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Transforming Europe? The EU’s industrial policy and
geopolitical turn
Kathleen R. McNamara

Mortara Center for International Studies, Georgetown University, Washington, DC, USA

ABSTRACT
Markets require rules, made and enforced by governments, and modern
market-making has therefore unfolded as an intrinsic part of state-building.
While the European Union is not a state, it has not been immune to these
processes. Over the last three decades it has expanded its Single European
Market and created a currency while constructing European political
authority and deepening its institutional capacities. The EU has done this
through supranational market-making largely centred on neoliberal precepts
of competition and openness. Today, however, the EU is breaking with that
tradition by pursuing a visibly interventionist European industrial policy and
geopolitical market strategy. I suggest a theoretical framework to illuminate
how this policy turn may reconfigure the EU’s political authority and build it
as a polity. After briefly identifying the contours of the new European
industrial and geoeconomic policy, I outline a research agenda to probe how
the new market activism may reformulate societal interests and coalitions,
increase the politicisation of the EU’s governing institutions, raise the stakes
for democratic legitimation, and project the EU as a geopolitical actor. The
conclusion notes how this new market-making translates into significant
policy challenges for both the EU and the international economic order.

ARTICLE HISTORY Received 9 March 2023; Accepted 21 June 2023

KEYWORDS European union; industrial policy; geopolitics; European commission; neoliberalism; state-
building

Capitalism’s historical development has, by necessity, been deeply inter-
twined with the development of political authority. Markets require rules,
made and enforced by governments, and modern market-making has there-
fore unfolded as an intrinsic part of state-building (Poggi, 1978; Skowronek,
1982; Spruyt, 1994). While the European Union is not a state, it has not
been immune to these processes. Over the last three decades it has dee-
pened its Single European Market and created a currency while constructing
European political authority and expanding its institutional capacities
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(Fligstein & Stone Sweet, 2002; Kelemen &McNamara, 2022). The EU has done
this through a particular type of supranational market-making largely centred
on neoliberal precepts of competition and openness (Fligstein & Mara-Drita,
1996; Jabko, 2006; Rosamond, 2012). Today, however, the EU is breaking with
that tradition by pursuing a set of overt, activist government interventions
including a European industrial policy and geoeconomic strategy. Although
the EU has a long history of structuring markets for political ends, today’s
highly visible activism in both domestic and global markets signifies a trans-
formation in EU governance. What might the implications of this new type of
market-making be for the EU’s political authority and its development as a
polity? In this article, I offer a theoretical framework and a research agenda
for answering this question.

The turn towards market activism evidenced in the new European Union
industrial policy and geopolitical approaches to global markets is difficult
to miss even for a casual observer. From manufacturing micro-precise
lenses for semi-conductors in the forests of Bavaria, to electric vehicle
battery manufacturing in Croatia, to a hydrogen lab sited in Sicily, billions
of euros are now being spent on EU-directed supply chain projects, upending
the traditional aversion to public subsidies and joint industrial activities. The
EU’s market interventionism also has a major foreign policy dimension. Under
its ‘strategic autonomy’ rubric the EU has been pursuing foreign investment
screening and developing anti-coercion instruments aimed at insulating
Europe from global economic vulnerabilities – all the while revising free
trade rules to combat climate change.

At the heart of this market activism is a refashioned European industrial
policy alongside a new geopolitical approach to international markets. I
define today’s EU industrial policy as the use of public powers to actively
shape markets for the interests and values of a bounded political community,
in ways that overtly represent the government’s interventionist role. EU
industrial policy is complemented by new European geopolitical policies
that seek to actively shape complex global supply chains across key strategic
areas in manufacturing, raw materials, and innovative technologies. The
specific tools of today’s EU’s market interventions align with those tradition-
ally used at the national level, namely subsidies, administrative coordination,
and regulatory policies alongside trade and investment tools. Yet the appli-
cations of money, expertise, and law unfolding in today’s EU market-
making are specific to our global, post-industrial and digital economy, and
to the EU’s unique supranational status.

Drawing on the long history of capitalist development and state-building, I
argue that this new form of activist market-making is likely to reconfigure the
EU’s political authority in important ways. While the last three decades of
largely neoliberal market governance also relied on EU authority to shape
markets, that governance was politically framed as neutral and legitimised
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under the umbrella of market efficiency, both inside the European single
market and externally in the EU’s global trade and investment policies.
Today’s EU industrial policy, in contrast, makes politically explicit the distribu-
tional choices over the sectors and activities being privileged, activating a
new set of coalitional politics. Additionally, as the new industrial policy
calls on upgraded EU administrative powers and new fiscal expenditures,
moving beyond the regulatory basis of neoliberal market-making, it intro-
duces a different set of politicisation pressures on the EU’s institutions. The
EU’s new trade and investment policies likewise bring to the forefront politi-
cal choices about the green transition and geopolitical policymaking, instead
of relying on a more universalist ideology of comparative advantage. All of
these factors mark the twenty-first century activist turn as a distinct type of
market-making in the EU context–even as it has echoes in previous
periods, such as the very early post-war European Steel and Coal Community
when industrial policy was harnessed to securing peace in Europe.

The potential political consequences of the transformation of EU market
governance have not yet been grappled with by scholars, although recent
work has effectively probed the sources of policy changes (Bauerle
Danzman & Meunier, 2023; Haroche, 2023; Mertens et al., 2021; Schmitz &
Seidl, 2022; Schneider, 2023). I offer a research agenda that identifies the
ways in which the new market activism may play out and shape the EU’s pol-
itical development, drawing on a theoretical framework rooted in the history
of market-making and polity-building, particularly the rise of the modern
state. I focus on four consequential dimensions of polity-building at work in
the new industrial policy and geopolitical transformation: the reformulation
of societal coalitions and interests around EU policies; a deepened politicisa-
tion of EU institutions; new challenges to the EU’s democratic legitimation,
and the reconfiguration of the EU as a geopolitical actor. While it is far from
clear whether the political and institutional capacity of the EU will expand
to match this new industrial policy moment, disaggregating the dynamics
into these different streams will provide a roadmap for scholars and policy-
makers to evaluate the potential transformations underway – while
suggesting the very real challenges to EU success in this new policy realm.

The article proceeds as follows. First, I draw on the literature on compara-
tive political development around market-making and polity-building as a
theoretical framework for understanding the political implications of the
EU’s turn towards industrial policy and geopolitics. I then briefly sketch out
the empirical outlines of the EU’s market activism to establish the nature
and scope of the new European market-making under way. I specify a
series of key political dynamics implicated in this market-making that are
likely to shape the EU as a polity, and lay out a research agenda for capturing
their potential impacts on the EU’s trajectory. The conclusion briefly considers
key policy challenges for the EU and the international economic order.
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Market-making and polity-building

My argument about the implications of the new European industrial policy
and geopolitical posture begins with a simple assertion: markets are always
and everywhere political constructions (Fligstein, 2002; Polanyi, 1944; Vogel,
2018). Political institutions, in all their legal, administrative, symbolic, and
coercive power provide the critical infrastructure to make markets function,
and the development of markets in turn profoundly shapes the subsequent
political configurations of those institutions. The causal reciprocity in the
need for ‘authoritative rules to guide the interactions between economic
actors’ across a range of areas has fundamentally driven political develop-
ment regardless of the form it takes (Fligstein & Stone Sweet, 2002,
p. 1207). It is unsurprising that political scientists, economic historians,
and sociologists have empirically demonstrated in their scholarship the
relationship between market-making, that is, the creation and ongoing gov-
ernance of markets, and polity-building, or the construction of political
authority (Dobbin, 1994; Longstreth et al., 1992; North, 1991). Although
the European Union is not a state, my contention here is that the EU has
been subject to similar sets of dynamics as those highlighted in the litera-
ture on comparative political development and state-building, and drawing
on this history and theory provides new sets of insights around the EU’s tra-
jectory not readily available when it is considered as a sui generis case
(Kelemen & McNamara, 2022)

The basic governance rules and institutions required for markets to func-
tion include, at the very least, rules about property rights (who owns what),
rules of exchange (to enable complex markets to grow), governance struc-
tures (that determine and organise competition), the management of distri-
butional costs of capitalism (to make it sustainable politically), and
institutions of social solidarity (to navigate the contestation over those
costs) (Fligstein, 2002, p. 36; McNamara, 2023). These rules and institutions,
which vary widely in their specifics depending on the political context,
provide crucial frameworks that set actors’ expectations and shared under-
standings, allowing for collective action while establishing categories and
classifications that make sense of these markets and actors’ roles are within
them (Fourcade & Healy, 2016). The transformation of markets over time,
such as the rise of the digital economy, is likewise rooted on a set of politically
generated market rules, be it creating new types of financial instruments or
shedding traditional labour relations (Iversen & Soskice, 2019).

Despite similarities in the functional pressures at work, however, there is a
very wide diversity in forms of market-making and political authority con-
struction that has occurred. These processes have played out in different
ways depending on the time and place, with the causal steps and timing
highly contingent on the particular setting (Acharya & Lee, 2018; Evans,
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1995). Historically in Europe, this is evident in the trajectory from the Italian
city-states to the Hanseatic League to the modern state, as well as in the var-
ieties of capitalism that have unfolded in the contemporary era (Baccaro et al.,
2022; Dobbin, 1994; Hall & Soskice, 2001; Poggi, 1978; Spruyt, 1994).

