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On October  25th 2007 the Wal l  Street Journal  publ ished a bl ister ing at tack 

on Europe ent i t led “Regulatory Imper ial ism”. The editor ial  took issue with 

Europe’s intent  to force i ts norms on the rest  of the wor ld by taking advantage of 

the dynamism of i ts internal market  both affluent  and at t ract ive and in addit ion 

highly organized. Examples ci ted included the Microsoft  Affair , the ban on the 

importat ion of chlor ine-r insed poult ry, the Reach legislat ion on chemical products, 

as well  as the plan to tax air l ine companies as par t  of the bat t le against  cl imate 

change. 

While ext reme, the text  pointed up three impor tant  facts: the fi rst  is that  

Europe, which Europeans often look on as a weak actor  with few means, is in 

real i ty perceived as an influent ial player on the wor ld scene, less on account  of i ts 

mil i tary power than on account  of the force of i ts norms. The second is that  Europe, 

seen from the inside as a region in the process of overal l  deregulat ion so as al low 

market  forces ful l  leeway, is often - in the rest  of the wor ld - seen as a hyper-

regulatory actor  intent  on expor t ing its norms. Final ly, the piece had the mer i t  of 

emphasizing that  when one weighs Europe’s pol i t ical influence, i t  is not  enough to 

refer  to its mil i tary weakness leaving aside the influence der ived from its single 

market . We must take another approach and explore whether Europe is not  above 

al l  a “normat ive Empire”. An Empire, in that  its claim to enforce i ts norms beyond 

i ts own front iers, whereas up to now norm appl icat ion has been essent ial ly 

endogenous. An Empire also in that  the spread of these standards is increasingly 

based on a balance of power rather than genuinely mutual consent , even if Europe 

does at tempt  to avoid the t radit ional t rap into which many empires fel l : assur ing 
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stabi l i ty whi le avoiding that  stabi l i ty turn into dominat ion over  the rest  of the 

wor ld (James). And final ly a normat ive Empire in that  by means of regulat ions 

that  are both fixed and coercive Europe, in an increasing number  of domains, has 

demonst rated i ts st rength in an epoch of global izat ion. This st rength is however 

exer ted rather  than claimed. 

*  Why does Europe favour  norms as i ts mode of influence? 

*  Why has its normat ive influence become global? 

*  What are the main areas for  external izing European norms?  

These are three quest ions that  this paper wil l  address. 

But  fi rst  let  us clar ify the concept  of norm. I t  refers to a freely accepted 

process of harmonizat ion of actors’ preferences in order  to advance common 

interests by st r ict ly adher ing to a cer tain number of rules. A normat ive power  is 

therefore- at  least  in theory- a power  of which the ident ity and st rategy is 

grounded on a preference for  a ruled-base system which has three essent ial  

character ist ics: to have been negot iated and not  imposed; to have been legit imated 

equal ly by internat ional bodies; and to be enforceable on al l  actors of the 

internat ional system notwithstanding their  rank within it . Normat ive power thus 

seeks the integrat ion of a wor ld order  based on the legit imacy of rules, the 

predictabi l i ty of behavior  and the enforceabil i ty of accepted pr inciples.On the 

European level, the Monetary Stabi l i ty Pact  is a good example of a normat ive 

approach and on the global level, the Kyoto Protocol. On the other  hand, the 

doct r ine of preempt ive war developed by the Bush administ rat ion to just ify the 

invasion of I raq cannot be considered a norm in our  sense of the term since i t  has 

not  been recognized internat ional ly, and would appear by its very nature as very 

unl ikely ever  to be so.  

The “normat ive wor ld” is l imit less because global izat ion increases social 

demand for  norms. On the global level we can begin by the for ty agreements that  

form according to the United Nat ions, the basis of wor ld governance, from human 

r ights to the environment, including labour  norms, the campaign against  

cr iminal i ty, ter ror ism, and ocean r ights. But  these are not  the only accords. 

Account ing norms, banking guidel ines, and market ing standards figure 

prominent ly in global izat ion regulat ion. One should also dist inguish between hard 

norms, which are embodied in texts having force of law and soft  norm, which refer  

to cour t  rul ings or  operat ing procedures. 
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Basical ly the explanat ion stems from the very nature of the European 

under taking since 1957. Europe at tempted to go beyond t radit ional confl icts 

between nat ions by recourse to the pr inciple of a shared sovereignty, without  

however ent irely abandoning nat ional sovereignt ies. The sole means of 

permanent ly l inking the for tunes of states that  were determined to remain 

sovereign whi le simultaneously abdicat ing par t  of their  sovereignty was to have 

them adhere to common norms, all  the more restr ict ive in that  they were to be 

negot iated.  

