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INTRODUCTION 

The power of the European Union (EU) and the relationship between its internal and external 

dimensions have led to interesting but complex theoretical debates concerning the power and 

‘actorness’ of the EU (cf. introduction to this special issue). Various terms have been used to describe 

the power of the EU in the world including civilian (Duchêne, 1972; Orbie, 2006), normative 

(Manners, 2002) and market power (Damro, 2012). This article provides a partial and constructive 

test of one of the most recent of these contributions, the theory of Market Power Europe (MPE). This 

theory or analytical perspective has been recognised as a significant contribution of the study of the 

external dimension of the EU (Parker & Rosamond, 2013: 232; Rosamond, 2014: 140). On the basis 

of the analysis the article suggest how this perspective can be improved. 

 

MPE, a theory of the power of the EU introduced by Chad Damro in 2012, argues that the relative 

market size, institutional features and interest group contestation in the EU predisposes it to act as a 

market power by externalising its market related policies and regulatory measures (Damro, 2012: 

689f).  

 The purpose of this article is to meet the demand for ‘comprehensive and systematic empirical 

testing of the EU’s intentional and unintentional attempts and success at externalization’ of MPE 

(Damro, 2012: 696). The article also shows how policy documents from the European Commission 

(DG Trade) and an EU foreign affairs think tank (the European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR)) 

can contribute in assessing and developing MPE. As its main question the article asks how well MPE 

performs in understanding the performance of the EU in the area of trade policy in 2013? EU trade 

policy is expected to constitute a most-likely case of MPE as it, according to Damro, constitutes a 

policy area where ‘evidence of MPE abounds’ (2012: 696). In this article three cases of EU trade 

policies are used to test the performance of MPE in 2013, the most recent year where documentary 

assessment of EU trade policy is currently available. The cases, which will be elaborated below, 

include 1) a dispute with Russia over recycling fee on vehicles that did not comply with World Trade 

Organization (WTO) rules, 2) disputes with China regarding illegal dumping of prices on solar panels 
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and 3) the (start to) negotiations of a Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) with the 

United States (USA). 

  

The analysis of the externalisation of EU trade policies in the three cases indicates that MPE lacks 

variables that can help account for the outcomes of different EU trade policies. Despite the fact that 

many EU trade policies reflect internal features of the EU their externalisations vary considerably, a 

finding that is not anticipated by MPE. In order to better account for the relation between EU internal 

factors and the externalisation of policies the article suggests three intervening variables that specify 

the conditions under which the EU is able to externalise its policies and act as MPE in practice.  

MARKET POWER EUROPE: A THEORY IN NEED OF TESTING   

In line with the overall aim of this special issue, this article is concerned with understanding the 

‘actorness’ of the EU in relation to its partners in the global domain. An important aspect of this 

understanding concerns the relationship between internal and external policies in the EU and the 

implications of what the special hybrid polity of the EU (Manners, 2011) means for its actions in the 

global domain. Although this article is inspired by the aforementioned studies of the power of the EU 

in the world (Duchêne, 1972; Manners, 2002, 2006; Orbie, 2006; Parker & Rosamond, 2013; 

Rosamond, 2014) the focus on MPE opens up for studying the importance of how conditionality, 

institutional structures and administrative resources affect the performance of EU policies externally 

(Damro, 2012). Therefore developing MPE as a theory should be of potential interest not only to EU-

scholars, but also to scholars of international public administration.  

 

MPE borrows from Normative Power Europe (NPE) to argue that the power of the EU is largely 

determined by its identity (what it is) rather than its strategies (what it says) or it actions (what it 

does). In analytical terms this implies that the EU is conceptualised as an actor that despite its lack of 

hard power has an ability to externalise at least some of its policies. In its initial formulation MPE 

rested on the assumption that three factors are central to understanding what the EU is and how it 

‘externalises’ its (economic) policies  (Damro, 2012).  

 Firstly, a substantial part of the EU’s power, according to MPE, stems from its large single 

market that materially constitutes the largest trading block in the world and has led to capacities to 

impose regulatory standards over other agents. The size of the single market according to MPE is 
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likely to affect both the material incentives and the beliefs of other actors that are expected to 

converge towards EU preferences (Damro, 2012: 686f; Drezner, 2007).  