Generally speaking, the polity-building over time in response to actors
interests’ in capturing the gains from expanding markets have included the
centralisation and scaling up of political authority over territory, the accrual
of legal authority over rules and regulation at the centre of the polity, the
development of administrative capacity to execute tasks around standardis-
ation of measures, and the provision of public goods and expertise in market
governance (North, 1991; Spruyt, 1994; Strayer, 1970). Although the develop-
ment of markets were far from the only factor pushing forward political devel-
opment and the rise of the modern state (Grzymała-Busse, 2023; Tilly, 1975), it
was a key motivator for the centralisation of power, and the terms of market
integration were highly consequential for the character of the polity that
developed. To invert a famous axiom from Tilly, in this view, markets made
the state, and the state made markets.

While only a few have situated the EU’s market governance in terms of this
history of polity-building (Fligstein & Mara-Drita, 1996; Fligstein & Stone
Sweet, 2002), EU scholars have illuminated in a variety of other ways the con-
nection between market dynamics and political authority in the European
case (Caporaso & Tarrow, 2009; Scharpf, 1999; Streeck & Schmttter, 1991).
In particular, van Apeldoorn has noted how European integration is ‘bound
up’ in the restructuring of the European socioeconomic order, well capturing
the ways that market dynamics are both shaped by and constitutive of the EU
as an emergent polity (van Apeldoorn, 1998, p. 13). His account uses the
terms ‘market-making’ and ‘market-creating’ to mean only those markets
structured in neoliberal ways, with ‘market-correcting’, ‘market-intervening’
and ‘market-directing’ capturing various configurations of the state-market
relationship (van Apeldoorn & de Graaff, 2022). Here, I instead use the
more general term market-making, in alignment with the comparative politi-
cal development and state-building literatures, to highlight that politics are
always and everywhere part of that process, even as the specific type of
market created (be it neoliberal or interventionist) varies. As Polanyi famously
put it, even ‘laissez-faire was planned’, or in Frank Dobbin’s more pungent
characterising, ‘A market is not what you get when you take away state insti-
tutions. You only get a free market by regulating the hell out of things’
(Dobbin, 2008, p. 95; Polanyi, 1944).

The EU’s market-making trajectory

Applying this theoretical framework to the construction of Europe’s market
points to the ways in which the EU’s supranational version of market-
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making has likewise been both profoundly structured by politics while itself
contributing to the building of EU political authority and the expansion of its
governance capacities. Over the past three or more decades, the politics of
the EU’s market-making have been largely centred on neoliberal precepts
of competition and openness, where an idealised version of the market has
been promoted as best at allocating resources, credit, and production activity
in EU. Scholars have detailed the ways in which European political develop-
ment has been legitimated by ‘universalist’ principals of ‘apolitical’ market
efficiency as structuring markets and outcomes (Fligstein & Mara-Drita,
1996; Jabko, 2006; McNamara, 1998; Rosamond, 2012). The EU’s legal frame-
work of state aid and competition policy has been central to this economic
governance, with rules around mergers and subsidies that privileged a neo-
liberal version of market competition, albeit with important exceptions
(Bulfone, 2020). This version of market-making was largely executed
through regulatory actions, technocratic expertise, and negative integration
strategies, with the EU built as a largely technocratic entity without electoral
representation, taxing and spending, or coercive powers, but with a very
strong set of common judicial institutions (Majone, 1997).

EU political actors put the rhetoric and practices of competition at the
heart of the European project of the 1980s onwards, deepening the single
market, outlawing national subsidies and pursuing vigorous anti-trust
actions, while focusing on particular policies that might make Europe more
competitive in global markets (Buch-Hansen & Wigger, 2010; Büthe, 2007;
Sandholtz & Zysman, 1989). Politically expedient, these neoliberal policies
could be framed as universally welfare-enhancing and transnational, not
driven by a particular set of national interests. There was always contestation
and exceptions to neoliberal market opening in the European project (Capor-
aso & Tarrow, 2009; Warlouzet, 2022). But the overall rhetoric and practice of
much of the EU’s high-profile policymaking closely adhered to market-
opening principles, and the logic of competition was a potent political
resource for the deepening of the European project.

Over the past decade, however, a convergence of factors has driven new
market activism in the EU (Interview 1, 4, 8, 9, 13). These policy transform-
ations can be traced to the long term fall-out from the global financial
crisis, Europe’s commitment to the digital and green economic transitions,
a changing geopolitical landscape with China’s rise and the US no longer
seen as a reliable partner, and finally, the shocks of the global COVID pan-
demic and Russia’s invasion of Ukraine (Clift & Woll, 2012; McNamara &
Newman, 2020; Mertens et al., 2021; Meunier & Nicolaidis, 2019; Schmitz &
Seidl, 2022).

These factors have contributed to the highly visible set of policies around a
‘European Industrial Strategy’ and a new geopolitical approach to world
markets, with policy language and terminology never used previously in EU
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policy discourse (Di Carlo & Schmitz, 2023; European Commission, 2020,
2021b). This rhetoric is matched by a series of new initiatives that mark a
turn towards a more forceful set of EU market interventions, as will be out-
lined below. In addition to being a break from neoliberal policies, they con-
trast with the early post-war European emphasis on national-level industrial
policy, grudgingly allowed by the European Commission and EU treaty law.
While there was no mention of European industrial policy in EU founding
documents (Lawton, 1999, p. 12), specific sectors were singled out for EU
support, as with the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy, the Airbus multina-
tional EU manufacturing consortium, EU-generated cooperation around
science and technology innovation, and some defense industry alliances
(Morth, 2000; Sandholtz, 1992). While these were important interventions
in Europeanmarkets (Bulfone, 2020), they were not part of an integrated, cen-
trally coordinated industrial policy like today, but rather an ad hoc assem-
blage of tools (Lawton, 1999).

Mapping the EU’s new market interventions

To make the case that there is a significant shift in EU market-making, I
provide a brief overview of the emerging set of industrial and geopolitical
policies at the European level. Mapping the EU’s market interventions, we
can broadly classify them in terms the goals of the policies themselves, and
in terms of the array of policy tools being used.

Policy goals of the EU’s market activism

The new world of European market-making can be understood most gener-
ally in terms of the pursuit of certain common values and aspirational goals
such as environmental sustainability, and policies geared more narrowly
towards economic competition and security, such as policies to upgrade the
competitiveness of EU firms, policies to insulate EU markets for resilience
against supply chain vulnerabilities, and policies using to markets to
project power globally. The intentions and the policies produced by these
buckets of activities are of course deeply intertwined. While they sometimes
work in tandem with each other, for example the pursuit of decarbonisation
pushing forward European competitiveness in alternative energy, they can
also be in tension with each other, as when the goal of transitioning to renew-
ables compromises the security goal of reducing reliance on Chinese pro-
ducts such as solar panels. But it is a useful as a heuristic device to
separate them into these two sets of policy goals.

The first general category, market intervention for aspirational goals, is
most evident in the European Green Deal and the drive to decarbonise the
EU economy, and in the efforts towards EU digital sovereignty. These goals
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are aspirational in seeking a better future for the common political commu-
nity of the EU and the world generally (Finnemore & Jurkovich, 2020). The
commitment to a European Green Deal is the driver for the largest proportion
of industrial policy activities in Europe, informing three of the EU’s six stra-
tegic areas (hydrogen, batteries, raw materials) and constituting the largest
proportion of the NextGen EU funding programme adopted in the wake of
the pandemic (Nahm et al., 2022; Oberthür & von Homeyer, 2023). The pro-
posed Net-Zero Industry Act of 2023 is a key part of the European Green
Deal, offering a range of new supports for strategic technologies and indus-
tries for the green transition (Dimitrisina, 2023). Another key aspirational
driver is the goal of constraining tech platforms and actively shaping the
digital economy towards European digital governance and democratic
norms, most prominently through the recent Digital Markets Act and the
Digital Services Act (Cini & Czulno, 2022; Heidebrecht, 2023; Obendiek, 2023).

The second set of EU goals centre on economic competition and secur-
ity, even as they intersect with the more aspirational intentions (Interview
2, 4, 8). While the search for economic competitiveness is longstanding in
the EU’s history, today’s EU is pushing forward initiatives like the Important
Projects of Common European Interest and the Critical Raw Materials Act,
meant insulate Europe from globalisation’s vulnerabilities, rather than
focusing only on market-opening as with the 1980s Single European Act
(Sandholtz & Zysman, 1989). Security concerns are also central to the
EU’s recent moves to construct itself as a geopolitical actor whose power
rests in large part on its economic might, and who can and should use
that power to achieve its internal goals and project its interests globally
(Guzzini, 2012, 2017; Meunier & Nicolaidis, 2019). This set of motivations
is well captured by the EU’s own ‘strategic autonomy’ policy label, a
phrase initially developed in the early 2010s around strengthening EU
defense and security capacities and then evolving to focus on global
markets, technology, and diplomacy (Michel, 2020; Miró, 2022; Schmitz &
Seidl, 2022).