These normat ive provisions were fi rst  appl ied to the EU’s hard core, that  is to 

say the domains ent irely within European jur isdict ion: the internal market , 

commerce, and monetary pol icy. But  they did not  stop there; far  from it . A domain 

such as the environment , where responsibi l i ty is shared, is one in which the 

Union’s normat ive act ivism has been the most  forceful or  at  least  the most  

influent ial on the wor ld level. In addit ion i t  is via the decisions of European cour ts 

that  the norms have been spread, providing a framework for  the European area as 

indicated by the decision of the Court  of First  Instance of the European 

Communit ies concerning Microsoft . This preference for  norms does obviously raise 

numerous difficult ies within Europe i tself, part icular ly because of the increasing 

differences between nat ional opt ions in cer tain domains subjected to community 

cont rol  such as t rade pol icy. A case in point  is the var iety of approaches adopted by 

member  states when i t  came to commercial  sanct ions against  China. Norms also 

encounter obstacles in that  they always appear  less legit imate than nat ional 

pol i t ical  decisions. A norm is always more fragi le than a sovereign act . In France, 

Nicolas Sarkozy and his entourage have expressed on many occasions their  

host i l i ty to European norms regarded as an infr ingement to pol i t ical sovereignty. 

Norms are suspected of k i l l ing pol it ics. 

 With the end of the Cold War the European Union thought it  would be 

l iving in a wor ld in which t radit ional confl icts between states were on the wane, 

giving way to a logic of interdependence that  would cal l  for  governance by norms 

(Laïdi and Lamy). On the basis of i ts own exper ience, the EU ant icipated that  

added rules would provide added stabil i ty, that  increasing interdependence would 

entai l  an increasing demand for  global norms. Hence the EU’s acceptance of the 

rhetor ic of “wor ld governance” that  is not , as one might  think, a step toward wor ld 
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government, but  a regulatory system operat ing on several levels so as to preserve 

global publ ic goods (environment , cr iminal just ice, sustainable development).  

 The cal l  for  governance by norms resembles a cal l  to go beyond – as was the 

case in Europe – t radit ional cooperat ion between states. Global governance seen 

from Europe appears as a pract ical halfway plat form between t radit ional 

intergovernmental ism and wor ld federal ism. Europe, which is not  a state, has a 

vested interest  in seeing that  internat ional relat ions are governed by norms. 

Preference for  norms expresses a repugnance for  realpol i t ik, even i f Europe 

increasingly at tempts to combine the two approaches to fur ther its interests (Laïdi, 

a). For Europe knows that  i t  is only by norms and not  by force that  i t  can make i ts 

voice heard. I t  knows as wel l  that  the fact  that  i t  is not  a nat ion is a pol i t ical  

handicap in par t icular  when up against  other  leading countr ies for  which the 

determining power  is exercised by the state. Which explains the EU’s increasingly 

common habit  of saying impl icit ly to i ts par tners : “Do take us ser iously even we 

are not  a nat ion.” The EU’s preference for  norms does not  mean i t  is the only actor  

to defend them. I t  means rather that  the EU, given the lack of al ternat ive, has the 

greatest  interest  in defending them. Which does not  hold t rue for  the major powers 

who favour  norms when i t  suits them or  when they have proposed them, but  who 

let  the mat ter  drop when the norms run counter  to their  interests. Europe does not  

have such a opt ion, unless i t  grant  its member  states a free hand. Given the 

context , one can wel l understand Br it ish interest  in a Europe which, because i t  

would not  be a state, could only exercise power  by fixing standards for  the rest  of 

the wor ld on the basis of its domest ic market . I t  is this theory that  was defended in 

November of 2007 in Bruges by Br i tain’s cur rent  Foreign Secretary (Mil iband). In 

his eyes, Europe should be a model and not  a superpower . This concept ion has the 

advantage for  the Br i t ish of leaving intact  the t radit ional sovereign at t r ibutes of 

states such as diplomacy and defence. Admit tedly, most  European states, who see 

no bet ter  al ternat ive, also endorse this approach. The odds are that  i t  wi l l  

const itute the organizing pr inciple for  years, even decades, to come given the 

reluctance of the immense major i ty of European states to establ ish a common 

inst rument for  their  diplomat ic st rategy. 