 Secondly, the institutional features of the EU provide regulatory capacities that generate 

standards for market regulations. These standards can be regarded as resources to which other agents 

face pressure to converge. While MPE recognises that there is variation in the unity between different 

EU institutions and member states depending on time and specific decision-making procedures, it 

also argues that the EU has significant regulatory expertise and coherence as well as sanctioning 

authority towards third parties (Damro, 2012: 687f). The focus on the sanctioning authority of the EU 

builds on studies of the externalisation of EU policies that emerged from EU studies. In particular the 

invigoration of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) in 2004 sparked increased scholarly 

attention  on compliance with EU policies in countries that were candidates for EU membership 

(Kelley, 2006; Schimmelfennig & Scholtz, 2008). In recent years, however, there has been more 

studies of the impact of the EU beyond the conditionality associated with countries that are applying 

for EU membership (Lavenex, 2008). MPE follows this expansion of the expected power of the EU 

to externalise its policies by not limiting the scope of externalisation geographically.   

  Finally, according to MPE the contestation of interest groups internally in the EU offers public 

as well as private agents opportunities to push for the externalisation of EU policies which also adds 

to the likelihood that the EU will externalise its market-based policies and project its power. To 

summarise, MPE expects market size, institutional features and interest group contestation to act as 

independent variables that influence the externalisation of EU policies (the dependent variable) and 

make other agents converge towards EU regulatory standards (Damro, 2012: 690).  

METHODS 

In order to analytically test the ability of MPE to account for convergence towards EU policies the 

article chooses to focus on trade policy, an area which MPE, as mentioned earlier, expects to provide 

a strong case of externalisation of EU policies. While trade policies have been studied from a 

Normative Power Europe (NPE) perspective (Manners, 2009) there are few analyses of trade policies 

from an MPE perspective (however cf. Jurje & Lavenex (2014) for an interesting study of strategic 

issue-linkage to migration policy in EU trade agreements).  

 The article studies the ability of MPE to account for the performance of the EU in the area of 

trade policy in 2013 by evaluating the extent to which other agents have converged towards EU 

preferences in selected trade policies as MPE would expect. In order to introduce variation on the 
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dependent variable the article focuses on the three cases of trade policy that have included 

relationships with Russia, the USA and China respectively. The cases include firstly, the start to 

negotiations of a Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) with the USA. Secondly, 

disputes with China regarding illegal dumping of prices on solar panels and thirdly, a dispute with 

Russia over recycling fee on vehicles that did not comply with WTO rules.    

 The performance of MPE in predicting convergence towards EU trade policies in the three cases 

is evaluated on the basis of two key documents that come from EU-internal and external sources and 

are both from 2013. The one-year time period of the analysis prevents the analysis from accounting 

for longer term trends. The first document, the Annual Activity Report 2013 of the General- 

Directorate for Trade (DG Trade) under the European Commission (DG Trade, 2014a), is a self-

assessment of EU trade policy carried out by the authority that oversees its implementation. The 

second document, the European Foreign Policy Scorecard (the ECFR Scorecard), that has been 

published from 2010 and onwards by the pan-European think tank the European Council for Foreign 

Relations (ECFR), is a tool that can serve the function of evaluating EU foreign policy from a non-

state perspective (ECFR, 2014a). Comparing the self-assessment of EU trade policy of DG Trade 

with the assessment of trade policy in the ECFR Scorecard for the year 2013, is an attempt of 

providing an analytical assessment of the MPE’s ability to account for developments in the 

externalisation of EU trade policy. This assessment serves as the analytical basis for improving MPE 

and its understanding of the externalisation of EU policies.  

 

The Annual Activity Report of DG Trade   

The inclusion of the Annual Activity Report of DG Trade provides an internal assessment of the EU’s 

trade policies and an opportunity to including some of the administrative practices of the EU in the 

assessment of trade policies and MPE. The notion of practices (Adler & Pouliot, 2011) is relevant to 

the study of trade policies in the EU (both internally  and externally), because it points attention to 

the ways in which agency is structured by pre-established knowledge, in this case in DG Trade. 