EU policy tools reshaping markets

The shift in the goals of market-making by the EU has meant the adoption of
a new set of interventionist policy tools and mechanisms. Overall, the EU
policy tools can be divided into those that are more internally or domestically
oriented, and those that are primarily externally oriented towards global
markets – but as with the goals, there is substantial intertwining and
overlap between the two categories. The tools all involve some combination
of EU money, expertise, and regulatory power to do their work, similarly to
the working of national industrial policy.
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The internally-oriented industrial policy tools and mechanisms that the EU
has developed include fiscal innovations, new coordination activities directed
by the European Commission, and regulatory changes and reinterpretations
of EU law. The biggest fiscal innovation is the ending of the taboo against
mutualised debt in the EU, as the Next Generation EU programme, passed
in July 2020, overturned the norms barring common European debt issuance
in the EU, raising 360 billion euros in loans and 390 billion euros in grants, and
tightly linking spending to the strategic interests identified by the European
Commission in the new European industrial policy arena (Schramm et al.,
2022). Early analyses show very high spending on decarbonisation pro-
grammes across most EU member states with the NextGen EU funds
(Darvas et al., 2022). A second major example of expanded fiscal interventions
is found in the European Investment Bank and its partnership with national
development banks, raising bonds on international capital markets and
becoming the world’s largest lender for green financing (Mertens et al.,
2021). A new European Sovereignty Fund to answer the subsidy spending
in the US’s Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) has been proposed, part of the long
list of policy innovations to raise money for the new industrial policy
agenda, but remains highly contested by more frugally-minded European
states (Lynch, 2022). Because the EU does not have the taxing and spending
capacities of the modern state, it is highly constrained in its ability to move
forward in financing industrial policy. Yet in keeping with the thesis of the
ways in which market-making shapes the construction of political authority,
important taboos around EU fiscal policy are being broken and new funding
mechanisms being put into place at the EU level.

The second major policy tool the EU has developed is the Important Pro-
jects of Common European Interest (IPCEI) initiative, which supports major
cross-border innovation and infrastructure projects in strategic areas. The
IPCEIs are a touchstone for the fiscal, coordination, and regulatory inno-
vations of the EU’s new industrial policy. This policy initiative constitutes a
significant shift in EU market-making, as it gives the European Commission
a pivotal role, in partnership with national governments, in the development
of European-wide markets and supply chains in areas viewed as key to the
EU’s collective future: raw materials; batteries; active pharmaceutical ingredi-
ents; hydrogen; semiconductors; and cloud and edge technologies (European
Commission, 2021b).

The IPCEI’s policy capacity around complex supply chains and innovative
industrial clusters rests on a wholesale reinterpretation and application of
EU state-aid rules, not without criticism (Poitiers & Weil, 2022). For three
decades, the EU sought to eliminate national subsidies to industries in the
pursuit of the goal of levelling the playing field for EU firms and removing
any market ‘distortions’. The powerful EU Directorate General for Competition
was established to use EU anti-trust investigations and fines to reduce
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state aid, outlaw mergers seen as dampening competition, and police regu-
lations and practices that privileged local actors. While various forms of
market activism and state aid continued (Bulfone, 2020; Thatcher, 2014),
today’s IPCEIs are novel in their explicit, integrated, and politically visible
character. To make this turn, the European Commission excavated language
about state aid exceptions in EU Treaty Art. 107, 3 (b), which allows for ‘aid to
promote the execution of an important project of common European inter-
est… ’ (Evroux, 2022). The political message is that ‘sizeable technological
or financial risks’ mean the EU should break with its past approach and
actively work to shape markets in areas with important impacts on European
society (Evroux, 2022, p. 2).

Other internally-facing policy tools being developed include the EU’s Chips
Act, an effort to expand the European-based semiconductor industry (Ber-
tuzzi, 2022; Li, 2022). A European Critical Raw Materials Act further extends
the series of programmes working to reshape the EU’s economy in line
with the goals of strategic autonomy and supply chain resilience (Breton,
2022; von der Leyen, 2022). A host of other proposals, including the
REPower EU programme to accelerate the decoupling from Russian energy,
are also going forward. These internally oriented policy packages all use
some combination of EU money, expertise, and legal powers to move
forward the aspirational and security and competition goals of today’s Euro-
pean industrial policy.

A second big category of EU market interventions are externally-oriented
tools that use trade and investment mechanisms to pursue the EU’s strategic
goals in a departure from previous decades of EU liberal engagement in
global markets (Haroche, 2023). Similar to the turn in the domestic realm,
the EU is moving to structure its integration into the global economy so as
to secure aspirational goals around climate and the digital transformation,
to insulate itself from the vulnerabilities of transnational supply chains, and
to use Europe’s predominant position in global markets to protect and
project European interests and values abroad. The EU’s policy moves do
not constitute a wholesale withdrawal from globalisation–instead they
involve a scrutiny of the ways in which Europe is integrated into global
markets, taken through a lens of the interests of the EU that go beyond econ-
omic efficiency or corporate gain.

This calculated globalisation is evident in a new willingness to deviate
from prior free trade commitments under the WTO treaty system, as with
the EU’s proposed Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM). CBAM
will place a tariff on ‘dirty’ imports of steel and other goods such as
cement, fertilisers, aluminium, and electricity and hydrogen produced in
ways that exceed the carbon footprint allowed under the EU’s green
economy standards (European Commission, 2022). CBAM will primarily
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impact Chinese imports, which currently are priced much lower than EU pro-
ducts, an example of what critics call ‘climate dumping’ (Skibell, 2022).

Geopoliticisation is also evident in new bilateral trade and investment trea-
ties that are being drawn up to insulate and make more resilient the EU’s
supply chains. The Directorate General for Trade is now crafting EU trade
policy in terms of strategic opening to countries viewed as likely to be reliable
trade partners and allies rather than having comparative advantage being the
sole criteria for economic relationships (Schmitz & Seidl, 2023) (Interview 5, 8).
There is a significant clash of views in the European Commission over the
degree to which the EU should emphasise openness as part of strategic
autonomy, with DG Trade pushing for more openness, the Directorate
General for the Internal Market pushing for more strategic use of world
markets, and DG Competition caught in between with multiple forces at
work ( Interview 2, 4, 5, 8). However, there is little doubt that the trajectory
of the EU is towards a much more tempered version of global trade that
puts climate and other shared European interests and values first.

A final development in the realm of changing EU approaches to global
markets is found in the proposal for a European Anti-Coercion Instrument
(Hackenbroich, 2020). Originally developed in response to fears regarding
the US President Trump administration’s anti-EU agenda, it has been fast-
tracked because of the exploitation of EU energy vulnerabilities by Russia,
and the perception of economic intimidation by China. The Anti-Coercion
Instrument officially states a rationale for imposing tariffs, putting restrictions
on services such as foreign banking and intellectual property-governed trade,
and denying foreign direct investment access to the EU’s single market if
economic intimidation adverse to the interests and values of the EU is
found to be occurring (European Commission, 2021c). The head of DG
Trade, Valdis Dombrovskis, has noted the need for these tools as trade
becomes ‘increasingly being weaponized’, a frame that is now used across
various parts of the EU’s market-making policy institutions (Interview 2) (Euro-
pean Commission, 2021a). As with the more internally-oriented industrial
policy moves, this explicit politicisation of trade and investment has also gar-
nered criticism from advocates of free trade (Busch, 2022).

In sum, the goals and instruments of this new EU industrial policy and
foreign economic policymaking move far beyond the market opening ideol-
ogy of the last three decades into visible, active shaping of the EU’s engage-
ment with domestic and global markets. Simply put, a new era of market-
making is shaping a new era of political authority construction in the EU. A
research agenda for investigating this transformation is outlined below.
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Building a European polity through market interventions?

The literature on comparative political development and state-building
suggests at least four key dimensions for how the EU’s industrial policy and
geopolitical turn may reshape EU’s politics. The overlapping arenas where
market-building may interact with polity-building are: (1) reformulating
coalitions and interests, (2) deepening the politicisation of governing insti-
tutions, (3) challenging democratic legitimation, and (4) geopolitics and
foreign policy. Below, I suggest how we are likely to see causal pressures
playing out in each area to politically restructure the EU. In turn, the ways
in which these dynamics unfold will importantly shape the path of the EU’s
ability to execute and sustain this new market activism.

Post-neoliberal coalitional politics

The new policy goals and tools of the EU’s market activism, outlined above,
are transforming the coalitional landscape of the EU. Tracing out these
post-neoliberal politics is an essential first step for scholars. The literature
on comparative political development has documented how demands
from societal actors has been a key motivator historically for increased
state capacity and authority over markets, as ‘actors generate a continuous
stream of demands for new rules and for the adaptation of existing rules to
new and changing circumstances’ (Fligstein & Stone Sweet, 2002, p. 1207).
How exactly have the various crises of the last decade have translated
through society to put pressure for change in European economic govern-
ance policies and capacities? Are pressures from firms and societal actors hap-
pening at the national level, or are we seeing a move towards more explicit
lobbying by societal interests for action at the EU level (Schramm, 2023)? Who
is winning out in terms of the difference and power dynamics across
member-states themselves (Bora & Schramm, 2023)? Studying in detail
these dynamics would allow us to better understand the ways the EU’s
new market-making may be pushing forward political development in the
EU, or the degree to which deeper integration may be limited by the EU’s
own institutional limitations and political divergences.

