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Introduction

Trade policy is among the most prominent policies to be placed under
supranational competence from the very beginning of the European
Community (EC). Since the adoption of the Treaty of Rome in 1957, the
EC possessed an external personality and held the authority to elaborate,
negotiate and enforce trade relations with the rest of the world.! While there
has been considerable controversy as to whether the EU represents a ‘power’
in the fields associated to traditional ‘power politics’ (Gordon, 1998;
Ginsberg, 1999), it has long been acknowledged that it has indeed acquired
such status in the field of international trade. The EU exercises substantial
leverage on international trade politics, because its economy and share of
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global imports affect its trading and investment partners, and also because
the EU secks to wield influence by the use of commercial instruments
(Meunier and Nicolaidis, 2006).

Despite its institutional prominence and empirical relevance, EU trade
policy attracts comparatively little scholarly attention. In comparison with the
huge and detailed literature focusing on US trade policy, the EU trade policy
literature remains underdeveloped, both theoretically and empirically (Diir,
2006; Diir and Zimmermann, 2007). Single case studies on the most visible
negotiating processes and analyses covering few trade sectors, particularly
agriculture, have long dominated the field. Only in the past two decades has the
importance of EU trade policy been reflected in a number of theoretically as
well as empirically ambitious studies, which we will review in this piece.

Although relatively little time has passed since we can talk of an EU trade
policy literature, this body of works has been remarkably quick in connecting
to the comparative politics, international relations and international politi-
cal economy literatures, showing that studying the European Union does not
necessarily mean casting oneself away from broader political science debates. All
too often studies on the EU adopt a sui-generis approach that tends to isolate
them from mainstream political science. This is an understandable and arguably
even useful tendency. As the EU political system has some institutional features
that are unique, it should come as no surprise that much attention is devoted to
try and make sense of it. The downside to the tendency of going for peculiar
features however is that this has led to descriptive, rather than theory-driven
research, and to the development of ad hoc accounts, undermining the possibility
to draw on and contribute to broader political science debates. Still, the EU
trade policy literature, more than other strands of EU research, has more quickly
started to acknowledge that concepts and theories used to study politics and
policies at the national level can be applied for the analysis of the EU policy
processes (Hix, 1999; Richardson, 2001; Yee, 2004). The main aim of this review
article is to bear witness of this quick evolution into realizing the potential for a
more generalizable political science of EU trade policy.

In a first phase, EU trade policy scholars have moved away from a purely sui
generis approach, borrowing conceptual and theoretical tools from the wider
political science literature. In a subsequent phase, a number of studies have
brought to maturity this process by assuming functional equivalence between
trade policy-making system in states and the trade policy-making system of the
EU, hence considering the EU just as one case among many to test generic
political science theories.

Drawing on this state of the art, we also argue that much still needs to be done
to fully exploit the research potential inherent in the confrontation of general
theoretical concepts and propositions with empirical detail. In our view, a
desirable next step will be to ground EU trade policy research more firmly in the
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comparative politics approach by creating research designs that systematically
assess the effects of differences across trade policy-making political systems.
Among the many possible ways to achieve that aim, we submit that two avenues
for future research stand out. First, analyses of features and causal mechanisms
typical of the EU institutional structure would benefit from explicit controlled
comparisons with other political systems. This requires using abstract conceptual
tools to make comparisons of different institutional contexts possible. The generic
typology of majoritarian versus consensus-oriented political systems could be
operationalized and made useful to explain and understand different policy
responses to similar challenges. A more explicit and controlled attempt could also
be made at using veto player theory to analyze such differences.

Second, we suggest ways to come to grips with the role differences in values,
norms and culture play in explaining different patterns of trade policy-making and
outcomes across political systems. The advance with regard to the existing
literature might consist of focusing on the sources of differences in values, norms
and culture, and comparing how and why these ideologies and cultural frames have
developed along different paths, rather than treating these characteristics as given.

