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 ABSTRACT 
 
This article deals with an issue so far neglected within transatlantic literature, namely the question of 

how the EU exerts influence on the US. After assessing the relationship of power and influence 

exertion, this text addresses the relevance of different influence paths (compulsory, institutional, 

structural, productive). Since the ability of setting international norms and standards receives special 

attention in the research literature on the EU´s external relations, the paper focuses on instances of 

EU influence in which the EU was able to implement foreign policy norms towards the US. In order to 

reach a broad picture of the ways in which the EU exerts influence, the article thus analyses two 

different issues of possible EU influence in detail. These are: the conflict over the Iranian nuclear 

program and the case of climate policy. Both issues are researched in a period of major EU-US 

distortions, namely within the presidency of George W. Bush. I conclude with a tabular evaluation of 

the various types of influence which demonstrates that the EU influences the US via each of the 

mentioned paths. It shows that the promotion of norms is relevant for each influence path. 

 

 RESUME 
 
Ce Paris Paper traite d´un enjeu largement ignoré dans le domaine des relations transatlantiques 

jusqu’à présent, c’est-à-dire la manière dont l´Union européenne exerce son influence sur les Etats-

Unis. Après avoir évalué la relation entre le pouvoir et l’exercice de l’influence, cette étude examine 

la pertinence de différentes voies d’influence (contraignante, institutionnelle, structurelle, 

productive). 

Alors que la littérature sur les relations extérieures de l´Union européenne met l’accent sur sa 

capacité à établir des normes et des standards à l'échelon international, ce Paris Paper cherche à 

identifier les moyens par lesquels l’UE a été capable de fixer des normes à l’égard des Etats-Unis. 

Afin d’examiner les différentes voies par lesquelles l’UE exerce son influence, l’étude analyse en 

détail deux domaines particuliers : le différend sur le programme nucléaire iranien et la question du 

changement climatique. Ces deux questions sont analysées à une période marquée par des 

différences de vues majeures entre l´UE et les Etats-Unis, durant la présidence de George W. Bush.  

L’étude se conclut par une évaluation tabulaire des différents types d’influence, qui démontre que 

l’Union européenne a  exercé effectivement une influence sur les Etats-Unis dans chacune des voies 

évoquées et met particulièrement en lumière la pertinence de la fixation de normes. 

 

Key words : transatlantic relations, normative power, EU foreign policy, influence 
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 SYNTHESIS OF THE STUDY 
 

The aim of this study is to alternate the general focus of transatlantic relations literature which has 

largely concentrated on transatlantic differences and the US impact on the EU´s foreign policy 

decisions. 

I am arguing that the EU´s impact on US policies has so far been underresearched. However, the 

adoption of a Common EU Foreign and Security Policy has produced an EU speaking with one voice in 

an ever growing number of policy fields. This article seeks to account for this development by 

shedding light on different ways in which a common EU foreign policy position influences the United 

States. The data for this study has been derived from several interviews conducted by the author 

with policy officials in April and May 2011 in Washington DC. It furthermore consists of official 

government documents, speeches and official interviews of US and EU functionaries as well as of 

newspaper analysis.  

The interest of researching the ways of an EU influence on the US is evident: it may contribute to 

highlight the so far neglected side of the story of influence between two decisive partners in the 

international arena. By this, it may serve to better understand the current relationship of EU-US 

interaction and to eventually extract suitable ways of dealing with international problems. This may 

lead to a more fruitful relationship where each of the partners can act upon its specific strengths.  

The general arguments of this article go as follows: The EU has been influencing the US in different 

policy fields, it has thereby employed different pathways of influence and the projection of norms 

has been a relevant factor in this process of influencing. 

These arguments are tested in two different policy areas (security and climate policy) in a time of 

major transatlantic distortions, namely within the two presidencies of George W. Bush. An a priori 

openness to EU influence is thus less likely in this period of time.  

My conclusions show that EU influence exertion works through different paths, in accordance with 

the specific policy field and its settings. However, not each of the paths has been relevant in each 

policy case. The article shows that the EU has been able to exert influence on a powerful partner, 

even in cases in which the US a priori seemed to be better off in terms of capacities and resources.  

We can thus conclude that the EU may indeed have an impact on the US via promoting its norms 

towards the latter.   