One particularly promising line of research would investigate the emer-
ging domestic political alignment between the progressive left, pursuing
aspirational goals around climate, and those on the traditional national secur-
ity right, who seek to reduce dependence on China and protect EU ‘sovereign’
interests (Charrier & Heumann, 2022). Both groups are seeking to restructure
markets towards resiliency in line with their central political goals, but they do
so from very different political places. The role of political actors concerned
with the rise of anti-system or populist voters are a third set of societal inter-
ests who may also be involved in this coalitional realignment (Hopkin, 2020).
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Recent scholarship has begun to investigate the workings of such reconfi-
gured post-neoliberal coalitional politics, for example by empirically docu-
menting the shift of EU trade policy. Schmitz and Seidl have demonstrated
how the concept of strategic autonomy has acted as a powerful magnet to
create broad political coalitions in support of this change, spanning both
national security actors and progressive actors on the left (Schmitz & Seidl,
2023). Reconfigured coalitional politics are also playing out in the EU’s
digital policy initiatives such as the Digital Markets Act, where market acti-
vism is being demanded not by business actors but by societal stakeholders
and public authorities motivated by the idea of digital sovereignty (Heideb-
recht, 2023). Research is needed to dig into the variety of ways these new
coalitions are coming together in key elements of the EU’s market activist
turn discussed above, including the Important Projects of Common European
Interest programmes, and in the EU’s Net Zero Industry Act, and how it com-
pares to similar dynamics at work in the US and other countries.

Finally, a further line of research should examine how external pressures
are driving EU coalitional dynamics. Most importantly, the US’s Inflation
Reduction Act (IRA) is provoking calls on the part of European firms and
other actors for the EU to upgrade European fiscal capacities and change
treaty law to match America’s aggressive subsidies and targeted business
support, contrasting with the EU’s neoliberal response to international press-
ures in the 1980s (Albrecht, 2023; Sandholtz & Zysman, 1989). Such a Euro-
pean-level response is viewed by some as key to overcoming fears that
only the richest states will be able to match US subsidies, generating core-
periphery cleavages across the EU and fears over the ultimate stability of
the Single Market project.

Deepening politicisation of institutions

The comparative political development and state-building literature suggests
that historically, the expansion of state intervention in the economy has gone
hand-in-hand with increased administrative capacity at the centre, although
it has always occurred in piecemeal, layered, and non-linear ways (Sheingate,
2014). The EU’s turn towards government intervention in domestic and global
markets raises a host of questions about the potential evolution of European
institutions, getting to the heart of the implications this new market-making
for the construction of political authority in the EU. In what ways is the pol-
itical commitment to a new version of EU industrial and geopolitical policy
forcing an expansion of administrative capacity and expertise at the EU
level? How might the expansion beyond regulatory activity, to a new set of
fiscal and administrative powers, transform the EU? Can the governance
structure of the EU achieve the aspirational, security and economic compe-
tition policy goals, or is there a limit to the EU’s capacity to adapt?
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One specific set of research puzzles in this area involves the outcome of
contestation within the European Commission over this newmarket interven-
tionism. The long history of state-building suggests that dynamics within and
across various bureaucratic units can be decisive in shaping the path of pol-
icymaking (Carpenter, 2002). Likewise, in EU studies, neofunctionalism has
pointed to the key role that policymakers within supranational institutions
play in shaping policies, something demonstrated across a host of empirical
areas (Haas, 2004).

Today’s new post-neoliberal market activism is pitting the Commission’s
different departmental practices and ideologies against each other, and the
ultimate shape of the EU as a polity will likely depend on who wins. Key
examples include the clash between the free-market commitments of Mar-
grethe Vestanger’s DG Competition versus the interventionist emphasis of
Thierry Breton’s DG Internal Market, and the longstanding free-trade
embrace of the DG Trade versus the decarbonisation prioritisations of DG
Climate (Interview 2, 4, 8). The outcome of this bureaucratic infighting will
also depend on Commission President Ursula von der Leyen’s leadership of
this transformation, interacting with national governments. Important differ-
ences in member state cultures around market intervention are also generat-
ing new cleavages in Brussels. Most notable is the prominence of French
dirigiste approaches to the economy within the Commission, signalling the
success of the French vision across a range of policy areas (Bora &
Schramm, 2023; Hoeffler & Mérand, 2022). Complex sets of pressures and
viewpoints within the career and political staffs in Brussels are at work, and
scholarly work investigating this is needed to move beyond existing journal-
istic accounts (Stolton, 2023).

A final focus for scholarship involves the ways in which the adoption of
these new ‘core state powers’ is further contributing to the ongoing trans-
formation of the European Union institutions to overt politicisation after
decades of a ‘permissive consensus’ and technocratic delegation (Bressanelli
et al., 2020; de Wilde et al., 2016; Genschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2014; Hooghe &
Marks, 2009). Emerging research on the recent moves towards EU taxation
capacity and European authority over security and defence, including the
recently proposed European Defense Fund, makes clear the ‘conscious strat-
egy of politicisation, which went through alliances with interest groups,
member state governments and parliamentarians’ that political actors in
the EU are pursuing (Hoeffler & Mérand, 2022, p. 12). This is occurring along-
side the recent pledge for an expressly ‘political’ Commission (under Presi-
dent Juncker) and now, a ‘geopolitical’ one (under President van der
Leyen) despite a long history of technocracy (Haroche, 2023; Peterson,
2017). A rich set of empirical and theoretical questions around the ongoing
politicisation of EU institutions therefore remain to be explored.
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Democratic legitimation of market activism?

Building on these questions about the expansion of EU powers, research is
needed to probe how the evolution in market-making with a European indus-
trial policy might be challenging the EU’s fundamental political legitimacy.
Instead of a universal approach that embraces neoliberalism’s invisible
hand of the market, today’s industrial policy makes the EU’s political authority
a very visible hand reaching into markets with European-level fiscal, adminis-
trative, and regulatory tools. This raises a set of puzzles around the ways in
which a ‘community of fate’ among Europeans can substitute for the national
political identity and national democratic processes that legitimise industrial
policy within states (Rosamond, 2012). How will the increased politicisation
that comes with picking winners and losers in industrial policy and geopoli-
ticised trade and investment strategies challenge the EU’s legitimacy? Here,
the uneasy fit of industrial policy and geopolitical market-making to the exist-
ing structure of the European polity is front and centre, raising several lines of
potential research that echo similar dynamics at work around in national set-
tings (Evans, 1995; Wade, 2014).

One line of research might centre on the limits of the current EU in terms of
democratic representation and common political identity, all of which create
a series of tensions for the EU and its citizens as political capacity continues to
deepen and expand (Follesdal & Hix, 2006; McNamara & Musgrave, 2020). The
process of defining what exactly European interests and values at this
moment seems to largely be occurring within the European Commission,
and thus relatively insulated from the public it serves, raising questions
around the potentially tenuous democratic legitimacy of this process. While
the US Congress played a central role in moving forward the IRA, Infrastruc-
ture Act, and Chips Act, all championed by the democratically elected Presi-
dent Biden, the lack of true electoral politics at the EU level means the
European Parliament has only had a consultative and de-fanged oversight
role necessary for democratic decision-making (European Parliament, 2022).

Climate activists have already registered their complaints about the lack of
transparency and limited societal input around the specific policies of the
EU’s Green Deal in the NextGen EU programme (Client Earth, 2020). Other
observers claim that decisions are being made in the policy arena of Impor-
tant Projects of Common European Interest that may backfire because of the
lack of democratic input into the process (Poitiers & Weil, 2022). In contrast to
the market liberalisation ethos of the Single European Act and the ‘level
playing field’ mantra driving the EU’s competition policy, the IPCEI involves
a much more complex set of political logics and expertise.

In terms of the social logics at work, research is also needed to probe
whether and how a broader cultural legitimacy is being constructed for the
EU’s new role. A robust line of research established the importance of the
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idea of ‘the market’ as a trope that could serve as an ambiguous but powerful
culturally legitimating frame for public support for the Single European
Market and the euro (Jabko, 2006; McNamara, 1998). The EU’s imagined com-
munity has historically been built on a banal authority that navigates national
identities and privileges by carefully choosing words, images, and practices
so as to make the EU’s role seem unremarkable (McNamara, 2015). In contrast,
today’s assertive set of symbols and practices (e.g., even the official terminol-
ogy of European industrial policy and European Sovereignty) can be read as
directly and unambiguously mimicking national powers (McNamara, 2022).
Can the EU’s existing cultural infrastructure bear the weight of legitimating
this new type of political authority? Are a new set of cultural frames,
symbols, and practices gaining purchase across the EU so as to naturalise
the EU’s transformation into an activist, post-neoliberal market-maker?
Some preliminary research has begun to dissect how a new cultural infra-
structure is being built, as ‘the EU explicitly turns to the passions and
emotions of its citizens’, in its climate activism, a far cry from the past basis
for EU legitimation (Gengnagel & Zimmermann, 2022). But the question of
whether a new imagined community of Europeans might arise in tandem
with a successful set of industrial policy and geopolitical interventions
remains uncertain.