Although the aim of the review is to be relatively comprehensive (but not
exhaustive!) by reviewing both academic articles and books, each of the three
books under review exemplify a particular approach to the study of European
trade policy. The volume edited by Diir and Elsig is an example of the useful-
ness of general concepts and theories applied to EU trade policy. The volume
analyzes EU trade policy-making with a view to develop new propositions on
the dynamics of delegation and control that take place between principals and
agents in trade policy-making. The Diir book offers an example of how the
analysis of EU trade policy can be instrumental to corroborate theoretical
arguments by identifying regularities of behavior and policy outcomes across
political systems. Finally, the Conceicao-Heldt book offers a framework for
how of the EU trade policy literature could be brought forward by trying to
systematically assess the effects of differences across political systems.

The main lessons we draw from this review is that the move towards
generalizability of concepts and explanations for EU trade policy represents a
healthy development. While there remains much to gain from research that
focuses on some of its specifics, we contend that striving for general findings on
EU trade policy-making will contribute further to the accumulation of
knowledge about trade policy at large.

Sui Generis Approaches to EU Trade Policy

The beginnings of the political science literature on EU trade policy can
be traced back to competences debate of the second half of the 1990s. Until the
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adoption of the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty, the original wording of Article 133
(ex-Art. 113 EEC) granting the Community exclusive competences for the EU’s
common commercial policy remained substantially unchanged. The expansion
of the international trade agenda to the so-called new trade issues, formalized
with the creation of the WTO in 1995, put political-administrative strain on the
Community’s legal trade competences. The ensuing political struggle between
the Commission and the Member States over who should have ultimate
competence over these ‘new trade issues’ led to a re-definition of EU trade
policy-making rules in subsequent treaty revisions.

Reacting to these institutional and political conflicts over trade policy, a
number of authors aimed at making sense of a situation in flux for what con-
cerned both the political debate among the relevant institutional stakeholders
and the rules and institutions governing EU trade policy-making (Meunier and
Nicolaidis, 1999; Woolcock, 2000; Young, 2000; Nicolaidis and Meunier, 2002;
Meunier, 2003).

Traditionally the domain of a fairly narrow policy community of national and
EU officials and a few economic interests in agriculture and manufacturing, EU
trade policy acquired a broader scope as international trade rules created
incentives for new constituencies to mobilize, making the trade policy-making
environment more complex and politicized (Woolcock, 2005), while increasing
contestation opened the policy to more normative challenges (Young, 2007). On
the external front, scholars inquired into the nature of the EU trade actorness,
trying to identify new conceptual categories for the distinctive and conflicted
nature of EU’s international trade policy stances (Collinson, 1999; Smith, 2001;
Baldwin, 2006; Holmes, 2006; Meunier and Nicolaidis, 2006; Jacoby and
Meunier, 2010), or highlighting the allegedly distinctive values, principles and
norms guiding EU behavior in the international trading system (Bretherton and
Vogler, 1999; Falke, 2005; Van den Hoven, 2006). On the domestic front,
scholars focused on how the EU’s distinctive political and institutional features
affect patterns of business-government relations and lobbying concerning EU
trade policy (Van den Hoven, 2002; Hocking, 2004; Shaffer, 2006; Woll, 2006a).
Despite existing differences however, these studies shared the view that EU trade
policy is quite a special phenomenon, had limited theoretical ambition and con-
centrated on developing new conceptual categories to grasp the empirical reality
of EU trade policy-making.

Between Sui Generis and Generalizability
A gradual move away from a sui generis approach to the study of EU trade

policy took place when scholars started to approach the subject with more
general conceptual and theoretical political science tools. Although the idea of

4 © 2013 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1472-4790 Comparative European Politics 1-19