The article concludes with the finding that the research on how the EU influences the US has to be 

extended by further case studies in order to reach a deeper understanding of which pathways of 

influence are particularly promising to promote EU interests. Defining the preconditions for the 

successful employment of the influence paths may also be used to make EU-US interaction more 

predictable in cases of conflict or dissent between the two partners. A deeper understanding of how 

both actors interact in response to international challenges will require the inclusion of further policy 

areas. This may help to deduce suitable common strategies for the EU and the US to deal with 

international problems.  
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 INTRODUCTION
1 

 

When comparing the EU and the US, most analysts agree on decisive divergences in their conception 

and understanding as world powers. While the EU is often referred to as a regional soft, normative or 

civilian power2, the US is still seen as the last remaining superpower, even if it shows symptoms of 

decline3. With regard to the EU, the scientific debate around an EU as an emerging world actor has 

gained importance throughout the last decade sustained by the increasing common competences 

and policies in important foreign policy issues4.  

The most famous distinction between the EU and US type of power has been proposed by Kagan in 

2003 introducing the mythological comparison of Venus EU and Mars US5. This distinction has led 

many authors to define the EU as being inferior to and dependent on the US in decisive (particularly 

hard power) policy areas6. The US is thus believed to define the locus of action for the EU: “America 

agrees to accord Europe a greater voice in step with its greater capability”7. On the other hand, there 

is much theoretical thinking about a potential desire of the EU to counterbalance US supremacy, 

despite its obvious military inferiority8. Authors have tentatively started debating possibilities of the 

EU to “rise” its influence on the US9 and have discussed possibilities of the EU of engaging the US “on 

a range of practical topics” after the US 2006 midterm elections10.  Strikingly, these ideas remain 

                                                           
1
 For a detailed discussion of the content of this article and further revised findings, see: SCHERWITZ, Eva, Wie 

viele Wege führen nach Washington? Eine Analyse des EU-Einflusses auf die US-Politik, (Baden-Baden: Nomos), 
2014. 
2
 For this discussion see: MANNERS, Ian, ‘Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?’, Journal of 

Common Market Studies, Vol. 40, No. 2, pp. 235-58, 2002; SMITH, Karen E., ‘The End of Civilian Power EU: a 
Welcome Demise or Cause for Concern?’, International Spectator, Vol. 35, No 2, pp.11-28, 2000; COOPER, 
Robert, ‘Hard Power, Soft Power and the Goals of Diplomacy’, in: David Held/Mathias Koenig-Archibugi (eds), 
American Power in the 21st Century, pp. 167-180, 1

st
 edn (Cambridge: Polity Press), 2004. 

3
 COX, Michael, ‘Is the United States in Decline- Again? An Essay’, International Affairs, 83 (4), pp.643-653, 

2007. 
4
 BRETHERTON, Charlotte, VOGLER, John: The European Union as a Global Actor, (London: Routledge), 2006. 

5
 KAGAN, Robert, Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order, (New York, NY: Alfred A. 

Knopf), 2003. 
5
 BIERLING, Stephan, ‘Die EU und die USA‘, in: Werner, Weidenfeld; Wolfgang, Wessels (eds): Jahrbuch für 

Europäische Integration, (Baden-Baden: Nomos), pp. 277-282, 2007; PLÜCK, Katharina, ‘Transatlantische 
Lastenteilung: Wer trägt die Kosten für die Bewahrung globaler Sicherheit?‘ Integration, Vol. 29 No 3, pp. 250-
259, 2006. 
 
7
 KUPCHAN, Charles, The End of the American Era: U.S. Foreign Policy and the Geopolitics of the Twenty-first 

Century, 1
st

 edn, (New York, NY: Vintage Books), 2003, own emphasis added. 
8
 LINK, Werner, Auf dem Weg zu einem neuen Europa - Herausforderungen und Antworten, ASKO Europa-

Stiftung (Band 1), (Baden-Baden: Nomos), 2006; SCHMIDT, Peter, ‘Die weltpolitischen Herausforderungen für 
die Europäische Union und die Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika: Gemeinsamkeiten und Unterschiede‘, in: 
Peter-Christian, Müller-Graff (ed), Die Rolle der erweiterten Europäischen Union in der Welt, pp. 256-285, 
(Baden-Baden: Nomos), 2006. 
9
 ZÜRN, Michael, BINDER, Martin, ‚Dekonstruktion oder Rekonstruktion der transatlantischen 

Sicherheitsbeziehungen? Bedingungen erfolgreicher Kooperation‘, in: Andreas, Hasenclever, Klaus- Dieter, 
Wolf, Michael, Zürn, Macht und Ohnmacht internationaler Institutionen,  pp.38-61, (Frankfurt a.M.: Campus) 
2007, p.58. 
10

 BRIMMER, Esther, Seeing Blue: American Visions of the European Union, Chaillot Paper, Vol.105, 2007, p.73. 
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somewhat fuzzy, since a detailed analysis11 of the actual EU influence on the US is still lacking in the 

existing literature. This article wishes to contribute to closing this research gap by addressing the 

following questions: Does the EU exert any influence on the US in different policy areas by setting its 

own foreign policy norms? How is this done and how significant are different paths of exerting 

influence on the US?  