Geopolitics in a changing global economic order

A final line of research centres on what the EU’s new geopolitical approach to
foreign economic policy might mean for the EU as a polity. How might the
much more strategic engagement with world markets, oriented around
goals beyond economic efficiency, reshape the EU as a geopolitical actor?
While the EU is not moving to shut down globalisation, it is actively and
visibly shaping its foreign economic policies in line with putative European
interests around security, sustainability, and resilience, thus moving beyond
the neoliberal market opening of the last decades. At least two lines of
research are critical to investigate given this transformation.

First, the outcome of contestation around the EU’s posture towards China
is critical to the path of market-making and polity-building in Europe. The
EU’s industrial policy and geopolitical transformation has been driven in
part by shifting views of China as an economic partner to potential adversary
(Interview 1, 2, 4, 5, 8). In this, and because of uncertainty over the US’s com-
mitment to the transatlantic alliance, the EU has begun to embrace a weap-
onized interdependence approach to globalisation (Farrell & Newman, 2019).
Scholars of EU trade and investment policy have usefully been parsing
through the dynamics at work (Meunier, 2017; Meunier & Nicolaidis, 2019).
However, the question of what, exactly, the EU’s posture should be
towards China is a work in progress. If the more adversarial, muscular
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approach outlined by Commission President Ursula von der Leyen in her
March 2023 speech wins out, that will construct the EU as a more geopolitical
actor in the international system (McNamara, 2015, p. 135–160; von der
Leyen, 2023). If, however, the interests of German exporters and others
reliant on Chinese markets temper the aggressiveness of the EU’s posture,
the transformative impetus of this moment on the EU will be lessened. The
question of whether the US can be trusted as a geopolitical partner
remains an open one to many in the EU, and thus China is not the only exter-
nal factor shaping the potential construction of the EU as a geopolitical actor
(Bauerle Danzman & Meunier, 2023).

Second, the new geopolitical approach raises the question of a potential
erosion of the EU’s long-standing projection of itself as a normative power
that uses persuasion and institutions, rather than being centred on national
hard power and strategic interests (Manners, 2002). With the rise of strategic
autonomy as the guiding frame for the EU’s external face, research should
consider the ways in which this projects a different Europe into the inter-
national system. A recent edited volume provides a useful overview of the
ways in which geoeconomics is becoming a central part of international poli-
tics, and the key role that the EU, even though it is a non-state actor, is playing
in this transformation away from the liberal international order (Babić et al.,
2022). Further work on the rise of a sovereign EU, tracing its sources, and
investigating what the construction of the EU’s new political authority
might mean in terms of the geopolitical landscape going forward, perhaps
by challenging the state-centric version of international politics, are all
research tasks that remain to be tackled.

Conclusion

The rise of industrial policy and geopolitics in today’s European Union is likely
to be highly consequential for the EU’s trajectory of political development.
Over the past three decades, the EU has relied largely on a particular type
of market-making, the liberalisation of the Single Market and an ideology
of competition and removing market distortions. The policy goals and tools
adopted by the EU around its new industrial and geoeconomic policy consti-
tute an important shift towards a more visible set of market-structuring prac-
tices. This new activist policy demands an explicit reckoning of the collective
interests of the European community of fate being governed, while engaging
with an array of new political logics. Scholarly research is needed to probe
how the new market-making might be reshaping European societal interests
and coalitions, challenging EU institutions and capacities, creating tensions
around the democratic legitimacy of the EU, and constructing Europe as a
geopolitical actor. The history and theory of comparative political develop-
ment and state-building is a useful lens to probe how the EU’s market-
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making and polity-building intertwine, and suggests a rich research agenda
for studying the potential transformative dynamics constructing the EU’s pol-
itical authority.

As well as being of academic interest, the policies being enacted and the
tools wielded by the EU today have important policy implications. Both the
material success of the policies, and European citizens’ views of the ways
decisions are being made and money spent, are critical to the EU’s long-
run sustainability as a polity. An obvious question is whether the EU is prior-
itising the correct strategic sectors in its pursuit of sustainability, security, and
supply chain resilience. Critics have charged that the major cross-border inno-
vation and infrastructure initiatives of the Important Projects of Common
European Interest are generating large subsidies without transparent, well-
defined criteria. Might a lack of adequate EU governance over the new indus-
trial policies doom them to failure, while undermining the larger single
market and the EU itself (Poitiers & Weil, 2022)?

Another set of key questions lies in the EU’s capacities to execute industrial
policy, as it is not a traditional state with national levers of governance and
control. The very limited fiscal capacity of the EU may potentially doom
Europe’s efforts, particularly in terms of matching the Biden administration’s
industrial policy and green transition financing. A potentially poisonous arms
race around subsidies within the EU itself may be occurring if the Commission
cannot overcome intra-European tensions and provide adequate European
level interventions (Fleming et al., 2023). Likewise, decisions around where
to locate new manufacturing sites are politically and socially fraught, as the
wealthier EU states have skilled workforces at the ready, but there is an undis-
puted need to address the economic stagnation in other regions by siting
plants there. Much as with the IRA in the US, the EU’s aspirational climate
goals and security and economic interests must grapple with the reality of
pork-barrel politics in the execution of place-based industrial policy (Muro
et al., 2022). These tensions point to the ways in which the unfolding of
the new market activism, if not carried out in a way that is both successful
in material terms and is viewed as politically legitimate by European citizens,
would potentially unravel the EU as a polity, rather than deepening it.

At the international level, the new era of industrial policy also presents
challenges to capturing the benefits of globalisation while overcoming its
shortcomings. Much of twentieth century industrial policy sought to limit glo-
balisation, with protectionism around infant industries and import-substi-
tution policies. The EU’s industrial policy and its open strategic autonomy
posture appear to be less about decoupling from the global economy than
about careful strategic engagement with it. The concept of friend-shoring,
or structuring critical supply chains around trustworthy allies, embodies
this, as do EU’s complaints that the US has gone too far towards protection-
ism with IRA’s local content laws (Nelson, 2023). The EU’s efforts to restructure
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globalisation through the EU’s Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism as a
way to end the ‘carbon dumping’ of Chinese steel may provide an alternative
model for addressing the existential threat of climate change without dis-
mantling globalisation (Skibell, 2022). A critical question will be whether
the US and the EU can form an effective alliance, instead of working at
cross purposes with each other, to achieve an inclusive, secure, and sustain-
able global economy.

Most fundamentally, the link between market-making and polity-building
underlines the necessity of ensuring that democratic values, economic
inclusion, and sustainability all inform the EU’s industrial and geoeconomic
policies going forward, even as Europe’s ongoing limitations as a polity
may make this challenging. While the exact contours of the ways in which
the EU’s new market-making will reconstruct the EU’s political authority are
not yet clear, the long history of capitalism and political development
suggests that today’s new European market activism will certainly be conse-
quential for the EU’s future as a polity.

Acknowledgements

An earlier version of this paper was entitled ‘The Politics of European Industrial Policy:
How a Post-Neoliberal Shift Is Transforming the European Union’. I am grateful to the
European Commission and US officials, and private sector leaders, who agreed to be
interviewed as part of this research. I also thank Fabio Bulfone, Peter Hall, Jonas
Heering, Catherine Hoeffler, Nils Kupzok, Matthias Matthijs, Manuela Moschella, Frédé-
ric Mérand, Jonas Nahm, Abe Newman, Luuk Schmitz, Roland Stephen, Todd Tucker,
and participants in the SAIS Johns Hopkins Political Economy Speaker Series, the
Global Research in International Political Economy (GRIPE) Seminar, and the Institut
für Politikwissenschaft (IFP) Lecture at the University of Vienna, as well as the JEPP
reviewers, for comments on earlier versions of this project. Francesco de Luca pro-
vided excellent research assistance. All errors remain mine.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Notes on contributor

Kathleen R. McNamara is Professor of Government and Foreign Service and Co-Direc-
tor of the Global Political Economy Project at Georgetown University.

ORCID

Kathleen R. McNamara http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5260-9879

JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN PUBLIC POLICY 19

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5260-9879


References

Acharya, A., & Lee, A. (2018). Economic foundations of the territorial state system.
American Journal of Political Science, 62(4), 954–966. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.
12379

Albrecht, J. P. (2023, March 24). Why the European response to the IRA must be more
Europe. Heinrich Böll Stiftung. Brussels office—European Union. Heinrich-Böll-
Stiftung. https://eu.boell.org/en/2023/03/24/why-european-response-ira-must-be-
more-europe

Babić, M., Dixon, A. D., & Liu, I. T. (2022). Geoeconomics in a changing global order. In
M. Babić, A. D. Dixon, & I. T. Liu (Eds.), The political economy of geoeconomics: Europe
in a changing world (pp. 1–27). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-3-031-01968-5_1

Baccaro, L., Blyth, M., & Pontusson, J. (2022). Diminishing returns: The new politics of
growth and stagnation. Oxford University Press.

Bauerle Danzman, S., & Meunier, S. (2023). The EU’s geoeconomic turn: From policy
laggard to institutional innovator. European Union Studies Association, Pittsburgh,
PA, USA. May 4–6.

