of what (if anything) the EU remains an
ongoing puzzle. Since the onset of debates around
the concept of globalization in the mid-1990s two
basic positions about the EU have taken shape in
the literature (and have been, at the same time,
reflected in policy discourse). For some, the EU is
nothing less than an incarnation of neoliberal glob-

alization: an institutional device for the accelerated



globalization of European societies. For others, the
EU is a vital buffer between the ravages of a global
market order and European societies and a vital and
successful “manager” of globalization.18

Of course, it may be that the EU’s relationship
to globalization is differentiated—between pol-
icy domains or over time. Some scholars draw
attention to a neoliberal “drift” in certain areas
of economic policy such as the EU’s competition
regime or company law and corporate governance,
not to mention trade policy.12 This might emerge
from a dynamic internal to the EU whereby market
liberal principles have become progressively “con-
stitutionalized” at the supranational level, leaving
market-correcting policies underdeveloped and
largely confined to the national level,29 but it may
also reflect the continued ascendancy of neoliberal
ideas within policy circles more generally.21

This movement has been discernible in an
apparent doctrinal shift in EU trade policy over the
course of the first decade and a half of this century.
Between 2001 and 2006, under then Commaissioner
for trade Pascal Lamy, EU trade policy seemed to
be governed by a doctrine of so-called “managed
globalization,” which Sophie Meunier describes as

“a broad and encompassing doctrine that subor-



dinated trade policy to a variety of trade and non-
trade objectives such as multilateralism, social jus-
tice, and sustainable development.”22 For some, the
importance of this position was that it constituted
a clear rival stance to US trade doctrine. While the
EU sought to use the WTO to regulate and manage
globalization, the US approach in contrast was to
involve itself in an increasing number of free trade
agreements as a means to the end of accelerating
market liberalization.23 And although the doctrinal
positions of the EU and the United States may have
converged over the past decade, the difference that
became apparent in the mid-1990s is of particular
interest to students of global governance. It raises
the question of what the ends of global governance
are: market liberalization (the assumption being
that the progressive removal of barriers to factor
movement on a global scale will be welfare-enhanc-
ing for all) or the use of market liberalization as a
tool to service a broader set of social, political, secu-
rity, and perhaps environmental ends.

By focusing on doctrines and their meaning, we
focus on the role of ideas in global governance and
the role of actors such as the EU as carriers of those
ideas. The EU 1s complex in this regard because it

seems to express at least three types of liberalism



in its external actions. We have noted two of these
already. The first is economic liberalism, which sug-
gests an approach to governance that prioritizes the
making and maintenance of a market order. The
second 1s the package of positive civic liberal princi-
ples associated with human rights, the rule of law,
and the propagation of political rights through the
spread of democracy. The third is bound up with
what is arguably the EU’s greatest achievement: the
delivery of a pacific international system in line
with the precepts of liberal international theory.24
That said, there may be other reasons for diverg-
ing approaches to global economic governance
among different actors. One theme that has become
popular in the literature on the global politics of
regulation notes the EU’s affiliation with the “pre-
cautionary principle” when assessing public policy
risks.22 The idea is embedded within the treaties
(Article 191 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union) and presupposes a cautious
approach to the management of risk, particularly
in relation to matters of public health and the en-
vironment when the scientific assessment of those
risks i1s not definitive. This is often contrasted with
a more relaxed attitude toward scientific certainty

in the United States. Perhaps the most famous ap-



plication of the precautionary principle occurred
in 1999 when the EU moved to ban the import of
US beef injected with growth hormones that were
thought to be potentially carcinogenic. The EU

ban was quickly ruled in breach of WTO rules, and
some suggest that the invocation of ideas such as
the precautionary principle can be used as a cover
for old-fashioned protectionist policies.26 Never-
theless, the very idea of the precautionary principle
as a policy tool suggests that approaches to global
economic governance may not simply be about the
application of different ideas and interests, but also
about the divergence between different policy cul-
tures. And while it may be true that there is actually
significant sectoral and national variation within
European policy cultures,2? the fact that there is an
EU approach written into the treaty provides evi-
dence of at least the potential importance of the EU
as an actor in global governance.