 

Within the literature dedicated to the external relations of the EU, the ‘normative power’ approach 

states that the EU is able to set international standards of behavior while interacting with third states 

which consequently may lead such third states to implement EU norms12. However, the case of the 

EU-US relations is treated as a hard test case for the applicability of this approach13. This article will 

therefore test in the context of two empirical cases, whether and how the EU has actually been able 

to enforce its norms upon the US. 

In order to answer these questions, I have chosen research cases which have in common that the EU 

had established an official united position towards the US policy14. Since this paper is focused on the 

question of how influence has been exerted, the criterion for my case selection is the assumption of 

the possibility of EU influence. I concentrate my analysis on both terms of the George W. Bush 

presidency from 2001-2009 by focusing on a potential change of behavior of the US administration. 

As the transatlantic relationship has been marked by strong political differences during this time 

frame, I argue that this period is of special relevance for my analysis, since we cannot assume an a 

priori acceptance of the Bush administration regarding EU policies and EU demands. We can 

therefore conceive this period as being significant for the examination of the relevance of EU 

influence.  

As for the case studies, I choose cases from two policy areas which represent important areas for 

future EU-US cooperation. These are: environmental and security policy. The former, since 

environmental policy is seen as one central field, in which the EU may test its capacities as a 

relatively new actor15; security policy, since the US is still seen as the military superpower in this 

policy field, while the EU’s advantages rather lie in civilian crisis management. The dependency of the 

                                                           
11

 For exceptions see GINSBERG, Roy, The European Union in International Politics: Baptism by Fire (Lanham, 
MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers) and RISSE-KAPPEN, Thomas (1995) Cooperation Among Democracies: the 
European Influence on U.S. Foreign Policy, 1

st
 edn, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press), 2001. 

12
 MANNERS, Ian, ‘Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 

Vol. 40, No. 2, pp. 235-58, 2002. 
Laïdi has in this context reflected on the EU’s possibilities of acting as a ‘normative hegemon’. LAIDI, Zaki, ‘A 
normative hegemon? The unintended consequences of European power’. Paper for the 6th ELIAMEP European 
Seminar. The Delphic Oracle on Europe: Politics and Policies. Delphi, Greece 25-28 June 2009, 2009, Available 
at: «http://www.emmanouilidis.eu/download/Delphic-Oracle_Zaki-Laidi.pdf », consulted June 15, 2012. 
13

 For examples see: LIGHTFOOT, Simon and BURCHELL, Jon, ‘The European Union and the World Summit on 
Sustainable Development: Normative Power in Action?’. Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 43, No. 1, 
2005, pp. 75-95 who deal with the case of sustainable development and MANNERS, Ian, ‘Normative Power 
Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 40, No. 2, 2002, cf. pp. 235-58 for 
the case of death penalty. 
14

 This common position can be the result of the competence of one specific EU institution (e.g. EU- 
Commission) or of a specific cooperation among EU Member States (e.g. EU-3). I am aware that possible 
differences between EU-institutions and single EU Member States can equally affect the outcome of the 
common EU policy and will discuss this where necessary. 
15

 KNILL, Christoph, TOSUN, Jale, ‘Umweltpolitik‘, in: Hubert, Heinelt, Michèle, Knodt (eds), Politikfelder im EU-
Mehrebenensystem. Instrumente und Strategien europäischen Regierens, pp.157-172 (Baden-Baden: Nomos), 
2008. 
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EU on the US in the field of security makes this a particular challenging area when analyzing EU 

influence. 

I argue that the EU has been able to influence US policies in the following two cases:  

 Climate policy: 2001-2009, including negotiations on the Kyoto protocol and the role of the EU-

Emissions Trading System for the US. 

 Conflict over the Iranian nuclear program: 2003-2006: Beginning of the active EU engagement on 

the issue to its referral to the UN-Security Council. 

 

The following section will introduce my conception of power and the four different paths of influence 

available to the EU, which I derive from different forms of exerting power (1). I will then propose 

indicators for each influence path (2) and test their relevance within both case studies (3). The results 

of this test are combined in a table of influence paths in the end of the study (4). It shows that the EU 

is particularly successful in influencing the US through the social relations of EU-US interaction and 

that it successfully advances its norms within each of the two test cases. 
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I. COMBINING DIFFERENT INFLUENCE PATHS – THE ANALYTICAL FRAME 
 

The question guiding the EU’s influence analysis is in which ways the EU (as a normative power) may 

have an impact on the US behavior by imposing its perception of “normality” towards the US’s 

perception16. I thereby focus my analysis on just one aspect of the normative power literature, 

namely on the underresearched precise imposition of norms, independent of the question of 

whether the EU actually pursues these norms out of strategic or normative considerations.  