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/248990652_What's_New_in_EU_Trade_Dispute_Settlement_Judicialization_Public-Private_Networks_and_the_WTO_Legal_Order?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-3241c1e6-d437-4acc-9bd2-a4258dd68371&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzNTkyNTY3ODtBUzoxMTU1NzQ5NDAxMTQ5NDRAMTQwNDU2NjYyMTE1OA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/4764363_Trade_Politics_Ain't_What_It_Used_to_Be_The_European_Union_in_the_Doha_Round?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-3241c1e6-d437-4acc-9bd2-a4258dd68371&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzNTkyNTY3ODtBUzoxMTU1NzQ5NDAxMTQ5NDRAMTQwNDU2NjYyMTE1OA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/248725010_Changing_the_Terms_of_Trade_Policy_Making_From_the_Club_to_the_Multistakeholder_Model?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-3241c1e6-d437-4acc-9bd2-a4258dd68371&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzNTkyNTY3ODtBUzoxMTU1NzQ5NDAxMTQ5NDRAMTQwNDU2NjYyMTE1OA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/5015585_Trade_Policy_Lobbying_in_the_European_Union_Who_Captures_Whom?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-3241c1e6-d437-4acc-9bd2-a4258dd68371&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzNTkyNTY3ODtBUzoxMTU1NzQ5NDAxMTQ5NDRAMTQwNDU2NjYyMTE1OA==

Review -%f—

European exceptionalism continues to permeate these studies, these attempts
to apply middle-range theories imported from other fields represent an
important movement towards generalizability.

Several of these studies have started from the idea of Putnam’s two-level
games. Initially, the two-level game metaphor was applied to investigate the
effects of international trade obligations on domestic processes of reform (Moyer,
1993; Paarlberg, 1997), while later some authors argued that such a framework is
insufficient to grasp the multi-level nature of EU trade policy-making system and
should be modified into a three-level game, taking place on the domestic, the EU
and the international level (Patterson, 1997; Frenhoff-Larsén, 2007).

A number of studies proposed the principal-agent (P-A) framework as a
flexible heuristic tool to make sense of EU trade policy-making. Investigating
the role of multiple agents, for instance, has been proposed to grasp the
political dynamics taking place within the European Commission (Elgstrom
and Frenhoff-Larsén, 2010). Others have used the principal-agent framework
with a sui generis purpose, aiming to account for the distinctive dynamics of
delegation and control in the EU’s trade policy-making system. Kerremans
(2004) shows how the specific rules for the delegation of negotiation powers
from the Member States to the European Commission create incentives for
the latter to anticipate preferences of the former. Elsig (2007) argues that the
existing delegation design of EU trade policy-making, that is, the Commis-
sion’s agenda-setting power, high thresholds for principals’ sanctioning and the
multi-level system, all allow for substantial agency autonomy. Similarly, other
authors investigate the strategic paths available to agents in the EU trade
policy-making system to maximize their room for maneuver with respect to
multiple principals (Delreux and Kerremans, 2010; Concei¢cdo-Heldt, 2011a).

In this vein, a number of institutionalist arguments have also been
developed to account for EU trade policy behavior. Hanson (1998), for
instance, argues that the liberalization of external trade policy was an
unintended consequence of the completion of the internal market as it created
a systematic institutional bias toward liberalization over increased protection.
Young (2004) suggests that consensual decision-making rules in particular
issue areas makes regulatory peaks very resistant to change, which might
explain why the EU finds it difficult to comply with WTO dispute settlement
rulings.

While this body of literature is characterized by stronger theoretical ambi-
tions, its approach remains essentially sui gemeris, as general theories are
adapted to analyze EU specificities, or they are employed to account for
specific characteristics of EU trade politics or policies. However, while these
studies focus on what makes the EU special, these initial efforts to import
general concepts and theories from outside the borders of the European studies
camp are key for this literature to further evolve and use the EU as the
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empirical yardstick to develop general and testable hypotheses about the
political economy of trade policy preference and policy formation at large.

Fully Embarking on Generalization

A number of authors have moved away from a sui generis, outcome-centric
research design of previous studies, towards a factor-centric research design, in
which the EU is used as the empirical yardstick to test general propositions.”