 Yet  the nature and the scope of Europe’s normat ive strength should not  be 

underest imated. Even if, as wel l shal l  see, many of these European norms intended 

to be global are t ransposed from the single market , they should not  be considered 

as simply market  norms. In a wor ld in which the influence of the market  is 

considerable, market  norms tangibly affect  the l ives of European cit izens. I t  is the 
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existence of the market  that  has given r ise to norms for  the protect ion of the 

environment  and the consumer. Perhaps we should abandon the t radit ional 

dist inct ion between “market  norms” and “poli t ical  norms” since the 

interpenet rat ion of the two is increasingly the case; it  is in this “in-between” that  

we should si tuate European st rength, leaving aside the perpetual dist inct ion 

between hard power  and soft  power . Europe’s normat ive strength is largely der ived 

from the power  of its market  (Drezner) which is not  only large but  highly regulated 

(Bach and Newman). But  i ts impact  goes wel l  beyond the market  i tself.  
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There are three reasons: 

 

a) In an increasingly open global market , nat ional or  regional preferences, 

such as Europe’s, interact  to an increasing degree with the preferences of others. I t  

is then up to each par ty to just ify i ts own preferences so as to deter  chal lenges by 

others. Over a long per iod the protect ionist  nature of the EU’s Common 

Agr icultural Pol icy was not  an issue. But  once the l iberal izat ion of agr icultural 

exchange was on the agenda, the CAP had to conform to the relevant decisions of 

the Wor ld Trade Organizat ion. And this is not  the only example. Al l  European 

publ ic pol icies were concerned by this new real ity. In a global ized wor ld, each party 

has an interest  in seeing that  the norms that  are recognized on the internat ional 

scale are as close as possible to i ts own interests and perspect ives, for  i t  is 

becoming difficult  to ensure protect ion by t radit ional means. Hence the crucial  

importance of norms in regulat ing wor ld affairs. 

 

b) In a global ized wor ld the front iers between the European market  and the 

wor ld market  are increasingly blur red (European Commission, 2007) for  a var iety 

of reasons. The first  stems from the fact  that  the European market  – since i t  is 

unified, sizable and at t ract ive – is inevitably in a posit ion to fix the rules for  those 

intending to gain access to i t . 

The other factor  that  favours the external isat ion of European market  rules is 

the significant  t ightening of standards concerning environment and consumer 

protect ion. Once European norms turned out  to be the st r ictest  in the wor ld (as is 

the case for  the Reach legislat ion on chemical products) al l  the economic actors 
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were obl iged to t ighten their  standards and comply with European standards i f 

they wanted to enter the market . This is a relat ively new development. For 

environmental issues and for  food and health protect ion i t  dates back to the late 

1980s. Up to then, it  was the United States that  set  the norms since theirs were 

the st r ictest . Since then the roles have been reversed. 

The strength of the European market  and the substant ial t ightening of its 

norms const itute in fact  the major  source of Europe’s normat ive power. And i t  

seems that  Europe is ready to assume this poli t ical  purpose. The st r ingent  norms 

reflect  Europeans’ marked disl ike for  r isk, whether i t  be the environment or  food 

protect ion. On the Eurobarometer r isk scale, these issues rate wel l  above 

cr iminal i ty or  ter ror ism. One senses moreover  that  the legit imacy of the single 

market  is increasingly based on the market ’s non-commercial aspects. And it  is 

evident  that  the European Commission encourages this development  so as to 

establ ish i ts own legit imacy and i ts own cont rol  over member states.  

 The increasing permeabi l i ty between the internal market  and the wor ld 

market  should not  lead to the conclusion that  the quest ion is set t led and that  non-

European nat ions wi l l  adhere to European norms, considered as the str ictest . 

Rigorous norms are an obstacle for  those eager to penetrate the European market , 

but  also for  Europeans seeking non-EU markets. For  if we sel l  China expensive 

products conforming to tough environmental standards and i f our compet i tors, the 

Brazi l ians for  example, are not  held to these standards, we are at  a comparat ive 

disadvantage. Hence the necessity of persuading the Chinese and the Brazi l ians to 

also t ighten their  norms and thus contr ibute to the creat ion of a compet i t ive arena 

that  does not  penal ize high-standard count r ies. Even within Europe the issue is 

not  set t led. The fear  of expor t ing pol lut ion and import ing unemployment  has led to 

cer tain industr ies being exempted from cost ly part icipat ion in the next  European 

Trading System (Financial  Times, 28 November  2007). 