In order to theoretically assess the effects of imposing EU norms, a conception of influence is 

needed: 

My definition conceives influence as the transformation of power into tangible forms of impact17. I 

therefore focus on the relational aspect of power and on the outcome of exerting this power. Within 

the literature, there is a wide-spread conception of different power forms18. If I want to capture the 

EU’s way of exerting influence, I therefore need to include different power forms into my conception 

of the exertion of influence. 

With reference to the divisions among three ‘dimensions’ of power19 or three ‘faces’ of power20, I will 

on the one hand concentrate my analysis on coercive power understood as the possibility to 

intentionally make someone do what she otherwise would not have done. I will on the other hand 

consider the conception of power which focuses on the ability to exclude certain alternatives from 

decision-making21, and I will include the “third” power face, which focuses on the power of 

influencing the thoughts and wishes of one’s counterpart, without the latter recognizing the exertion 

of power22. In addition to this last conception, power may also be freely floating and be transferred 

                                                           
16

 Cf. in this context the Weberian understanding of power as the chance to impose one’s will on another 
within a social relationship even against resistance, independent of what this chance relies upon. (own 
translation following: WEBER, Max, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Grundriß der verstehenden Soziologie, 5th edn 
(Tübingen: Mohr), 1980, p. 28. 
17

 On the discussion of power see: SCHMIDT, Brian, ‘Competing Realist Conceptions of Power’. Journal of 
International Studies, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 523-50, 2005, The understanding of influence as effects of power 
exertion see: DIEZ, Thomas, ALBERT, Mathias and STETTER, Stephan, ‘ The European Union and Border 
Conflicts: The Transformative Power of Integration’. International Organization, Vol.60, No 3, pp. 563-93. 2006, 
p.571.  
Impact, understood as the tangible result of influencing, is treated as synonym for influence throughout my 
article. 
18

 Concerning different conceptions of power see: DAHL, Robert, ‘The Concept of Power’. Behavioral Science, 
Vol. 2, No. 3, 1957, pp. 201-15; FOUCAULT, Michel, Dispositive der Macht: Über Sexualität, Wissen, Wahrheit, 
1st edn, (Berlin: Merve), 1978; LASSWELL, Harold and KAPLAN, Abraham, Power and Society: a Framework for 
Political Inquiry, 1

st
 edn, (New Haven: Yale University Press), 1950; MEARSHEIMER, John, The Tragedy of Great 

Power Politics,1
st

 edn, (New York, NY: W.W. Norton), 2001; NYE, Joseph, The Paradox of American Power: Why 
the World's only Superpower can't go it alone, new edn, (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 2003; STRANGE, 
Susan, The Retreat of the State: the Diffusion of Power in the World Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press), 1996; WEBER, Max, op.cit., 1980. 
19

 BERENSKOETTER, Felix, ‘Thinking About Power’. in: Felix, Berenskoetter; Michael, Williams, Power in World 
Politics, pp. 1-23, ( New York, NY: Routledge) 2007. 
20

 LUKES, Steven, Power: a radical view, 2
nd

 edn, (Houndmills, et al..: Palgrave Macmillan), 2005. 
21

 BALDWIN, David A, ‘Power and International Relations’, in: Walter Carlsnaes; Thomas Risse; Beth A. Simmons 
(eds), Handbook of International Relations, pp. 273-298, (London: SAGE Publications), 2013; BACHRACH, Peter, 
BARATZ, Morton S., Power and Poverty: Theory and Practice, (New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press), 1970. 
22

 Lukes, op.cit. 
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via discourse, by which in turn subjects are constituted23. Finally, power may lie in the (social) system 

which influences the positioning of actors within this system (see, world systems theory24). All these 

different forms of power will need to be considered as forming the ground of my conception of 

exerting EU influence. 

Finally, “authority” is often referred to as a concept closely related, but separated from power, 

meaning in very general terms that one actor follows the other out of obligation or duty, and by 

which the subordinated actor cedes some autonomy in order to profit from the social order of the 

ruler. The “consent” of the subordinated to the authority and the hierarchy within such a relationship 

are important elements of this notion of authority25. Although the hierarchy between the EU and the 

US has been referred to as decisive element shaping the relationship, the concept of authority will 

not be at the ground of my conception of exerting influence. In my reading, the distinction between 

power and authority relies on the reason why states accept a particular order introduced or 

promoted by another state. This motivation, however, will not be part of my analysis, since this 

article is not interested in the question why the US cedes to EU norms, but analyzes how this is 

reached by the EU. I therefore rely on a eclectic concept which brings together the major different 

conceptions of power referred to in the previous section:  

I consequently base my argumentation on two analytical models which account for various kinds of 

power as they combine the aforementioned power forms26, or which distinguish between various 

paths of influence27. In analogy to the ‘types of power model’ by Barnett and Duvall, I distinguish 

between two dimensions in order to analyze the process of exerting EU influence: (1) The kind of 

power exertion, (2) the form of EU influence. The first dimension refers to the way of exerting power 

which then lead in my conception to different outcomes, and thus to different forms of influence. I 

argue that within the EU-US relationship power is exerted in two different ways. On the one hand, 

the EU exerts power via concrete EU actions and specific EU policies. On the other hand, power is 

exerted through the social structure of the EU-US interaction.  