Emanuel Adler and Vincent Pouliot have defined practices as ‘socially meaningful patterns of actions 

which, in being performed more or less competently, simultaneously embody, act out, and possibly 

reify background knowledge and discourse in and on the material world’ (Adler & Pouliot, 2011: 6). 

While one can expect DG Trade to highlight EU trade policy competency and successes and to 

downplay failures, the Activity Report can be expected to provide inside information concerning the 

administrative practices that underpin trade policies. Interestingly, in contrast to the ECFR Scorecard 
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the Activity Report of DG Trade does not contain any mentioning of individual member states, 

whereas the result indicators and policy achievements are described in detail (DG Trade, 2014a). 

 

 

 

The ECFR Scorecard 

In 2011 the pan-European think tank the European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) launched a 

European Foreign Policy Scorecard (referred to forthwith as ‘the ECFR Scorecard’), a project that 

provides an ‘assessment of Europe’s performance in dealing with the rest of the world’ (ECFR, 

2014a). The ECFR Scorecard treats EU foreign policy as an aggregate of member state preferences 

by suggesting that EU foreign policy performs well when EU institutions referred to as ‘technocratic 

Europe’ are empowered by member states that are referred to as ‘power Europe’ (ECFR, 2014a: 15).  

 The ECFR Scorecard evaluates the performance of the EU institutions and 28 member states 

on 66 policy areas arranged around six geographical areas or ‘themes’ that include: China, Russia, 

United States, Wider Europe, Middle East & North Africa and Multilateral Issues (ECFR, 2014a). 

The performances of the EU in relation to these themes are graded according to: ‘unity’ (Were 

Europeans united?), ‘resources’ (Did they try hard?), and ‘outcome’ (Did they get what they 

wanted?). The first two variables concern the intrinsic qualities of European policies and are graded 

on a 5-point scale; the third criterion evaluates whether these policies succeeded or failed, and is 

graded on a 10-point scale. The overall numerical score out of 20 therefore reflects an equal balance 

between input and outcome (ECFR, 2014b). The ECFR Scorecard’s ranking of policies and member 

states are associated with methodological challenges that have been discussed elsewhere (Smith, 

2012). Although the rankings of the ECFR Scorecard are open for discussion, the aim of this article 

is not to discuss the validity of the Scorecard, but to use it at a very general level to account for the 

development of different EU Trade policies.  

ANALYSIS OF EU TRADE POLICY PERFORMANCE IN 2013 

While MPE, according to Damro, is not intended to ‘serve as a full-blown explanatory theory’ 

(Damro, 2012: 696) it remains important to evaluate the explanatory power of MPE in order to 

understand how well the theory works in accounting for externalisation of EU policies. Below three 

EU trade policies are evaluated on the basis of qualitative assessments from the Annual Activity 

Report from DG Trade and the ECFR Scorecard for the year 2013. 
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In 2013 the EU disputed that Russia was imposing recycling fees on vehicles that did not comply 

with WTO rules. In this case the policy outcome for the EU, despite making a joint effort of making 

Russia comply with the rules of the WTO, an international organisation that Russia joined in 2012, 

has been modest according to the ECFR Scorecard (ECFR, 2014a: 40). The ECFR Scorecard explains 

the modest output with reference to the tendency of Russia to remove trade barriers in one area only 

to impose them in another and with Russia’s increased activism towards former Communist states 

and trade wars aimed at Moldova and the Ukraine. Russian policies, including offers to join a customs 

union with Russia, have aimed at preventing these countries from signing Association Agreements 

with the EU (ECFR, 2014a: 40). The Annual Activity Report gives the EU credit for launching a 

WTO dispute settlement case against Russia on the discrimination between the recycling fee on 

locally produced and imported vehicles (DG Trade, 2014a: 5), but fails to mention the problems 

associated with Russia shifting fees to other policy areas.    The 

expectation of MPE towards convergence to EU trade policy is supported by Russia’s decision to 

stop discrimination on recycling fees on local and imported vehicles. MPE, however, is not suited for 

explaining Russian counter-measures including an offer to Moldova and Ukraine to join a customs-

union. The existing variables in MPE also fail to address the importance of the WTO as a legal 

framework that enabled the EU to act on the basis of commonly agreed principles by offering the 

possibility of a dispute settlement case against Russia.   