Bertuzzi, L. (2022, December 1). EU countries reach common position on the Chips Act.
https://www.euractiv.com/section/industrial-strategy/news/eu-countries-reach-
common-position-on-the-chips-act/

Bora, S. I., & Schramm, L. (2023). Toward a more ‘sovereign’ Europe? Domestic, bilat-
eral, and European factors to explain France’s (growing) influence on EU politics,
2017–2022. French Politics, 21(1), 3–24. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41253-022-00203-y

Bressanelli, E., Koop, C., & Reh, C. (2020). EU actors under pressure: Politicisation and
depoliticisation as strategic responses. Journal of European Public Policy, 27(3),
329–341. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2020.1713193

Breton, T. (2022, September 14). Critical RawMaterials Act [Text]. European Commission
- European Commission. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/
STATEMENT_22_5523

Buch-Hansen, H., & Wigger, A. (2010). Revisiting 50 years of market-making: The neo-
liberal transformation of European competition policy. Review of International
Political Economy, 17(1), 20–44. https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290903014927

Bulfone, F. (2020). The political economy of industrial policy in the European Union
(Working Paper No. 20/12). MPIfG Discussion Paper. https://www.econstor.eu/
handle/10419/225981

Busch, M. L. (2022, April 2). Europe’s anti-coercion instrument is a wake-up call for the
global economy. The Hill. https://thehill.com/opinion/international/3257222-
europes-anti-coercion-instrument-is-a-wake-up-call-for-the-global-economy/

Büthe, T. (2007). The politics of competition and institutional change in the European
Union: The first fifty years. In K. R. McNamara & S. Meunier (Eds.), Making history:
European integration and institutional change at fifty (pp. 175–193). Oxford
University Press.

Caporaso, J. A., & Tarrow, S. (2009). Polanyi in Brussels: Supranational institutions and
the transnational embedding of markets. International Organization, 63(4), 593–620.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818309990099

Carpenter, D. P. (2002). The forging of bureaucratic autonomy reputations, networks,
and policy innovation in executive agencies, 1862-1928. Princeton University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691214078

20 K. R. MCNAMARA

https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12379
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12379
https://eu.boell.org/en/2023/03/24/why-european-response-ira-must-be-more-europe
https://eu.boell.org/en/2023/03/24/why-european-response-ira-must-be-more-europe
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-01968-5_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-01968-5_1
https://www.euractiv.com/section/industrial-strategy/news/eu-countries-reach-common-position-on-the-chips-act/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/industrial-strategy/news/eu-countries-reach-common-position-on-the-chips-act/
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41253-022-00203-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2020.1713193
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/STATEMENT_22_5523
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/STATEMENT_22_5523
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290903014927
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/225981
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/225981
https://thehill.com/opinion/international/3257222-europes-anti-coercion-instrument-is-a-wake-up-call-for-the-global-economy/
https://thehill.com/opinion/international/3257222-europes-anti-coercion-instrument-is-a-wake-up-call-for-the-global-economy/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818309990099
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691214078


Charrier, L., & Heumann, H.-D. (2022, December 5). Time for European sovereignty.
https://www.ips-journal.eu/topics/foreign-and-security-policy/time-for-european-
sovereignty-6365/?dicbo=v1-bdb9e58336f30c0735f520666f8ebde5-
003488ed9b2295057c6bf5b87822c2c862-
gbtgkzrvgbqwellbga4wiljugvqtkljyha2willcgfqtontbmnrwgmrzga

Cini, M., & Czulno, P. (2022). Digital single market and the EU competition regime: An
explanation of policy change. Journal of European Integration, 44(1), 41–57. https://
doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2021.2011260

Client Earth. (2020). Roadmap on the revision of the communication on important pro-
jects of common European interest. https://www.clientearth.org/media/x5olvn3p/
revision-of-ipcei-communication_clientearth-21-12-2020.pdf

Clift, B., & Woll, C. (2012). Economic patriotism: Reinventing control over open markets.
Journal of European Public Policy, 19(3), 307–323. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.
2011.638117

Darvas, Z., Dominguez-Jimenez, M., Devins, A., & Grzegorczyk, M. (2022, December 14).
European Union countries’ recovery and resilience plans. Bruegel, The Brussels-Based
Economic Think Tank. https://www.bruegel.org/dataset/european-union-countries-
recovery-and-resilience-plans

de Wilde, P., Leupold, A., & Schmidtke, H. (2016). Introduction: The differentiated poli-
ticisation of European governance. West European Politics, 39(1), 3–22. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01402382.2015.1081505

Di Carlo, D., & Schmitz, L. (2023). Europe first? The rise of EU industrial policy promot-
ing and protecting the single market. Journal of European Public Policy, 1–34.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2023.2202684

Dimitrisina, R. (2023). The key provisions in the EU’s Net Zero Industry Act (Briefing Note
“Decoding Brussels”). Friedrich Ebert Siftung. https://justclimate.fes.de/e/key-
provisions-eus-net-zero-industry-act

Dobbin, F. (1994). Forging industrial policy: The United States, Britain, and France in the
railway age. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139174183

Dobbin, F. (2008). Integrating paradigms. French Politics, Culture & Society, 26(3), 94–97.
https://doi.org/10.3167/fpcs.2008.260305

European Commission. (2020). A new industrial strategy for Europe. https://ec.europa.
eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/europe-fit-digital-age/european-industrial-
strategy_en

European Commission. (2021a). EU strengthens protection against economic coercion.
Press Release. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6642

European Commission. (2021b). Updating the 2020 industrial strategy: Building a stron-
ger single market for Europe’s recovery. COM(2021) 350 final. https://ec.europa.eu/
commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_21_1884

European Commission. (2021c, December 8). Q&A: Commission proposal for an anti-
coercion instrument [Text]. European Commission - European Commission.
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_21_6643

European Commission. (2022). EU climate action: Provisional agreement reached on
Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM). Council of the European Union –
Press Release. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2022/12/
13/eu-climate-action-provisional-agreement-reached-on-carbon-border-
adjustment-mechanism-cbam/

European Parliament. (2022). General principles of EU industrial policy: Fact Sheets on
the European Union. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/factsheets/en/sheet/61/
general-principles-of-eu-industrial-policy

JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN PUBLIC POLICY 21

https://www.ips-journal.eu/topics/foreign-and-security-policy/time-for-european-sovereignty-6365/?dicbo=v1-bdb9e58336f30c0735f520666f8ebde5-003488ed9b2295057c6bf5b87822c2c862-gbtgkzrvgbqwellbga4wiljugvqtkljyha2willcgfqtontbmnrwgmrzga
https://www.ips-journal.eu/topics/foreign-and-security-policy/time-for-european-sovereignty-6365/?dicbo=v1-bdb9e58336f30c0735f520666f8ebde5-003488ed9b2295057c6bf5b87822c2c862-gbtgkzrvgbqwellbga4wiljugvqtkljyha2willcgfqtontbmnrwgmrzga
https://www.ips-journal.eu/topics/foreign-and-security-policy/time-for-european-sovereignty-6365/?dicbo=v1-bdb9e58336f30c0735f520666f8ebde5-003488ed9b2295057c6bf5b87822c2c862-gbtgkzrvgbqwellbga4wiljugvqtkljyha2willcgfqtontbmnrwgmrzga
https://www.ips-journal.eu/topics/foreign-and-security-policy/time-for-european-sovereignty-6365/?dicbo=v1-bdb9e58336f30c0735f520666f8ebde5-003488ed9b2295057c6bf5b87822c2c862-gbtgkzrvgbqwellbga4wiljugvqtkljyha2willcgfqtontbmnrwgmrzga
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2021.2011260
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2021.2011260
https://www.clientearth.org/media/x5olvn3p/revision-of-ipcei-communication_clientearth-21-12-2020.pdf
https://www.clientearth.org/media/x5olvn3p/revision-of-ipcei-communication_clientearth-21-12-2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2011.638117
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2011.638117
https://www.bruegel.org/dataset/european-union-countries-recovery-and-resilience-plans
https://www.bruegel.org/dataset/european-union-countries-recovery-and-resilience-plans
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2015.1081505
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2015.1081505
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2023.2202684
https://justclimate.fes.de/e/key-provisions-eus-net-zero-industry-act
https://justclimate.fes.de/e/key-provisions-eus-net-zero-industry-act
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139174183
https://doi.org/10.3167/fpcs.2008.260305
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/europe-fit-digital-age/european-industrial-strategy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/europe-fit-digital-age/european-industrial-strategy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/europe-fit-digital-age/european-industrial-strategy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6642
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_21_1884
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_21_1884
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_21_6643
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2022/12/13/eu-climate-action-provisional-agreement-reached-on-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2022/12/13/eu-climate-action-provisional-agreement-reached-on-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2022/12/13/eu-climate-action-provisional-agreement-reached-on-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/factsheets/en/sheet/61/general-principles-of-eu-industrial-policy
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/factsheets/en/sheet/61/general-principles-of-eu-industrial-policy


Evans, P. (1995). Embedded autonomy. Princeton University Press. https://press.
princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691037363/embedded-autonomy

Evroux, C. T. (2022). Important projects of common European interest: State of play.
Think Tank, European Parliament. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/
document/EPRS_BRI(2022)729402

Farrell, H., & Newman, A. L. (2019). Weaponized interdependence: How global econ-
omic networks shape state coercion. International Security, 44(1), 42–79. https://
doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00351

Finnemore, M., & Jurkovich, M. (2020). The politics of aspiration. International Studies
Quarterly, 64(4), 759–769. https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqaa052

Fleming, S., Hancock, A., & Espinoza, J. (2023, February 1). Can the EU keep up with the
US on green subsidies? Financial Times.