The second dimension designates the outcomes of the power exertion, thus the different forms of EU 

influence. Within this dimension, I distinguish on the one hand between a direct and specific way of 

influencing, in which the influence/impact on the US is a discernible consequence of EU power 

exertion. On the other hand, I speak of more indirect forms of influence, when the relationship 

between both partners is more detached. The adaptation of the aforementioned models to my 

research purpose leads to four plausible forms of EU influence (see table below):  

(1) Exertion of power via EU-actions, specific EU policies forming the basis of influence 

Compulsory influence: The US administration is directly influenced by EU-actions via coercion and 

incentives. 

                                                           
23

 FOUCAULT, Michel, Die Ordnung der Diskurse, 11
th

 edn, (Frankfurt a.M.: Fischer), 1991; see Foucualt’s 
interpretation by: HINDESS, Barry, Discourses of power. From Hobbes to Foucault, (Oxford: Blackwell 
Publishers), 1996. 
24

 NÖLKE, Andreas, ’Weltsystemtheorie‘, in: Siegfried Schieder; Manuela Spindler (eds.), Theorien der 
Internationalen Beziehungen, Vol. 2., pp. 325-353, (Opladen & Farmington Hills: Verlag Barbara Budrich), 2006. 
25

 LAKE, David A, ‘Escape from the State of Nature Authority and Hierarchy in World Politics’, International 
Security, Vol  32, No 1, pp. 47-79, 2007. 
26

 BARNETT, Michael and DUVALL, Raymond, Power in Global Governance, 1
st

 edn, (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press), 2005. 
27

 DIEZ, Thomas, ALBERT, Matthias and STETTER, Stefan, ‘The European Union and Border Conflicts: The 
Transformative Power of Integration’. International Organization, Vol. 60, No. 3, pp. 563-93, 2006. 
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Institutional influence: The US administration is influenced indirectly via international institutions 

which mediate between both partners; the EU is able to enforce its own institutional rules.  

(2) Exertion of influence via the social structures of EU-US interaction 

Structural influence: The interaction structure allocates advantages to the EU position28.  This directly 

affects the range of possible actions of the US. The US administration (unconsciously) adapts its 

social interests to the new structural conditions.  

Productive influence: A ‘contingently produced discourse’29emanating from the EU becomes 

dominant within the transatlantic interaction. The establishment of new meaning leads to a change 

of the reality perception in the US. 

The foundation of these four influence forms are the underlying conceptions of the different ways of 

exerting power: Compulsory influence is related to Dahl’s conception of power; the fundaments of 

institutional influence can be found in Barnett and Duvall’s institutional power; structural influence 

makes reference to elements found in the world systems theory; the bases of productive influence 

rely on the third face of Lukes (1972), as well as on Foucaults conception of productive power and, 

particularly, his notion of discourses of normality shaping the  (perceptions of the) interaction 

partner30. However, in opposition to Lukes‘ third face of power, the question of intentionality or the 

consciousness of being influenced do not play a role for the purpose of my study. 

In addition, this analysis is not aimed at opposing these different conceptions of power but to use 

them as a basis in order to understand a variety of possible outcomes (influence forms) which are 

derived out of them. I am aware of the fact that in reality these different forms of influence may play 

together, but for the purpose of this article, I prefer to analytically distinguish between such different 

forms in order to generate a first understanding of the EU influence on the US. 

In the following section I will set up the methodological approach of my analysis in order to later on 

relate in detail to the EU’s policy towards the US and assess the effect of the process of exerting EU 

influence on the US behavior.  

                                                           
28

 BARNETT, DUVALL, op cit. p. 18, 2005. 
29

 BARNETT, DUVALL, op.cit. p.12, 2005. 
30

 See: BERENSKOETTER, Felix, ‘Thinking About Power’. in: Felix, Berenskoetter; Michael, Williams, Power in 
World Politics, pp. 1-23, ( New York, NY: Routledge) 2007, p.10. 
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Table 1: EU influence path matrix 
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productive 
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Source: Author’s matrix, based on Barnett and Duvall, 2005: 12. 
 