 

c) The intermediary areas between the internal market  and the wor ld market  

have now great ly increased in number. Up to now, there was on one hand the 

European internal market  and on the other the wor ld market . At  most  there 

existed between these two ent it ies a decompression chamber  const i tuted by the 

count r ies seeking admission to the Union. Today the scene is far  more complex. 

Europe is sur rounded by a wide area that  is both problemat ic and unstable. Before 

choosing which count r ies from this area wil l  be admit ted to the Union, Europe has 

– pr ior  to integrat ion – to stabi l ize them. That  is the gist  of Europe’s proximity 
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pol icy and of the ambiguous message that  under l ies i t ’s “shar ing everything with 

the Union but  inst i tut ions”. In return for  the easing of access to the European 

market , those on the per iphery are in real ity asked to assimilate the acquis 

communautaire which are supposed to be an advantage for  them, but  which also 

profit  European economic agents that  are thereby less disor iented (Gstöhl). 

  A pol icy based on norms that  are accepted since they have been negot iated 

here comes up against  its l imits. 

 On one hand because, cont rary to what might  suppose, Europe hardly ever 

negot iates the contents of i ts norms with its par tners. Basical ly, i t ’s a case of “take 

i t  or  leave i t ”. And on the other  hand because the extent  of acceptance of European 

norms obviously depends more on the balance of power  than on free choice. 

Moreover  it  is not  cer tain that  Europe’s partners have much to gain from a pol icy 

that  can appear generous (“everything but  the inst i tut ions”), but  which in real i ty 

amounts to accept ing European norms without  taking par t  in their  elaborat ion. 

 The l inking of norms to the pol i t ical  balance of power  should keep us from a 

starry-eyed vision in which normat ive st rength is “an ideal ist ic power”, gent le, 

peaceful, and placid. But  i t  should also lead us to take norms ser iously and not  

reduce them to the interplay of inconsequent ial  rules, without  impor tance since 

they only concern market  regulat ion  
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 There are today three domains in which Europe’s normat ive influence seeks 

permanent status so as to sat isfy both the demands of i ts ci t izens and the interests 

of its economic agents as wel l as those of i ts member nat ions. 

 

a) Environment : I t  is in this domain that  Europe’s pol it ical  influence is by far 

the strongest  and has the greatest  effect  on the organizat ion of internat ional 

relat ions. This influence can be explained by a decided preference for  

environmental issues that  stems both from the high density of the European 

populat ion and from the environmental external i t ies that  are always present when 

a region, cramped for  space, is heavi ly indust r ial ized and thus pol luted (European 

greenhouse gases [GHG] account for  15% of the wor ld’s emissions, whereas the 

European populat ion is under 8% of wor ld populat ion). A preference that  stems as 

wel l from the food and hygiene cr ises that  Europe confronted in the late 1980s. 
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This commitment  was faci l i tated by the shared character  of environmental benefi ts 

and by compat ibi l i ty between the interests of member states and those of the 

Commission, not  to ment ion the interest  of leading nat ions in suppor t ing these 

demands whenever , for  a var iety of reasons, i t  did not  cost  them much. 

 The Kyoto Protocol proved to be, in this perspect ive, a per fect  vehicle for  

normat ive influence, precisely because meet ing the specific targets set  by 

community consultat ion has become the basis of Europe’s engagement. In the 

beginning the pol i t ical ends to which Kyoto would be put  by Europe were not  

ant icipated. On one hand, because the subject  of cl imate change had not  yet  

become popular . On the other , because Europe was but  one actor  among many. The 

United States was ful ly commit ted to the process and i t  can even be said that  the 

Kyoto Protocol rel ied to a great  extent  on the United States, in par t icular  

concerning emission t rading. But  once the Amer icans began to withdraw and to 

campaign pol i t ical ly against  the Protocol to prevent  i ts appl icat ion, Europe, ful ly 

suppor ted by public opinion, began ident ifying with the Protocol that  appeared as a 

symbol of their  dist inct  pol it ical  ident ity. For i t  was Europe that  succeeded in 

convincing Russia to sign the Kyoto Protocol, making way for  its official 

implementat ion in 2005. In return Europe suppor ted Russia’s ent ry into the WTO. 