While using a wide array of different theoretical perspectives, these studies
draw on three broad strands of political research: international political
economy, comparative politics and international relations. Studies drawing on
IPE approaches use the EU as an empirical case to test and develop theories
that conceive of trade policy orientation of governments as determined by the
anticipated distributional implications of expected policies and the patterns of
interest groups mobilization these engender. These approaches thus build on
the assumption that political actors act as office seekers and have strong incen-
tives to anticipate the reaction of societal groups — especially producer groups —
and avoid policies that will weaken their chances for re-election or re-
appointment. Diir (2007a,c, 2008a, 2011) analyzes various instances of EU
trade negotiations to empirically test the so-called ‘protection for exporters’
argument, that is, the proposition that exporters lobby more in reaction to
losses of foreign market shares than in pursuit of opportunities. In an analysis
of the EU’s in the Kennedy Round and the Doha Development Agenda, Diir
(2008b) finds support for the claim that the EU negotiating positions were
largely determined by interest groups’ pressure, showing that in both cases
there were striking parallels between the positions defended by economic inte-
rests and public actors. Diir and De Biévre (2007) also find strong evidence in
support of collective action theory in their assessment of the influence organi-
zations representing diffuse interests within the EU on the occasion of nego-
tiations concerning Economic Partnership Agreements and Doha negotiations
over rules on access to medicines in developing countries. Similarly, Eckhardt
(2011) shows how import-dependent firms in the EU mobilize far more against
certain losses than for potential gains, weighing decisively on political out-
comes, while Heron and Siles-Briigge (2012) find evidence that the trade
preferences of multinational firms seeking to secure ‘first-mover’ advantages in
highly regulated service markets were key drivers of the recent proliferation of
bilateral and regional trade agreements signed by the EU.

A second broad group of studies draws on concepts and theories from
comparative politics. Some authors apply the so-called ‘policies determine
politics’ argument (Lowi, 1972) to the analysis of EU trade policy. Ugur
(1998), for instance, analyses the evolution of EU’s textile and clothing policy
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during the Multifibre arrangement and Uruguay round negotiations to test the
proposition that the level of protectionism is determined by the degree of
transparency/divisibility of the issue at stake. Young (2007) suggests that the
negotiating positions of the EU in the Doha round reflected distinctive patterns
of trade politics underlying three types of trade policies, namely traditional,
commercial and social trade policies. Similarly, Poletti (2012) develops a theo-
retical framework to explain EU behavior in Doha negotiations in which
variation of trade politics is conceived of as a function of the political salience
and certainty of distributive effects of negotiating issues.

Other comparative approaches look at EU trade policy through the lenses of
the principal-agent framework. Differently from the P-A studies reviewed in
the previous section, however, these analyses have greater theoretical ambition
in that they use the EU as an empirical test case to develop new and general
propositions within this theoretical approach. Elsig’s (2010) analysis of the
enlargement’s impact on EU trade policy, for instance, sheds light on the
question how a sudden increase of both the number of principals and their
preference heterogeneity affects the dynamics of delegation and control
between principals and agents. The edited volume by Diir and Elsig perhaps
represents the most systematic example of the way in which the analysis of EU
trade policy-making can be used to produce advances in the context of the
principal-agent theory. In particular, two questions addressed in this volume
are key to increase the theoretical reach of the principal-agent framework in the
context of the study of trade policy at large: the consequences of a multi-level
system of policy-making comprising several hierarchically organized P-A
relationships, and the impact of diverging preferences among principals on P-A
relationships that are relevant in the formulation of trade policy. The first
question is addressed in the contribution by Poletti (2011), where the
delegation of strong enforcement powers to the WTO Dispute Settlement
Body is shown to have led to an alignment of preferences both among
principals and between principals and agents within the EU, creating the
conditions for its consistent support of wide-ranging multilateral trade
negotiations in the Doha round.® Conceigdo-Heldt (2011b) deals with the
second problem, showing through a systematic analysis of EU member states
and Commission preferences concerning agricultural trade negotiations in the
Doha round how divergence of preferences among principals increases the
agent’s ability to pursue its preferred policies. Also with regard to the incidence
of diverging principals’ preferences, De Bi¢vre and Eckhardt (2011) show that
P-A relationships can turn out to be remarkably stable, despite rampant poli-
tical conflict over the agent’s mandate. They argue that an attempt by the
Commission to reform its antidumping policy so as to become more responsive
to demands from importers, retailers and producers having outsourced
production, failed, because import-competing producers mobilized more
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strongly and exerted influence on both the agent and some of the most
important principals in favor of the status quo.

Still from a comparative politics perspective, EU trade policy has also
been analyzed to show how ideas, values and norms embedded in a given
institutional setting can also influence trade politics by fostering argumentative
and deliberative behavior (Niemann, 2004; Van Den Hoven, 2004).