Fligstein, N. (2002). The architecture of markets: An economic sociology of twenty-first-
century capitalist societies. Princeton University Press.

Fligstein, N., & Mara-Drita, I. (1996). How to make a market: Reflections on the attempt
to create a single market in the European Union. American Journal of Sociology, 102
(1), 1–33. https://doi.org/10.1086/230907

Fligstein, N., & Stone Sweet, A. (2002). Constructing polities and markets: An institu-
tionalist account of European integration. American Journal of Sociology, 107(5),
1206–1243. https://doi.org/10.1086/341907

Follesdal, A., & Hix, S. (2006). Why there is a democratic deficit in the EU: A response to
Majone and Moravcsik. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 44(3), 533–562.
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.2006.44.issue-3

Fourcade, M., & Healy, K. (2016). Seeing like a market. Socio-Economic Review, 15(1), 9–
29. https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mww033

Gengnagel, V., & Zimmermann, K. (2022). The European Green Deal as a moonshot –
Caring for a climate-neutral yet prospering continent? Historical Social Research, 47
(4), 267–302. https://doi.org/10.12759/HSR.47.2022.47

Genschel, P., & Jachtenfuchs, M. (2014). Beyond the regulatory polity? The European inte-
gration of core state powers. Oxford University Press.

Grzymała-Busse, A. M. (2023). Sacred foundations: The religious and medieval roots of
the European state. Princeton University Press.

Guzzini, S. (Ed.). (2012). The return of geopolitics in Europe?: Social mechanisms and
foreign policy identity crises. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9781139225809

Guzzini, S. (2017). Militarizing politics, essentializing identities: Interpretivist process
tracing and the power of geopolitics. Cooperation and Conflict. https://ezproxy-
prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk:2246/doi/full/10.11770010836717719735

Haas, E. B. (2004). The uniting of Europe: Political, social, and economic forces, 1950-1957.
University of Notre Dame Press.

Hackenbroich, J. (2020). Defending Europe’s economic sovereignty: New ways to resist
economic coercion (pp. 1–50) [Policy Brief]. European Council on Foreign
Relations. https://ecfr.eu/publication/defending_europe_economic_sovereignty_
new_ways_to_resist_economic_coercion/

Hall, P. A., & Soskice, D. (Eds.). (2001). Varieties of capitalism: The institutional foun-
dations of comparative advantage. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.
1093/0199247757.001.0001

Haroche, P. (2023). A ‘geopolitical commission’: Supranationalism meets global power
competition. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 61(4), 970–987. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jcms.13440

22 K. R. MCNAMARA

https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691037363/embedded-autonomy
https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691037363/embedded-autonomy
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2022
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2022
https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00351
https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00351
https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqaa052
https://doi.org/10.1086/230907
https://doi.org/10.1086/341907
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.2006.44.issue-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mww033
https://doi.org/10.12759/HSR.47.2022.47
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139225809
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139225809
https://ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk:2246/doi/full/10.1177/0010836717719735
https://ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk:2246/doi/full/10.1177/0010836717719735
https://ecfr.eu/publication/defending_europe_economic_sovereignty_new_ways_to_resist_economic_coercion/
https://ecfr.eu/publication/defending_europe_economic_sovereignty_new_ways_to_resist_economic_coercion/
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199247757.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199247757.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13440
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13440


Heidebrecht, S. (2023). From market liberalism to public intervention: Digital sover-
eignty and changing European union digital single market governance. JCMS:
Journal of Common Market Studies. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13488

Hoeffler, C., & Mérand, F. (2022, May 20).War and taxes: The European Commission and
the politicisation of core state powers integration. European Union Studies
Association Conference, Miami, May 19–21.

Hooghe, L., & Marks, G. (2009). A postfunctionalist theory of European integration:
From permissive consensus to constraining dissensus. British Journal of Political
Science, 39(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123408000409

Hopkin, J. (2020). Anti-system politics: The crisis of market liberalism in rich democracies.
Oxford University Press.

Iversen, T., & Soskice, D. (2019). Democracy and prosperity: Reinventing capitalism
through a turbulent century. Princeton University Press.

Jabko, N. (2006). Playing the market: A political strategy for uniting Europe, 1985–2005.
Cornell University Press.

Kelemen, R. D., & McNamara, K. R. (2022). State-building and the European Union:
Markets, war, and Europe’s uneven political development. Comparative Political
Studies, 55(6), 963–991. https://doi.org/10.1177/00104140211047393

Lawton, T. (1999). Introduction: Concepts defined and scenes set. In T. Lawton (Ed.),
European industrial policy and competitiveness: Concepts and instruments (pp. 1–
22). Macmillan Education.

Li, L. (2022, December 13). The global microchip race: Europe’s bid to catch up. Financial
Times. https://www.ft.com/content/b31e27fd-0781-4ffd-bb69-9af985abff41

Longstreth, F., Steinmo, S., & Thelen, K. A. (1992). Structuring politics: Historical institu-
tionalism in comparative analysis. Cambridge University Press

Lynch, S. (2022, December 5). Brussels braces for row over new EU funding to thwart US
subsidies. POLITICO. https://www.politico.eu/article/ursula-von-der-leyen-brussels-
heated-debate-european-union-funding-united-states-inflation-reduction-act/

Majone, G. (1997). From the positive to the regulatory state: Causes and consequences
of changes in the mode of governance. Journal of Public Policy, 17(2), 139–167.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X00003524

Manners, I. (2002). Normative power Europe: A contradiction in terms? JCMS: Journal of
Common Market Studies, 40(2), 235–258. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00353

McNamara, K. R. (1998). The currency of ideas: Monetary politics in the European Union.
Cornell University Press.

McNamara, K. R. (2015). The politics of everyday Europe: Constructing authority in the
European Union. Oxford University Press.

McNamara, K. R. (2022, October 17). The E.U. is turning geopolitical. Is Venus becoming
Mars? Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2022/10/17/eu-
annihilate-russia-putin-borrell/

McNamara, K. R. (2023). European capitalism without European democracy?
Democratic dilemmas and markets in the European Union. In N. Bremberg & L.
Norman (Eds.), Dilemmas of European democracy: New perspectives on democratic
politics in the European Union (pp. 121–143). Edinburgh University Press.

McNamara, Kathleen R., & Musgrave, Paul. (2020). Democracy and collective identity in
the EU and the USA. JCMS: Journal of CommonMarket Studies, 58(1), 172–188. http://
doi.org/10.1111/jcms.v58.1

McNamara, K. R., & Newman, A. L. (2020). The big reveal: COVID-19 and globalization’s
great transformations. International Organization, 74(S1), E59–E77. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0020818320000387

JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN PUBLIC POLICY 23

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13488
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123408000409
https://doi.org/10.1177/00104140211047393
https://www.ft.com/content/b31e27fd-0781-4ffd-bb69-9af985abff41
https://www.politico.eu/article/ursula-von-der-leyen-brussels-heated-debate-european-union-funding-united-states-inflation-reduction-act/
https://www.politico.eu/article/ursula-von-der-leyen-brussels-heated-debate-european-union-funding-united-states-inflation-reduction-act/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X00003524
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00353
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2022/10/17/eu-annihilate-russia-putin-borrell/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2022/10/17/eu-annihilate-russia-putin-borrell/
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.v58.1
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.v58.1
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818320000387
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818320000387


Mertens, D., Thiemann, M., & Volberding, P. (2021). The reinvention of development
banking in the European Union: Industrial policy in the single market and the emer-
gence of a field. Oxford University Press.

Meunier, S. (2017). Integration by stealth: How the European Union gained compe-
tence over foreign direct investment. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies,
55(3), 593–610. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12528

Meunier, S., & Nicolaidis, K. (2019). The geopoliticization of European trade and invest-
ment policy. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 57(S1), 103–113. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jcms.12932

Michel, C. (2020). Recovery plan: Powering Europe’s strategic autonomy - Speech by pre-
sident charles michel at the Brussels economic forum. https://www.consilium.europa.
eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/09/08/recovery-plan-powering-europe-s-strategic-
autonomy-speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-brussels-economic-forum/

Miró, J. (2022). Responding to the global disorder: The EU’s quest for open strategic
autonomy. Global Society, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2022.2110042

Morth, U. (2000). Competing frames in the European commission - The case of the
defence industry and equipment issue. Journal of European Public Policy, 7(2),
173–189. https://doi.org/10.1080/135017600343151

Muro, M., Maxim, R., Parilla, J., & Briggs, X. de S. (2022, December 15). Breaking down
an $80 billion surge in place-based industrial policy. Brookings. https://www.
brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2022/12/15/breaking-down-an-80-billion-surge-
in-place-based-industrial-policy/

Nahm, J., Miller, S., & Urpelainen, J. (2022). G20’s US$14-trillion economic stimulus
reneges on emissions pledges. Nature, 603(7899), 28–31. https://doi.org/10.1038/
d41586-022-00540-6

Nelson, E. (2023, January 21). At Davos, European distress over a ‘made in America’
law. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2023/01/21/business/davos-
europe-inflation-reduction-act.html

North, D. C. (1991). Institutions, institutional change and economic performance (2nd
ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Obendiek, A. S. (2023). Data governance: Value orders and jurisdictional conflicts. Oxford
University Press.