Since then Europe has t r ied to exploi t  i ts advantage by issuing proposals for 

an After -Kyoto in which GHG emissions would be fur ther reduced and emerging 

count r ies persuaded to accept  the provisions from which they have so far  been 

exempted in the name of di fferent ial  t reatment, a pr inciple which Europeans 

champion, even if i t  is but  a means to have their  own pol icies appear  more credible.  

 Europe thus commit ted i tself in Apr i l of 2007 to reduce by 20% its emissions 

of greenhouse gases by 2020 (and even by 30% if a reduct ion of the kind was 

accepted by the other  states), then a 50% reduct ion before 2050 keeping 1990 as 

the reference year. In the Kyoto agreement  the reduct ion of GHG for  Europe was 

fixed at  8% between 2008 and 2012. By being the fi rst  geopol i t ical  region to commit  

i tself to After -Kyoto targets, the European Union effect ively fixed the norm that  

was to be cent ral in the internat ional negot iat ions held in Bal i  in December  of 2007. 

But  Europe must meet two chal lenges. The first  is to be exemplary in 

environmental mat ters, not  simply in rhetor ic but  in pract ice. Yet  on this score the 

results are not  yet  in.  

 In 2010, according to the EU Commission’s own est imates, GHG emissions 

in Europe of the 15 wil l  only have been reduced by 0.6% below the 1990 level, 

whereas Kyoto st ipulated an 8% reduct ion by 2012 (European Commission, 2006b). 
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For  Europe of the 25, the out look is more encouraging, but  not  necessar i ly 

significant ; the former Eastern bloc states are closing out  the pol lut ing factor ies 

left  over from the Soviet  era. In 2004 the GHG emission levels for  Europe’s 25 were 

at  their  highest  since the adopt ion of the Kyoto Protocol in 1997. The black spot  for  

Europe remains road and air  t raffic. In addit ion, the propor t ion of European 

expor ts with high carbon intensity is super ior  to that  of the United States or  China, 

which renders at tempts to tax impor tat ions of pollut ing countr ies hardly credible 

(Delgado). 

 For  Europe to set  an example is a crucial  issue, but  the outcome remains 

uncer tain. A pol i t ical  st rategy is needed capable of inci t ing the emerging countr ies 

to share this approach, not  to speak of the fact  that  the United States might  be 

reluctant  to see these count r ies absolved from taking meaningful steps before 2020 

as proposed in the latest  UN development repor t . I t  wi l l  be most  di fficul t . Yet  i t  is 

only by such cr i ter ia that  European nat ions can cont inue pr iding themselves on 

being “a green power”. The other major environmental chapter over  which Europe 

has considerable influence on the wor ld level concerns three quest ions that  can 

appear technical: the Reach direct ives (Regulat ion, Evaluat ion and Author izat ion 

of Chemicals), the WEE (Waste Elect r ic and Elect ronic Equipment) and the ROHS 

(Restr ict ions of Hazardous Substances).  

 Of the three, Reach is the most  impor tant  since it  requires register ing 

30,000 chemical substances which indust r ial ists are obl iged to prove do not  present 

any environmental or  health r isk. Moreover these provisions, appl ied not  only to 

European companies but  to al l  those intending to enter the European market , are 

quite cost ly (Selni  and de Veer). Which explains the st rong resistance put  up by the 

Amer icans (Ackerman, Stanton, Massey). Even in the domain of GMOs where 

Europe, in the WTO, backed down when faced by the Amer icans, U.S. farmers are 

more than reluctant  to plant  the new strains of GMO unt i l  they are cer tain that  

the European market  wi l l  not  be closed to them.  

 

b) Regulat ing global compet it ion 

 St r ict ly speaking compet i t ion pol icy refers to the rules that  are designed to 

prevent  market  players from forming cartels. In a broader  sense i t  in fact  refers, 

for  a given market , to provisions intended to dist inguish between economic agents 

by means of innumerable regulatory obstacles. Respect  for  compet i t ive rules is 

thus an issue in Europe’s internal market  as wel l  as for  i ts t rade policy. 
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 The stakes are high since Europe is not  only the largest  solvent  market  in 

the wor ld and the leading economic power, but  the fi rst  in wor ld investments.  