Finally, a third group of authors analyses EU trade policy from the angle of
traditional IR approaches such as realism and negotiation theory. In their
study of EU interregional trade negotiations, Aggarwal and Fogarty (2004)
have maintained that these were to an important degree motivated by geo-
political and geo-economic considerations such as the need to respond to the
emerging power of Asia and to counterbalance US power. Zimmermann (2007)
equally draws on realism-based explanations, when he argues that the EU was
motivated by geo-economic and mercantilist considerations in its negotiations
on China’s and Russia’s WTO accession, specifically by the interest to maxi-
mize EU wealth relative to other powers. Similarly, some authors analyze the
EU’s engagement with ACP countries in the framework of the European
Partnership Agreements as an exercise of power politics (Hurt, 2003; Farrell,
2005). Meunier (2000, 2005) analyzes how different institutional rules to
aggregate divergent member state preferences into one common position affect
the bargaining capabilities of the EU in international trade negotiations, con-
tributing significantly to negotiation theory by shedding light on the linkage
between domestic institutional structures and external effectiveness in
international negotiations.

Going Comparative

While the developments described so far have placed the EU trade policy
literature at the forefront of ongoing attempts to connect studies on the
European Union to conceptual and theoretical advances in mainstream
political science research, we contend that further efforts are needed to exploit
the full potential of this development. More specifically, a desirable next step is
to ground EU trade policy research more firmly in the comparative politics
approach by creating research designs that systematically assess the effects of
differences across trade policy-making political systems.

Comparative studies of EU trade policy-making have so far mostly concen-
trated on comparisons between the EU and the United States, identifying
regularities of behavior and outcomes, largely overlooking whether and
why we observe systematic variation across countries. To be sure, this
‘compare to highlight similarities’ approach represents a necessary step on the
road towards greater generalizability of findings. Stressing similarities, rather
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than differences across institutional systems, is key to show that it is both
possible and useful to assume functional equivalence between the funda-
mental dynamics underlying trade policy in the EU and in other political
systems. For instance, in an analysis of US negotiations with Japan and the
EU, Davis (2004) contends that an institutionalized linkage between
agricultural and industrial issues encouraged agricultural liberalization in
both cases. De Biévre and Diir (2005) show how the delegation of trade policy
authority to agents in both the EU and United States reduces transaction
costs under conditions of heterogeneous constituency demands, while maintain-
ing principals’ control over the flow of resources from lobbying.

The book by Diir probably represents the most systematic and compre-
hensive analysis showing the usefulness of assuming that the politics underlying
trade policy preference in the EU is fundamentally equivalent to that in nation
states. Diir conducts a comparative analysis of US and EU trade policies over
the last century, integrating domestic and international strategies into a single
explanation to account for periods of acceleration and slowdown in the pace
of trade liberalization in these political systems. Besides offering an outline
of the ‘protection for exporter’ argument, the author combines these insights
with an explanation of bargaining outcomes when policies abroad harm a
country’s exporters. By relying on the concept of export vulnerability as a key
factor in explaining the amount of concessions one country is able to extract in
the bargaining process, the explanation can account for why exporters in a
given country exert pressures on decision-makers to seek increased access to
foreign markets, as well as the outcome of trade bargaining. In a recent qua-
ntitative analysis of the proliferation of preferential trade agreements among
167 countries, Baccini and Diir (2012) show that the explanatory force of the
protection for exporters argument extends beyond the cases of two pivotal
international trade players such as the EU and the United States.

From a different theoretical angle, Woll (2008) highlights regularities between
the EU and the United States, showing how trade policy-makers can shape
producers’ preferences when uncertainty and lack of knowledge makes it difficult
for this latter group to define what their interests are. Analyzing public-private
interactions in the United States, the EU and Brazil, Woll and Artigas (2007)
contend that the increasing centrality of regulatory issues in the international
trading system is transforming traditional pressure politics types of business-
government interactions into less hierarchical exchanges based on expertise, lear-
ning and information give-and-take.