 

The two policy documents both indicate that the launch of negotiations with the USA on a 

Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) constituted a success story of EU trade policy 

in 2013 (DG Trade, 2014a: 5; ECFR, 2014a: 55). The negotiation over the TTIP, which is still 

ongoing, is an example of a partnership that, despite being hampered by revelations of National 

Security Agency’s (NSA) surveillance of EU institutions and leaders, has produced agreements 

directed at boosting both EU and USA trade and economies. The start to the TTIP-negotiations can 

be considered a success because EU member states initiated and invested resources in selling the 

TTIP idea in the USA (ECFR, 2014a: 55). The TTIP-negotiations constitute a case in which MPE 

holds some explanatory power in accounting for the EU-initiated steps to use trade agreements with 

the USA to boost its economy. With regards to MPE, the TTIP case conforms to the expectation that 

the EU uses both the size of its economy and the regulatory expertise of its institutions to externalise 

policies in an attempt to increase its gross domestic product. MPE is sensitive to how interest group 
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contestation has affected developments in the TTIP-negotiations and could be used to study battles 

between interest groups over the content and transparency of the TTIP, for example through the Civil 

Society Dialogue established by DG Trade (DG Trade, 2014b). MPE, however, lacks a variable for 

understanding how the allocation of administrative resources to external action, for example in the 

delegations of the EU to other states, influences the publicly debated TTIP-negotiations. One of the 

most important innovations in the EU’s external dimension in recent years is the European External 

Action Service (EEAS) created with the Treaty of Lisbon in 2009 and the subsequent strengthening 

of EU delegations. In the case of the TTIP this is arguably important because the delegation of the 

EU to the USA is much larger than others (the EU delegation to the USA has approximately 90 staff 

while the delegations to China and Russia only comprises 12 and 9 people respectively (EEAS, 

2014)). While the Delegation of the EU to the United States plays a marginal role in negotiating the 

TTIP it is active in explaining, defending and legitimising the negotiations publicly (EEAS, 2015).  

 

In the EU-China solar panels case the European Commission launched an anti-dumping investigation 

against China in 2012 in response Chinese dumping of prices on solar panels. The Commission, 

backed by France, Italy, Spain and at least 15 other member states also planned to impose tariffs on 

Chinese solar panels in response to Chinese dumping. Some member states including Germany 

opposed the Commissions policy. Despite the lack of unity among member states, however, the 

Commission succeeded in settling and agreement with China on a minimum price for solar panels in 

July 2013 (ECFR, 2014a: 29), a success that is also highlighted in DG Trade’s Annual Activity Report 

(DG Trade, 2014a). Interestingly the Activity Report fails to mention the division among member 

states. No reference is made to member states positions on EU trade policies throughout the Activity 

Report, despite the indications from the ECFR Scorecard, that they play an important role in the 

division of opinion in the EU-China solar panels case. The outcome of the case, which resulted in an 

agreement on a price level for solar panels, lends some support to the role of EU institutions in 

externalising EU trade policy standards. MPE as a theory, however, is unable to account for the 

disunity among EU member states and the threat of China to impose tariffs on imports of wine and 

polysilicon products, sectors in which some EU member states have much larger stakes than others.  

      

There is little comparative data that rates EU trade policies. The table below, however, provides an 

overview of how the ECFR Scorecard rates the performance of the EU in each of the three cases. 
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Table 1: Scores of selected trade policies in 2013 with regards to unity, resources and outcomes 

according to the ECFR Scorecard (ECFR, 2014a). 