 A genuine r isk of car tel izat ion does exist  because most  global invest ing is 

done through mergers and acquisi t ions, thereby automat ical ly increasing the 

l ikel ihood of market  concent rat ion. Faced with this r isk, Europe has considerable 

means at  i ts disposal; their  impor t  was evident  on two different  occasions involving 

two different  issues: when in 2001 a European cour t , on the basis of 

ext raterr i tor ial  powers, effect ively prohibi ted the merger  of two Amer ican 

companies (General Motors and Honeywell  Bul l); and in 2007 when this same 

cour t  condemned Microsoft  for  having el iminated its compet i tors from the 

operat ing systems market  by denying them access to technical informat ion on 

Windows. What stands out  in this affair  is both the fact  that  Microsoft  was 

condemned in Europe whereas i t  had not  been in the United States. And also that  

i t  was an Amer ican company that  brought charges against  Microsoft  in Europe as 

i f i t  considered i t  would be easier  to do so in Europe than in the United States 

(Vannini). 

 The condemnat ion of Microsoft  is evidence of a European concept ion of 

compet i t ion that  is today different  from that  of the U.S.. In Europe’s eyes, 

compet i t ion must  not  only provide an advantage for  the consumer but  ensure as 

wel l the cont inued existence of market  compet itors. In other  words, there can be no 

genuine compet i t ion in the absence of genuine compet i tors; whereas for  Americans 

the compet i t ive structure of the market  i tself is of less importance than the 

advantages to be der ived by the consumer (Bert rand and Ivaldi). Microsoft ’s quasi-

monopoly would, in the lat ter  perspect ive, have been acceptable if the consumer 

were to benefi t  from a steady pr ice reduct ion. 

 The other aspect  of compet it ion has to do with the rules guaranteeing fair  

compet i t ion between economic actors. For Europe this aspect  – at  a moment  when 

i ts t rading pat terns have been changing radical ly and rapidly – has become 

increasingly impor tant . As long as Europe remained an introver ted economic area, 

the rules of compet i t ion concerned only countr ies with st r ict  norms. Conforming to 

rules governing intel lectual proper ty, for  instance, had never been a major issue 

for  Europe as long as it  t raded within its borders or  with the United States and 

Japan. Today the si tuat ion is ent irely different  since t rade has been expanding 

with emerging count r ies whose norms are looser . Europe thus has an impressive 

roster  of normat ive cases to set t le, closely l inked to i ts commercial  pol icy (Maur). 
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 In fact , unt i l  the mid-2000s Europe t r ied to put  through i ts normat ive 

agenda via a mult i lateral channel known as the “Singapore issues” (investment 

protect ion, compet i t ion, t ransparency, and t rade faci l i tat ion). But  after  the 2004 

fai lure in Cancun and the deadlock in the WTO mult i lateral negot iat ions, Europe – 

without  admit t ing as much – decided to explore bi lateral ways to advance i ts 

normat ive agenda (Woolcock). And i t ’s obvious why. When 80% of imitat ions 

intercepted in Europe are of Chinese or igin, i t  would appear  legit imate to address 

China direct ly, rather  than wait ing for  a mult i lateral solut ion. Al l  the more so in 

that  the issue in this case was less the drawing up of new rules than their  effect ive 

appl icat ion. Europe wil l ingly admits that , when i t  comes to issues other than 

tar i ffs, i t  has more success in bi lateral than in mult i lateral negot iat ions. Moreover 

Europe is in the process of t ightening provisions concerning intel lectual proper ty in 

i ts bi lateral agreements, coming closer to the United States that  has always 

considered that , in such matters, bi lateral ism was more effect ive than 

mult i lateral ism (Pugatch). Since 2006 Europe’s t rade policy has taken a bi lateral 

turn so as to take root  in emerging count r ies, par t icular ly China that  is its leading 

commercial  par tner . 

 Faced with publ ic scept icism as to the advantages of global izat ion, Europe 

knows that  i t  can prove i ts effect iveness and its legit imacy only by demonst rat ing 

that  the opening of new markets wi l l  result  in the creat ion of jobs – and not  only 

the loss (European Commission, 2006a). That  is why Europe is today interested in 

count r ies with a high-growth potent ial . To meet  i ts object ive Europe intends to 

deploy its bat tery of norms in the key areas of respect  for  intel lectual proper ty, 

access to government  markets, and discr iminat ion against  foreign investors, not  to 

speak of the fundamental social norms concerning environment, energy efficiency 

and human r ights. There is, of course, the r isk that  i ts commercial pol icy then be 

overburdened with, condit ional it ies when the balance of power  is in Europe’s 

favour  (Fant ini and Dodini). The issue should be squarely faced, al l  the more so in 

that  i t  is clear that  Europe has no intent ion through these agreements of relaxing 

i ts cont rol  over  sensit ive aspects of agr icultural product ion and even less so over  

the movement  of people.  