Comparative research aimed at identifying and explaining systematic diffe-
rences between trade policy-making and trade policies in the EU and other politi-
cal systems, however, is largely absent from this literature. In most of the studies
considered so far such a comparative perspective is implicit. Institutional
hypotheses about the insulation effect of the delegation of trade authority in EU
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(Meunier, 2005), on the EU difficulties to comply with WTO dispute settlement
rulings (Young, 2004; Daugbjerg and Swinbank, 2008), and concerning the
peculiar patterns of trade policy lobbying (Woll, 2006a) are not tested through
comparisons between the EU and other political systems. Similarly, analyses that
focus on factors such as norms, values and principles as guiding factors of EU
trade policy do not corroborate their arguments by means of systematic com-
parisons with other political systems. In the next sections, we identify two possi-
ble avenues to conduct comparative research aimed at casting light on systematic
differences in trade policy-making dynamics across political systems.

Domestic institutions

In our view, a promising way to tease out differences in trade policy processes
and policies across political systems would be to focus on the role of domestic
institutions and the way these systematically affect how actors’ preferences
are aggregated in the trade policy-making process. We suggest two sets of
institutional hypotheses to carry out such a comparative exercise: the first
based on the conceptual distinction between consensus and majoritarian
political systems developed by Lijphart (1999), and the second based on veto
player theory (Tsebelis, 2002). Each of those allows one to derive hypotheses
on collective action and policy outcomes in trade policy.

In the first vein, some analysts have looked into the relationship between
electoral institutions and trade policy, suggesting that other things being equal
governments elected by majoritarian rules are more protectionist (Rogowski,
1987; Mansfield and Busch, 1995; Kono, 2009; Rickard, 2012) and also tend to
violate WTO rules more often (Rickard, 2010) than governments elected by
proportional rules. Given the peculiarities of appointment and representation
of the EU political system, however, this conceptualization of institutional
variation is not yet useful enough for meaningful comparisons involving the
EU. A conceptual dimension of variation characterizing a wider variety of
institutional differences is the distinction between majoritarian and consensus
political systems (Lijphart, 1999), which offers a way to develop general and
testable hypotheses to account for differences between the EU and other poli-
tical systems. The conceptual distinction is based on a number of institutional
variables referring to both how much power is shared and dispersed in a
political system, through which the EU can be categorized as a relatively pure
case of consensus democracy (Lijphart, 1999, p. 7).

This conceptual distinction allows for the derivation of hypotheses on how
domestic institutions affect the mobilization and influence of interest groups on
trade policy across political systems. Consensus-oriented political systems may
create incentives for more broad, peak association interest aggregation, rather
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than an exclusive focus on lobbying specialization. Power dispersion among
a wide array of actors may create incentives for large lobbying coalitions. As
for policy outcomes, the sharing of power among many actors may make trade
policy more stable and consistent over time. In line with access points theory
(Ehrlich, 2007), one could argue that when a wide array of actors has a say in
decision-making, consensus democracies favor protectionist interests.

A second promising route would be to put the concept of veto players to use
(Tsebelis, 2002). Since the EU trade policy-making process is characterized by
a higher number of veto players than many other national political systems
(Diir, 2007b), veto player theory could well be employed to also conduct
systematic cross-case comparisons. These can equally lead to hypotheses on
political outcomes as well as on collective action dynamics. With regard to
outcomes, Mansfield ef al (2007) have found that political systems with a
high number of veto players are less likely to sign preferential trading
agreements, particularly when the prospective depth of integration of these
arrangements is high. One could also hypothesize that systems with a high
number of veto players find it more difficult to comply with adverse WTO
dispute settlement rulings that require adaptations of domestic policies. This
may be all the more so, ever since the Lisbon Treaty extended co-decision by
the European Parliament for the adoption of virtually all EU legislative acts.
This is likely to increase compliance problems in WTO dispute settlement
(Daugbjerg and Swinbank, 2008), hence increasing observable variation in
trade policy outcomes between the EU and other members of the multilateral
trade regime.