 
 

II. THIRD FACTORS, METHODOLOGY AND CRITERIA FOR EU INFLUENCE 
 

Throughout this paper, I do not argue in favour of a monocausal link between EU influence and US 

change of behavior. I will rather examine where EU influence has contributed to a certain change of 

behaviour within the US administration. While I am concentrating this analysis on the process as well 

as on the result of exerting EU influence, alternative explanatory factors for a change of US policies 

will be discussed as far as possible. 

However, the relevance of alternative factors is already limited by the set-up of my study: The focus 

lies on the EU-US relationship and on specific issues regarding the interaction of both actors. I will 

put special emphasis on how the US is justifying its change of behaviour. If a third factor (beyond EU 

influence) is playing a decisive role for the US change of behavior, this will most likely be referred to 

in the individual background interviews with I have conducted with central actors of the conflict 

cases. Finally, since I will trace the process of the EU exerting influence on the US position, possibly 

missing or additional elements in the chain of events which characterize both cases will not remain 

unstudied throughout my case analysis.  

Methodologically, my analysis of each influence path is thus guided by individual indicators which I 

derive from the defining elements of the different power types of Barnett and Duvall 2005. I use 

these indicators in order to trace the process of the EU’s exertion of different forms of influence. The 

study of the cases in terms of process tracing is directly derived out of the research question which 

aims at understanding how influence is exerted, since „process tracing is strong on questions of how 
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and interactions“31. I will specifically concentrate on the kind of EU policies and the mechanisms of 

action which develop out of these policies. 

The following section proposes specific criteria (nodal points) used in this article for tracing each 

influence path: 

Intentionality, conflict of interests and change of behavior are the criteria developed by Dahl as proof 

for the exertion of power. These factors form the basis for Barnett and Duvall´s ‘compulsory 

power’32. Consequently, I argue that the EU is successful in exerting compulsory influence on the US if 

it holds clear positions which can be distinguished from those of the US. The US may then be induced 

or coerced by the EU to adapt to EU demands. EU coercion is based on material means (e.g. 

economic incentives) as well as on intangible means (e.g. the threat of damaging the reputation of 

the other). Regarding institutional influence, I pose the question as to whether the EU has been able 

to influence the rules of an institution mediating between the EU and the US. I will therefore account 

for the role of the EU within the institution by examining how far the EU influences rules or 

procedures of the respective institution. A further criterion is the adoption of or adaptation to these 

new/changed institutional rules by the US. Structural influence presupposes that the EU has obtained 

privileged capacities through its enhanced position within the EU-US relationship. The US then 

reproduces this privileged EU position, for example by recognizing the EU as a leader in a certain 

policy area33. If the US willingly adapts to guidelines or policies which emanate from enhanced EU 

capacities in a transatlantic issue, I will speak of structural influence. I will identify productive 

influence, if the transatlantic discursive space is marked by EU knowledge and systems of meaning 

which have been established by the EU. If I observe not only an adoption of, but also an adaptation 

to EU arguments by US actors, I identify this productive influence.  

Last but not least, if I follow the normative power argumentation, by stating that the EU can exert 

influence on the US behavior by enforcing certain norms towards the US, my understanding of these 

norms needs to be specified. I understand norms as common and binding rules of behavior34. With 

specific regard to the two cases under analysis, I will argue that such norms are inscribed in the 

‘Treaty of the functioning of the European Union’35. Part of the central norms of the EU’s foreign 

action is the devotion to multilateralism and to improving the world´s environmental conditions. I 

will assess in the following sections as to whether the EU has tried to push these norms 

(improvement of environmental/climate conditions and multilateralism) towards the US in two 

transatlantic case studies. 

                                                           
31

 CHECKEL, Jeffrey, ‘It's the Process Stupid! Process Tracing in the Study of European and International Politics’, 
Working Paper, Vol 2, (Oslo: Arena Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo), 2005. 
32

 BARNETT, Michael and DUVALL, Raymond, Power in Global Governance, 1
st

 edn, 2005 (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press). 
33

 BARNETT, Michael and DUVALL, Raymond, Power in Global Governance, 1
st

 edn, (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press), 2005. 
34

 FINNEMORE, Martha, National Interests in International Society. (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press), 1996; 
FINNEMORE, Martha, SIKKINK, Kathryn, 
‘International Norm Dynamics and Political Change’, International Organization, Vol 52, No 4, p.891,1998; 
KATZENSTEIN, Peter, The Culture of National Security. Norms and Identity in World Politics, (New York, NY: 
Columbia University Press), 1996; KLOTZ, Audie, Norms in International Relations: The Struggle Against 
Apartheid (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press), 1995. 
35

 EUROPEAN UNION, Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union, C83/01, 2010, Official Journal of the 
European Union, 30.3.2010. Available at: «http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:6985a220-b291-
422c-8e7c-e2625a041d0d.0006.01/DOC_1&format=PDF, October», consulted April 23, 2014. 
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III. TWO INSTANCES OF EU INFLUENCE ? 
 