 

c) Wor ld governance 

 We opened this paper with the asser t ion that  a preference for  wor ld 

governance was the core of European pol it ical ideology. And that  this ideology was 

fur ther  affirmed as Amer ican uni lateral ism became stronger. 
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 The call for  global governance has been implemented by Europeans in 

several ways: 

In the WTO Europe has spoken out  for  a “broad agenda” intended to ensure 

that  the opening of new markets and the regulat ion of these markets progress 

simultaneously by including, as we have seen, social  and food protect ion norms.  

In the UN Europe has been the sole voice to appeal for  the creat ion of a 

Global Environmental Agency. 

Even in pr ivate-sector regulat ion, European influence is no longer minimal. 

Taking account ing norms, for  instance, the new norms adopted in Europe since 

2005 were in the beginning closer to Amer ican norms than to the former  European 

norms. But  l i t t le by l i t t le the Internat ional Financial  Repor t ing Standards (IFRS) 

have become a “European” global account ing norm in compet it ion with the 

Amer ican account ing standards, the US-GAAP (Generally Accepted Account ing 

Pr inciples in the United States). In a field in which there was only one de facto 

wor ld standard (the Amer ican) alongside a myr iad of local standards, there are 

now two dominant  norms, even i f the are many similar it ies between them.  

 Yet  global governance is far  from having l ived up to its promise and Europe 

is a long way from matching acts to pr inciples. 

 As we have seen the WTO has not  real ly succeeded in fur ther ing a “broad 

commercial  agenda” of the kind Europe had cal led for . Since the Doha Conference 

Europe has failed in i ts at tempts to l ink t rade to respect  for  environmental 

regulat ions, as it  has fai led to l ink commercial  agreements with fundamental 

social norms and have i ts par tners respect  the famous “Singapore issues”. In fact  

Europe is talk ing of global governance less frequent ly than before. The Barroso 

Commission has above al l  t r ied to demonst rate that  global izat ion wi l l  prove to be 

an advantage for  Europe.  

 Europe, that  talks of a more open wor ld, tends by i ts nat ional divisions to 

block a fairer  representat ion of emerging countr ies in the Secur i ty Counci l  as wel l  

as in the G-7 and the IMF. In the lat ter  case the vot ing r ights of China, India and 

Brazi l , taken together, are 20% below those of I taly, Belgium and the Nether lands. 

How can one purpor t  to defend a plural ist  vision of the wor ld and insist  on 

emerging count r ies taking up their  responsibi l i t ies in wor ld economic governance 

when one denies them representat ion proport ional to their  populat ion? On the 

energy issue, which is for  i t  of pr ime impor tance, Europe is at  the par t ing of the 

ways. In t rying to convince the Russians of the mer i ts of an Energy Char ter , 
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Europe is defending the idea that  market  inst i tut ions guaranteed by norms are 

preferable to bi lateral geopoli t ical agreements. But  Europe here encounters 

resistance not  only from Russia, but  from the major i ty of member states for  whom 

energy remains a sovereign prerogat ive (Finon and Locatel l i). For  the t ime being 

the pipel ine compet i t ion between Russia and Europe (Nabucco versus South 

St ream) seems to play in favour of Moscow.  
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 What  pol it ical  scenar ios for  the future can be drawn from this analysis? The 

fi rst  consists of seeing in the current  si tuat ion the star t  of a process leading to ful l -

fledged European power . I  wi l l  cal l this scenar io Power in Progress. The second 

would not  be a t ransformat ion of European power but  a t ransformat ion by Europe 

of the issues at  stake in power : a scenar io of Transformat ive Power . Last ly, the 

third would be the perpetuat ion of the present  si tuat ion which we wi l l  cal l  Der ived 

Power. 

 

Scenar io 1: Power in Progress 

This scenar io has a number of arguments going for  i t . A growing power, 

progressively becoming aware of i ts common interests, develops common 

implements for  i ts commitments. For  shared interests, a shared – even unique – 

command; a scenar io akin to Amer ica’s. But  of the three, this is the most  

improbable scenar io. For  unl ike the United States, Europe’s point  of depar ture is a 

set  of nat ion states determined to share, but  not  dissolve, their  sovereignty. So the 

compar ison with the U.S. doesn’t  real ly hold (Laïdi,a). In addit ion, the t ransit ion 

from a shared recognit ion of interests to a shared policy runs into numerous 

obstacles. 