None of this is to suggest that interests are
unimportant. Mitchell Smith argues that two
important overlapping determinants of the EU’s
involvement in global regulatory politics are: the
Commission’s rational strategy of seeking to en-
sure that the EU’s market rules become the global

rules; and efforts by European firms to ensure that



they are not put at a competitive disadvantage by
regulations formulated in Brussels.28 This does not
mean that the EU ends up delivering and defending
“lowest common denominator” regulation—far
from it. Environmental policy is a pertinent exam-
ple, because the EU 1s well known as an advocate
of high regulatory standards and tough emissions
targets in the global politics of climate change. How
a multi-country entity where member states have
quite distinct approaches to environmental regula-
tion became a global leader in climate change is an
interesting puzzle. The original EEC Treaty did not
mention environmental policy. The Communities
did not possess environmental policy competence
until the ratification of the Single European Act in
the mid-1980s. Yet the Commission, using argu-
ments about the utility of environmental policy for
market completion, was able to establish a suprana-
tional regime of environmental rule-making in the
early 1970s.22 Powerful environmental lobbies in
EU member states ensured the upload of stringent
environmental regulation to the EU level.

The constructivist argument at this point would
be to suggest that the EU’s external behavior in
global environmental governance reflects the

externalization of a set of principles that have been



settled within the European context. The rational-
ist alternative is to suggest that, once settled, these
environmental standards need to be advocated
globally by the EU to prevent a loss of competitive-
ness for European business.29 Again, it is worth
noting that the determination of how the EU acts
globally and the preferences it expresses cannot be
separated from the internal politics of European
integration, which in turn incorporates domestic
political processes in the member states.
Environmental policy is a domain in which the
EU has been reasonably successful at externalizing
its internal standards. This is in part because of the
existence of clear supranational environmental pol-
icy competence. As suggested, market-correcting
social policy is less Europeanized, but even where
there exist EU-level standards their export into the
relevant international regimes is much more prob-
lematic. A good example 1s core labor standards,
where the EU has no obvious competence to act au-
thoritatively in relevant international fora such as
the International Labour Organization (ILO). This s
not to say that the EU does not pursue this agenda,
but it is instead worked into trade and development
policies, where the EU’s competence to act is more

clear-cut.31



Conclusion

This chapter began with the observation that the
EU operates both as an actor in the global system
and as a system of regional governance. The latter
is clearly constitutive of the former, but as the
foregoing has shown the question of how inter-
nal governance influences external behavior is
not straightforwardly answered. Moreover, this
question is not simply analytical; it is also norma-
tive. The factor that most obviously supplies the
EU with a global agency is its status as a market
order. Whether the EU operates as a “manager” of
globalization that subordinates the market to other
priorities or as a force of economic liberalization
driven by the logic of the market alone is an empir-
ical question. In the wake of the financial crisis of
2008 that morphed thereafter into the Eurozone
crisis, it also became an intensely political question.
Whether the EU can maintain a role in global
governance may depend upon whether it can navi-
gate its own set of internal crises, and the extent to
which the EU’s external actions become politicized

and subject to critical contestation within its own



member states.32 Some of these, such as those
linked to the Eurozone and refugees, seem to be
intractable and frequently provoke nationalist and
populist reactions, which in turn are potentially
corrosive to European integration. These tensions
do not necessarily mean that the EU will collapse.
What is rather more likely is a scenario where
integration is more differentiated, and a more
differentiated future is one where the EU’s voice in
global governance debates may be somewhat less
coherent.

Perhaps a more serious challenge is the emer-
gence of illiberal tendencies within EU member
states and the EU’s struggles to manage them—
provoking what Daniel Kelemen has called the EU’s
“authoritarian equilibrium.”32 This provides the
starkest challenge to the idea that European inte-
gration is necessarily associated with the projection
of a particular set of desirable values. The drift to
illiberalism in the likes of Poland and Hungary also
suggests the potential for significant normative
divergence among EU member states. It remains
to be seen whether the solidarity in the face of the
Russian invasion of Ukraine is a permanent or tem-

porary feature.



It is often said that the election of Donald Trump
to the US presidency and “Brexit” reflected a set of
common dynamics.24 Both of these phenomena
threaten to disrupt prevailing modes of geopolitics
and geo-economics. The UK referendum result
quickly provoked a flurry of rival future visions—
from actors outside of the EU as well as within—
for how diplomatic alignments would evolve and
how the international economy would be ordered
in a post-Brexit world.22 We remain in a period of
uncertainly, not only in terms of how the EU’s in-
terests and values might evolve, but also of whether
the EU will be able to assert its interests and values

in the processes of global governance.
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