EU Trade Policies Unity (of 5) 

Resources (of 

5) 

Outcome (of 

10) 

Total Score 

Trade Liberalisation with 

Russia 5 4 5 14/20 

Relations with the USA on 

Trade and Investment 4 5 9 18/20 

EU-China Solar Panels Case 0 5 6 11/20 

 

The comparison of the three cases on the basis of the rankings in the ECFR Scorecard indicates that 

although similar resources have been invested in terms of unity and resources, the outcome of the 

case of trade liberalisation with Russia is significantly lower than that of the TTIP-negotiations with 

the US. Although the rankings of the ECFR Scorecard should be taken with some reservation, they 

do demonstrate that there is no simple relationship between the internal resources that the EU invests 

in its trade policies and the outcomes which they generate.  The status of the EU’s respective relations 

to Russia, the USA and China influence the EU’s ability to externalise trade policies in each of these 

countries it challenges the MPE to account more precisely for the dynamics that constrain 

externalisation.  

 

The analysis of the three cases of EU trade policy towards the Russia, the USA and China indicate 

that trade policy is an important aspect of the EU’s external dimension. This finding is broadly in line 

with the MPE expectation that the EU uses its market policies actively as part of its external 

dimension. The analysis, however, challenges MPE on two important accounts.  

 Firstly, the importance of other international organisations (IO’s) and the governance 

frameworks that they provide for the global economy is not taken into consideration by MPE. In the 

case of trade liberalisation with Russia the WTO has both provides rules that can be used by the EU 

to identify problems (discrimination of scrapping fees) and mechanisms that allow the EU to 
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legitimately question Russian compliance (dispute settlement). The importance of international 

organisations for externalisation and convergence, however, is not reflected in MPE. 

 Secondly, MPE does not take into account the distribution of resources from the EU around the 

world. The distribution of resources in EU diplomatic missions indicates the priority that the EU 

devotes to different regions and countries. As suggested in the case of the TTIP-negotiations with the 

USA diplomatic mission can play a supportive role in defending EU policy positions.  

 Finally, MPE does not consider the importance of EU unity towards other states although it 

plays an important role in all of the three cases. This is important because negotiation might influence 

externalisation in various ways for example by impacting the unity of the EU as in the EU-China 

solar panels case. Negotiation might also lead the EU to review its policies depending on how other 

agents respond to EU policies.  

IMPLICATIONS FOR MARKET POWER EUROPE 

This section considers how MPE could adapt to the criticisms raised in the above regarding the 

omission of the role of negotiation and (other) IO’s for the externalisation and convergence towards 

EU policies. These two concerns are related to the broader discussion related to the ‘actorness’ of the 

EU and in particular the uncertainty related to it as discussed in the introduction to this special issue.

 An important problem for MPE is that the theory, as mentioned in the above, borrows from 

NPE to argue that the power of the EU is largely determined by its identity (what it is) rather than its 

strategies (what it says) or it actions (what it does). For NPE this argument has been related to the 

focus on the projection of norms through mechanisms such as contagion and different types of 

diffusion (Manners, 2006: 184). The problem for MPE is not so much, that the focus of identity 

neglects the systemic level, neglects power or that it is normative (Hyde-Price, 2006). Rather, as the 

present analysis has indicated, a normative logic is less persuasive for MPE because the EU trade 

policies in the cases under investigated do not seem to present cases of norm diffusion to other agents. 

By restricting itself to considering the size of the market, institutional features and contestation 

between interest groups (Damro, 2012), MPE provides only a vague idea of how the EU acts in 

externalising its policies in practice. In particular it is problematic that MPE does not reflect on how 

variation on the dependent variable of the theory affects externalisation. Instead MPE keeps the 

‘targets’ of externalisation open to include ‘various non-EU public and private actors, such as states, 

international and regional organizations, and non-state actors’ (Damro, 2012: 690). Naturally, the 

dynamics of externalisation might be expected to vary depending on whether the EU externalises its 
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policies to a private actor, an IO or a state. The analytical examples of EU interactions with other 

states provided in the above, suggest that MPE could include intervening variables to better account 

for analytical variation in the externalization of policies. 