Oberthür, S., & von Homeyer, I. (2023). From emissions trading to the European Green
Deal: The evolution of the climate policy mix and climate policy integration in the
EU. Journal of European Public Policy, 30(3), 445–468. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13501763.2022.2120528

Peterson, J. (2017). Juncker’s political European Commission and an EU in crisis. JCMS:
Journal of Common Market Studies, 55(2), 349–367. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.
12435

Poggi, G. (1978). The development of the modern state: A sociological introduction.
Stanford University Press.

Poitiers, N., & Weil, P. (2022, January 26). Opaque and ill-defined: The problems
with Europe’s IPCEI subsidy framework. Bruegel. The Brussels-Based Economic
Think Tank. https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/opaque-and-ill-defined-problems-
europes-ipcei-subsidy-framework

Polanyi, K. (1944). The great transformation: The political and economic origins of our
time (2nd ed.). Beacon Press.

Rosamond, B. (2012). Supranational governance as economic patriotism? The European
union, legitimacy and the reconstruction of state space. Journal of European Public
Policy, 19(3), 324–341. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2011.638119

24 K. R. MCNAMARA

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12528
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12932
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12932
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/09/08/recovery-plan-powering-europe-s-strategic-autonomy-speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-brussels-economic-forum/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/09/08/recovery-plan-powering-europe-s-strategic-autonomy-speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-brussels-economic-forum/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/09/08/recovery-plan-powering-europe-s-strategic-autonomy-speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-brussels-economic-forum/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2022.2110042
https://doi.org/10.1080/135017600343151
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2022/12/15/breaking-down-an-80-billion-surge-in-place-based-industrial-policy/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2022/12/15/breaking-down-an-80-billion-surge-in-place-based-industrial-policy/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2022/12/15/breaking-down-an-80-billion-surge-in-place-based-industrial-policy/
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-022-00540-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-022-00540-6
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/01/21/business/davos-europe-inflation-reduction-act.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/01/21/business/davos-europe-inflation-reduction-act.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2022.2120528
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2022.2120528
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12435
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12435
https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/opaque-and-ill-defined-problems-europes-ipcei-subsidy-framework
https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/opaque-and-ill-defined-problems-europes-ipcei-subsidy-framework
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2011.638119


Sandholtz, W. (1992). High-tech Europe: The politics of international cooperation.
University of California Press.

Sandholtz, W., & Zysman, J. (1989). 1992: Recasting the European bargain. World
Politics, 42(1), 95–128. https://doi.org/10.2307/2010572

Scharpf, F. (1999). Governing in Europe: Effective and democratic? In Governing in
Europe: Effective and democratic? Oxford University Press. https://oxford.
universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093acprof:oso/9780198295457.001.
0001/acprof-9780198295457

Schmitz, L., & Seidl, T. (2022). Protecting, transforming, and projecting the single market.
Open strategic autonomy and digital sovereignty in the EU’s trade and digital policies.
SocArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/wjb64

Schmitz, L., & Seidl, T. (2023). As open as possible, as autonomous as necessary:
Understanding the rise of open strategic autonomy in EU trade policy. JCMS:
Journal of Common Market Studies, 61(3), 834–852. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.
13428

Schneider, E. (2023). Germany’s industrial strategy 2030, EU competition policy and
the crisis of new constitutionalism. (Geo-)political economy of a contested para-
digm shift. New Political Economy, 28(2), 241–258. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13563467.2022.2091535

Schramm, L. (2023). Economic ideas, party politics, or material interests? Explaining
Germany’s support for the EU corona recovery plan. Journal of European Public
Policy, 30(1), 84–103. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1985592

Schramm, L., Krotz, U., & De Witte, B. (2022). Building ‘next generation’ after the pan-
demic: The implementation and implications of the EU COVID recovery plan. JCMS:
Journal of Common Market Studies, 60(S1), 114–124. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.
13375

Sheingate, A. (2014). Institutional dynamics and American political development.
Annual Review of Political Science, 17(1), 461–477. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-polisci-040113-161139

Skibell, A. (2022, December 13). World’s first carbon border tax lands in Europe.
POLITICO. https://www.politico.com/newsletters/power-switch/2022/12/13/
worlds-first-carbon-border-tax-lands-in-europe-00073653

Skowronek, S. (1982). Building a new American state: The expansion of national admin-
istrative capacities, 1877-1920. Cambridge University Press.

Spruyt, H. (1994). The sovereign state and its competitors: An analysis of systems change.
Princeton University Press.

Stolton, S. (2023, April 13). The total eclipse of Margrethe Vestager. POLITICO. https://
www.politico.eu/article/margrethe-vestager-eclipse-european-commission-
competition-2024-election/

Strayer, J. R. (1970). On the medieval origins of the modern state (Reissue edition).
Princeton University Press.

Streeck, W., & Schmttter, P. C. (1991). From national corporatism to transnational plur-
alism: Organized interests in the single European market. Politics & Society, 19(2),
133–164. https://doi.org/10.1177/003232929101900202

Thatcher, M. (2014). European Commission merger control: Combining competition
and the creation of larger European firms. European Journal of Political Research,
53(3), 443–464. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12040

Tilly, C. (1975). The formation of national states in Western Europe (1st ed.). Princeton
University Press.

JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN PUBLIC POLICY 25

https://doi.org/10.2307/2010572
https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198295457.001.0001/acprof-9780198295457
https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198295457.001.0001/acprof-9780198295457
https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198295457.001.0001/acprof-9780198295457
https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/wjb64
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13428
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13428
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2022.2091535
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2022.2091535
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1985592
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13375
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13375
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-040113-161139
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-040113-161139
https://www.politico.com/newsletters/power-switch/2022/12/13/worlds-first-carbon-border-tax-lands-in-europe-00073653
https://www.politico.com/newsletters/power-switch/2022/12/13/worlds-first-carbon-border-tax-lands-in-europe-00073653
https://www.politico.eu/article/margrethe-vestager-eclipse-european-commission-competition-2024-election/
https://www.politico.eu/article/margrethe-vestager-eclipse-european-commission-competition-2024-election/
https://www.politico.eu/article/margrethe-vestager-eclipse-european-commission-competition-2024-election/
https://doi.org/10.1177/003232929101900202
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12040


van Apeldoorn, B. (1998). Transnationalization and the restructuring of Europe’s socio-
economic order: Social forces in the construction of embedded neoliberalism.
International Journal of Political Economy, 28(1), 12–53. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08911916.1998.11643961

van Apeldoorn, B., & de Graaff, N. (2022). The state in global capitalism before and after
the COVID-19 crisis. Contemporary Politics, 28(3), 306–327. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13569775.2021.2022337

Vogel, S. K. (2018). Marketcraft: How governments make markets work. Oxford
University Press.

von der Leyen, U. (2022). 2022 State of the Union Address by President von der Leyen.
European Commission. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/ov/
speech_22_5493

von der Leyen, U. (2023). Speech by the President on EU-China relations. https://ec.
europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/speech_23_2063

Wade, R. H. (2014). The paradox of US industrial policy: The developmental state in dis-
guise. In Transforming economies: Making industrial policy work for growth, jobs and
development (pp. 379–400). International Labour Office. https://labordoc.ilo.org/
discovery/fulldisplay/alma994866333402676/41ILO_INST:41ILO_V2

Warlouzet, L. (2022). A flanking European welfare state: The European community’s
social dimension, from brandt to delors (1969–1993). Contemporary European
History, 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777322000479

Appendix

Interviews

I conducted 13 in-person interviews in Washington, DC and Brussels, Belgium. Inter-
views were recorded with prior verbal permission obtained on condition of guarantee-
ing the anonymity of the interviewee. Interview subjects were chosen for their direct
knowledge and involvement in industrial policy and/or trade and investment policy.
Each interview was semi-structured and guided by a questionnaire. The interviews
lasted between 45 and 90 min. Table A1 gives an overview of the interviews
conducted.

Table A1. Interviews.
Interview Description Date of interview
Interview 1 Diplomat, EEAS, Washington DC May 2022
Interview 2 Senior policy official, DG COMP, Brussels October 2022
Interview 3 Policy official, DG GROW, Brussels October 2022
Interview 4 Two senior policy officials, DG GROW, Brussels October 2022
Interview 5 Senior policy official, DG TRADE, Brussels October 2022
Interview 6 EU digital economy policy advisor, Brussels October 2022
Interview 7 Senior EU think tank official, Brussels October 2022
Interview 8 Policy advisor, DG TRADE, Brussels October 2022
Interview 9 Senior policy official, DG CLIMA, Brussels October 2022
Interview 10 Journalist and entrepreneur, Brussels October 2022
Interview 11 Head of unit, multinational firm, Brussels October 2022
Interview 12 Senior US trade official, Washington, DC March 2023
Interview 13 Senior US think tank official, Washington, DC March 2023
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