There are often in Europe discrepancies between what are perceived to be 

interests and their  real i ty. Object ively, Great  Br i tain has major interests in 

Europe. But  this in no way reduces Br it ish opinion’s host i l i ty to sustained suppor t  

for  commitment  to Europe. I t  explains why, moreover, the theory that  Br i tain is in 

fact  intent  on dominat ing Europe has never  been confirmed; rather than 
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influencing Europe, Br i tain’s goal is to prevent  Europe from inter fer ing with 

Br i t ish interests.  

The second obstacle is that  acknowledgement of common interests wi l l  never 

dissuade certain states from resor t ing to free-r iding, even if i t  means claiming to 

act  in the common interest  whi le being the fi rst  to go i t  alone. The French project  

for  a Mediter ranean Union is an excel lent  example. 

And final ly, the idea of common interests st i l l  leaves room for  differ ing 

pr ior it ies. Europeans have every reason to develop a common energy pol icy in view 

of their  col lect ive vulnerableness to energy volat i l i ty. But  this does not  prevent 

them from envisaging the pool ing of interests in very di fferent  ways. 

 

Scenar io 2. Transformat ive Power  

 Here Europe’s act ivi t ies are seen as influencing the col lect ive percept ion of 

wor ld issues and their  pr ior i t ies. Cl imate change is a good i l lust rat ion of this 

scenar io. Through i ts effor ts Europe has succeeded in put t ing the issue at  the top 

of the wor ld agenda despite strong opposit ion from the United States. In addit ion, 

Europe has managed to make of i t  the fi rst  to be shared by al l members of the 

internat ional community. A considerable achievement  because cl imate change is 

beginning to have poli t ical  consequences in a var iety of domains, such that  in a few 

years we wi l l  no doubt  see pol it ical or  mil i tary confl icts closely l inked to 

environmental issues. Hence we can consider Europe’s t ransformat ive power  as a 

plausible outcome, but  we should neither exaggerate nor misest imate i t . I t  is 

character ist ic of the internat ional system to generate new issues, but  this does not  

mean that  t radit ional quest ions of secur ity, where Europe is far  weaker , wi l l  be set  

aside. In addit ion, the fact  of br inging cer tain issues to the fore does not  mean that  

Europe wi l l  remain the king player. In other words, i f tomorrow the quest ion of 

cl imate change were to become a strategic issue of a more classic k ind, Europe 

would not  necessar i ly be the best  prepared to confront  it . We can only hypothesize 

that  Europe’s soft  power  wi l l  see to it  that  the pol it ical issues stemming from the 

existence of wor ld publ ic goods wi l l  not  systemat ical ly degenerate into violent 

confl icts involving armed force. 

 

Scenar io 3: Power by default  

 In this scenar io Europe’s power  would consist  of fragments that  Europe 

made no at tempt to consol idate. I t  would be more of a der ived power rather  than a 
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constructed power: one which gave no indicat ion of a wil l  to col lect ive author i ty. 

Europe would remain a fragmented power , one that  did not  t ry to acquire power ’s 

t radit ional at t r ibutes. I t  would exercise this power by default , with no conscious 

purpose, which does not  mean however that  it  would be power less. Of the three 

scenar ios, the fi rst  appears the least  probable. We should thus count, for  the next  

twenty years, on the other  two; i t  is the combinat ion of scenar ios two and three 

that  holds the key to understanding Europe’s place in the wor ld. 
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As long as Europe has not  developed a comprehensive perspect ive on the 

wor ld that  takes into account  its own (even i f not  autonomous) vision of i ts secur i ty 

in the broad sense, i t  wi l l  hardly be possible for  it  to extend i ts power. At  the same 

t ime, the considerable di fficulty the United States has encountered in t rying to 

dominate by force indicates that  the possession of mil i tary st rength is no answer. 

What  Europe needs then is less mil i tary might  than a global perspect ive shared by 

i ts members. 

The normat ive approach i t  has adopted by necessity is a step in this direct ion. 

To this end both the Commission and the universi t ies working in Europe should 

draw up a normat ive agenda, set t ing out  the five major normat ive pr ior i t ies for  

Europe over  the next  ten years, including how to harmonize member states’ 

preferences and how to put  them into effect .  

Europe should also systemat ical ly compare its own normat ive agenda with 

those of the major emerging count r ies (China, Russia, India) in order to assess the 

differences and similar i t ies between Europe and them on the different  issues 

involved. 
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