 As the examples in the above indicate, several intervening variables may affect the 

externalisation of EU policies and the convergence of other states towards them.   Adding the, 

global economic legal frameworks, administrative resources of the EU around the world and the 

ability of the EU to remain united externally as intervening variables to MPE contributes towards 

specifying the conditions under which the EU is able to enact the externalisations of its policies as 

suggested in table 2.  

 Building on the case regarding trade liberalisation with Russia the analysis has pointed to the 

global legal frameworks provided by the WTO as an analytically important intervening variable. 

Therefore global economic legal frameworks are added as an intervening variable that is expected to 

facilitate the ability of the EU to take legal action even against large states. In continuation of the 

TTIP-negotiations case and the strengthened role of administrative resources devoted to EU 

delegations after the creation of the EEAS, the administrative resources of the EU around the world 

is added as an intervening variable. Where relevant this variable can help account for how variation 

in administrative external capabilities such as those provided by EU delegations support 

externalisation. Finally, the EU-China solar panels case has illustrated that the ability of the EU to 

remain united can be important for the successful externalisation of EU policies as other agents are 

likely to take advantage on diverging views among member states.  

 

Table 2: Independent variables as suggested by Damro (2012) and suggested intervening variables 

in MPE. 

Independent variables Suggested intervening variables 

Market size Global economic legal frameworks  

Institutional features EU administrative resources around the world  

Interests group contestation Ability of the EU to remain externally united 

 

Building on the analytical examples, the three intervening variables suggest that economic legal 

frameworks, administrative resources and the unity of the EU may matter to how the EU performs its 

role as MPE in practice. This is not to say, that all three intervening variables always matter for MPE. 
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As the three analytical examples have suggested, one intervening variable is likely to be more 

important than others in accounting for externalisation of trade policy in specific cases.  

 By suggesting that three intervening variables be added to MPE, this article has sought to take 

into account important factors that thought to enhance the capability of the EU to act as MPE in 

practice. While more variables risk complicating MPE as a theory, the three intervening variables 

have analytical value because they fill the gap between the internal factors that predispose the EU to 

act as MPE and the external manifestations of the EU’s actorness.     

CONCLUSION 

As its main question this article asked how well Market Power Europe (MPE) performs in 

understanding the convergence towards three selected EU trade policies in 2013. In addition the 

article also aimed at developing MPE as a theory. MPE is based on the fundamental assumption that 

the power of the EU in the world is related to three important internal variables that are informative 

to what the EU is. By suggesting three additional intervening variables in understanding the EU as 

an actor the article has developed MPE to understand how constraints related to administrative 

resources, global legal frameworks and EU unity matter for how the EU constitutes itself as MPE in 

practice.   

 

Analytically, the article was based on the assumption that EU trade policy is a most-likely case of 

MPE as it, according to Damro, constitutes a policy area where ‘evidence of MPE abounds’ (2012: 

696). Three cases of EU trade policies were used to test the MPE and its prediction of other actors to 

convergence towards EU trade policies. The cases included a dispute with Russia over recycling fee 

on vehicles that did not comply with WTO rules, the (start to) negotiations of a TTIP with the USA 

and a dispute with China regarding illegal dumping of prices on solar panels. The article has used 

qualitative evidence from the ECFR Scorecard and DG Trade’s Activity Report 2013 to indicate that 

while trade policies are central to the externalisation of EU policies, there is variation in the short-

term convergence towards EU policies by Russia, the USA and China. This overall finding constitutes 

important challenges to MPE and specification of the theory in particular with regards to the 

importance of external unity and legal frameworks for the externalisation of EU policies to other 

states. In terms of developing MPE, the article has argued that MPE gains little from associating itself 

with NPE, a theory which explains the power of the EU with reference to its (normative) identity. 

Rather in order to improve MPE as a theory, the article has suggested that MPE should incorporate 
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intervening variables concerning, 1) global economic legal frameworks, 2) administrative resources 

of the EU around the world and 3) the ability of the EU to remain externally united into its explanatory 

framework in order to better account for the circumstances under which the EU is able to externalise 

its market-based policies and act as MPE in practice.  
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