The following brief introduction to the two case studies will illustrate my argument of a US policy 

change within the selected periods of observation which possibly has its origin in the exertion of EU 

influence. It thereby underlines why both case studies qualify as test cases of potential EU influence. 

 

1. Conflict over the Iranian nuclear program 
 

When the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) declared in 2003 that Iran had not fulfilled its 

obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the IAEA demanded comprehensive inspections of 

the Iranian nuclear plants36. 

The necessity to act in the Iran case was agreed to, both by the EU and the US. However, while the 

EU worked on the engagement of Iran into a political dialogue structure, the US threatened with hard 

conflict solutions (sanctions) in case of Iranian non-compliance with the demands of the IAEA. 

The conflict consisted of two stages. In the first period (October 2003-September 2005), the EU (EU-3 

+ Solana)37 negotiated independently agreements with Iran (cf. declaration of Teheran 2003, Paris 

Agreement 2004). The second period (October 2005-December 2006) contains the referral of the 

Iranian issue to the UN Security Council. This triggered the first UN Resolution38 on the suspension of 

the Iranian nuclear program which was based on an EU proposal.  

The policy change of the US consists here in the US support of the EU policy approach on the Iranian 

issue. While the US opposed the ‘soft’ EU proposals in the beginning, it changed its attitude and 

ended up by actively supporting the EU-3 proceedings within the period of observation.  

 

2. Climate policy 
 

Within the broad area of international climate policy, I will focus in the following on the implications 

of the Kyoto process. Special attention will be drawn to the EU Emissions Trading System for CO2 (EU-

ETS) and its implications for US policy. In December 1997, the EU and the US had signed the Kyoto 

Protocol along with other industries. In this Protocol, the signatory states committed themselves to a 

                                                           
36

KLEMM, Michael ,‘Die Untersuchungen der IAEO zum iranischen Atomprogramm – Wie Iran sich drückt und 
windet‘, SWP-Diskussionspapier, Januar 2007. 
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 In 2004 the High Representative of the EU´s Foreign and Security Policy joined the EU-3, which had been in 
charge of the negotiations with Iran since 2003. OVERHAUS, Marco, Iran's Nuclear Program: Test Case for 
European Ambitions. Deutsche-Aussenpolitik.de., 2007. Available at «http://www.deutsche-
aussenpolitik.de/index.php?/resources/dossiers/iran06/overview.php», consulted June 10, 2012. 
In the following text, I will use the general notion of ‘EU’ whenever I refer to the EU-3 /EU-3+Solana. I only 
distinguish between both notions when I refer explicitly to the EU-3. 
38

 UN SECURITY COUNCIL, ‘Resolution 1696 (2006) Non-proliferation’. S/RES/1696, 31 July, 2006c.   
 



RESEARCHING THE IMPOSSIBLE ? ASSESSING DIFFERENT WAYS OF EU INFLUENCE ON U.S. POLICIES 
 

16 

 

reduction of greenhouse gases. However, the perspectives for US ratification were uncertain from 

the beginning. A Senate Resolution of 1997 had made clear that a US participation in a binding 

agreement within the frame of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) was not acceptable. In 2001, the Bush administration decided to not ratify the Protocol 

and to leave the Kyoto process. This paved the way for a leading position to be held by the EU in the 

following negotiations on climate change39. It was due to the negotiation efforts of the EU that in 

2005 the Protocol became acceptable to a crucial number of ratifying states in order to come into 

force. Laïdi interprets the Protocol in this context as a ‘symbol of their [the EU´s] distinct political 

identity’40. The EU engaged even more in the rapid implementation of the targets of greenhouse gas 

reductions and established inside its borders in 2005 the first Emissions Trading System for CO2. 

Surprisingly, a hesitant change of political thinking and a deeper consideration of environmental 

issues consequently started to develop even within the US administration. This process was initiated 

in 2003 by a Pentagon Report on the security related dangers of global warming as well as in a 

commitment to the reduction of greenhouse gases by President Bush in 2008. Since 2007, several 

initiatives in Congress, supported by both parties, debated different climate change programs and 

discussed the introduction of a US-wide ETS. None of these initiatives has achieved the necessary 

majority of votes in Congress so far, but the EU ETS has so far served as an example for several 

regional greenhouse gas reduction initiatives in US Federal States.  

The following section draws attention to the importance of each influence path within the two cases.  