Another possible hypothesis that could be tested through cross-case
empirical analysis is that political systems with a high number of veto players
have greater propensity to pursue institutional linkages in trade negotiations.
Diir (2007b) has argued that linking two or more policy issues in trade
negotiations is a condition for a decision-making system with a large number
of veto players to avoid internal deadlock, allowing for agreements even if on
an individual issue at least one internal actor would use its veto power to block
a move away from the status quo. This approach could shed light on different
approaches across the Atlantic over the inclusion of the so-called trade-and
issue in the Doha round of negotiations.

A closely related issue concerns the causal mechanisms linking the number of
veto players and trade policy stability. It seems fair to expect systems with a
high number of veto players to be less likely to experience fluctuations in their
trade policy positions over time. Because a political system with a high number
of veto players is characterized by policy stability, one can hypothesize that
changes from protectionism to trade openness (and back) are less likely in such
systems. Domestic propensity to link multiple issues further raises the
threshold for policy change as changing one policy may unpick a wider
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compromise based on a package deal resulting from a delicate attempt to strike
a balance between the interests of different stakeholders.

Finally, veto player theory could be used to conduct comparisons of interest
group mobilization, strategies and influence on outcomes under different insti-
tutional conditions. It is an empirically open question whether the presence of a
large number of veto players adds to the opportunities of producer interests to
mobilize and exert influence more successfully, or rather creates a favorable
environment for civil society groups to counterbalance the influence of
producer groups.

The Conceicao-Heldt book presents a framework how theoretical insights
from these two strands of literature can be combined. Drawing on the concep-
tual distinction between consensual and majoritarian democracies and on
veto player theory, the book offers an analysis of the behavior of four trading
actors — the EU, the United States, Brazil and Australia — in the context of
agricultural trade negotiations throughout four WTO Ministerial Meetings
between 1999 and 2006. While falling short of systematic testing or new
theoretical findings, the analysis is structured along expectations that power
sharing between the executive and the legislature make cooperation more
difficult, that executives are constrained in their bargaining autonomy when
they have close ties with specific interest groups, and that the higher the
number of institutional and partisan veto players, the fewer the concessions the
executive is likely to make at the international level.

Values, culture and norms

A second promising way to develop comparative research on variation between
trade policy-making dynamics in the EU and other political systems could be
based on the analysis of the values, culture, ideas and norms that guide policy
in these different contexts.

Since the 1970s, the literature on EU foreign policy has contended that the
EU is a peculiar actor that pursues a value-based stance in the international
arena, one in which normative concerns about global justice, development,
multilateralism, environmental protection and human rights play a key role
(Duchéne, 1973; Lucarelli and Manners, 2006). A few studies have explicitly
adopted this perspective for the analysis of EU trade policy (Bretherton and
Vogler, 1999; Van den Hoven, 2006). While contending that there is something
special in the type of values the EU upholds in the trade arena, values and
ideational factors are usually treated as independent variables to explain
particular policy outcomes (for an exception, see Kerremans and Orbie, 2009).
This is theoretically problematic because it inevitably leads to assume a priori
that policy-makers have preferences over policies independent of both societal
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demands and institutional constraints, raising the question where these
preferences come from. Moreover, most of these studies do not subject this
contention to an empirical test by comparing the EU with other political
systems (for an exception see Falke, 2005). Further research on values and
norms in EU trade policy may therefore benefit from turning variation in
values and norms guiding trade policy into dependent variables, creating typo-
logies of differences, and comparing how and why particular value-systems,
ideologies and normative frames have developed along different paths.

One way to proceed along these lines could be to conduct comparative
analyses of public opinion and party political preferences over trade policies.
Some analyses have shown that highly salient issues may affect foreign
policy choices of decision-makers because of the incentives they face to
respond to the wishes of the electorate (Risse-Kappen, 1991; Smith, 2000).
With regard to trade policy, Verdier (1994) similarly shows that issues are
more likely to be made a priority by parties when these are highly salient to
the electorate. Kono (2008) has found that high public support for free trade
leads to lower tariffs in democratic states. If public opinion preferences are
key, we should find why trade actors’ behavior vary along other relevant
dimensions, such as propensity to include the so-called trade-and issues in
international trade arrangements, different states’ preferences over the
number, depth and scope preferential trade agreements, and trade actors’
behavior in WTO litigation.

Next to individual level preferences in the form of public opinion data, there
certainly is potential in systematic analysis of party ideology and its incidence
on trade policy. If ideology has a systematic influence on trade policy-making,
then the party political composition of the executive and the legislative of
different political entities should have a systematic effect on the values they
uphold in trade policy. For the EU case, such an analysis could be conducted
by considering the party political composition of the executive, that is, the
European Commission, and the two legislative bodies in EU trade policy-
making, that is, the European Parliament and the Council of Ministers. This
would allow linking the trade policy literature to an extensive literature on how
the party composition of different EU bodies affects politics and policies (Hix
et al, 2007, Wonka, 2007; Warntjen et al, 2008).

A second possible line of inquiry could focus on the role played by organized
groups representing diffuse interest in the trade policy-making process.
Hocking (2004) has argued that there has been an evolution of trade consul-
tative processes within the EU from a ‘club model’ to a ‘multi-stakeholder
model’, as NGOs have become more center-stage in the policy process, while
others have suggested that NGOs and social movements were crucial in raising
the profile of development in EU trade policy (Young and Peterson, 2006;
Young, 2007). The question though is whether diffuse interests play a similar
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or a different role in other political systems. To what extent can the degree of
influence of these groups account for policy-makers stances?

Third, further research could also concentrate on how differences in firm and
trade association lobbying affects trade policy outcomes. In a review of interest
group lobbying literature, Woll (2006b) calls for further comparative research
on how cultural factors affect lobbying across countries, arguing that lobbying
style in the United States is adversarial and confrontational, whereas lobbying
in the EU is more consensus-oriented. The peculiar and multi-layered insti-
tutional structure of the EU, combined with the need for European peak-
associations to aggregate the interests of different national members, may
indeed have fostered different socialization processes for organized groups
trying to influence trade policy in the EU.

Finally, future research would benefit from systematic variation across
public discourses on trade policy, enabling or constraining policy-making.
Siles-Briigge (2011) has illustrated the clarifying force of types of discourses
in his analysis of the EU — Korea Free Trade Agreement, showing that the
intentional, disingenuous, and hence only strategic invocation of external eco-
nomic constraints (‘globalization!”) enabled the European Commission’s DG
Trade to sell the package deal of market access for European service industries
and Korean manufacturers in the face of resistance by the European car
manufacturing industry. The difference between the cheap invocation of free
trade in US politics and the EU rhetoric on a European social model does not
seem to result in any strikingly different trade policy outcomes (but see
Kerremans and Martins-Gystelinck, 2009), while analysis of discourse in other
trading powers has yet to be started.

Conclusion

In this literature review and research outlook, we have reviewed much of the
political science literature on EU trade policy to date. We have organized this
discussion along the question whether these studies treat the EU as a special case,
or whether they try and develop generic insights where the EU is one of the
applications. We have further sketched a set of possible, future avenues for fur-
ther research along comparative lines. While having strived for relative compre-
hensiveness, we have deliberately not reviewed any legal or economic literature on
EU trade policy, and equally have not expanded on the important choice of
empirical scope of future studies. It is quite clear that contemporary trade politics
has become increasingly influenced by countries such as India, Brazil and China.
This development is certainly affecting WTO multilateral negotiations, WTO
litigation, inter-regional trade agreements and bilateral trade negotiations, and
will therefore inevitably be part of the empirical scope of application of the
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theoretical routes we have reflected upon. These empirical fields of application
will certainly deserve to become key topics in future trade policy research. Yet, in
this piece we have chosen to concentrate on the theoretical side of the coin,
convinced as we are that future research on these new empirical phenomena will
be able to contribute to the accumulation of knowledge on the fundamental
political dynamics of trade policy only if grounded in solid theory.
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Notes

—

After the transition period until 1967, all EC tariffs were external, and the only exception to

exclusive supranational competence in the field of external trade policy was the procedure under

the then Article 115, specifying when industries could petition for national exceptions to EC rules

(see Schuknecht, 1992).

2 For the distinction between factor-centric and outcome-centric research, see Gschwend and
Schimmelfennig (2007).

3 On the effects of multiple chains of delegation on P-A relationships, see also Reichert and

Jungblut (2007).
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