                                                           
39

 LAIDI, Zaki, ‘A normative hegemon? The unintended consequences of European power’, Paper for the 6th 
ELIAMEP European Seminar. The Delphic Oracle on Europe: Politics and Policies. Delphi, Greece 25-28 June 
2009. Available at: «http://www.emmanouilidis.eu/download/Delphic-Oracle_Zaki-Laidi.pdf », consulted, June 
15, 2012, p.6. 
40
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IV. TRACING THE PATHS OF EU INFLUENCE 
 
 

1. Compulsory influence 
 

Elements of compulsory influence can be traced in the climate case. Strictly speaking, the Iran case 

lacks any element of explicit compulsion, although the EU disposed of certain compulsory means  

towards the US, such as its diplomatic advantage of direct contacts with the Iranian authorities and 

its economic relations with Iran. However, coercion was on the one hand not an adequate measure 

of influence in the sensitive field of security policy, on the other, it was not a necessary one, given 

the afore-mentioned diplomatic advantages of the EU. This is why compulsory influence – as defined 

above – is not measurable for the Iran case. Interestingly, though, in the Iranian case, the EU has 

used an indirect form of rhetorical pressure: By excluding openly options of “military intervention” or 

“regime change” as an unsustainable option for the Iranian conflict, U.K. Foreign Minister Straw said 

in this regard: “(…) but I don't see any circumstances in which military action would be justified 

against Iran full stop. I think I've made that clear.”41. This is just one example in which the EU clearly 

points to its different understanding of the conflict and thereby implicitly declares the US position as 

unacceptable. Since this rhetorical criticism, directed at openly ruling out the US position, can harm 

the US’s international reputation as an actor seeking unjustified solutions, such opposition towards 

the US can be interpreted as a way of rhetorical EU pressure in order to push the US to not consider 

further the described options. An indication for the argument that reputation of the US has indeed 

mattered, is the fact that in 2005 the US administration started the so called “olive branch tour” to 

the EU as a sign of reestablishing its harmed reputation in the EU42. 

 

In the field of climate policy, the ability of the EU to impose its norms via incentives and coercion was 

very limited. Views on climate change remediation diverged dramatically between the EU and the 

US. Not only did the Bush administration insist on the US right to voluntarily reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions, it also made clear that a reduction of emissions had to include developing countries and 

that any measure that would threaten to hurt US industry would be unacceptable to the US43. A shift 

had nevertheless taken place from the first to the second term of George W. Bush, in which the Bush 

administration increasingly committed itself to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. I argue 

that one of the reasons for this shift was again the EU strategy to put ‘reputational’ pressure on the 

US. The EU intentionally used negative publicity in order to criticize the American opt-out from the 

Kyoto protocol publicly: ‘We can’t allow one country to kill a process to confront a major global 

                                                           
41

 UK FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE ('Use of Force Against Iran'. Interview with Jack Straw. 
U.K.Foreign Secretary, 2004, November 4, Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control. Avaialble at: « 
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problem like this’44. As a result, in the 2006 and 2007 EU-US summits, the US administration agreed 

to establish a High Level Dialogue on climate change, clean energy and sustainable development with 

the EU. An EU-US agreement on energy and climate protection was signed in 2007, however without 

including binding emissions reduction targets. Before, the EU had put overt pressure on the US by 

criticizing any insufficient engagement in the area of climate change as harmful for the entire 

negotiation process. 

Thus, the increased engagement of the Bush administration with regard to climate issues can be 

interpreted as resulting from the pressure on its ‘climate reputation’ from inside45 and outside the 

US.  

In the Kyoto case, this ‘reputational’ pressure resulted only in minor shifts in US policy46. Neither the 

US ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, nor the EU goal of a comprehensive US climate legislation were 

achieved by the EU´s influence involving compulsion via putting pressure on the US reputation.  

Thus, compulsory influence has partly been successful as long as the EU possessed strong negotiation 

assets or other (reputational) means of exerting compulsion on the US. The analysis of the cases 

suggests however, that a US change of behavior seems to be triggered more reliably47 by using 

classical material assets of EU influence than by using the kind ‘reputational’ pressure of the climate 

case.  

 

2. Institutional influence 
 

As for the case of climate policy, the EU and the US both formed part of the institution UNFCCC. 

However, after having withdrawn from the Kyoto Protocol, the US delegation adopted the role of an 

observer within the Conferences of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol 

(COP-MOPs). I will therefore not consider elements of EU influence via the UNFCCC at this point.  

The Iran case represented a favorable institutional starting position for EU action. Since no member 

of the IAEA held a comparably strong negotiating position towards Iran, a great number of IAEA 

Resolutions were prepared by the EU48. The EU was able to propose detailed drafts for the IAEA 
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 LARSSON, Kjell Swedish minister for the environment, cited in: LOBE, Jim, ‘Europe: Will ratify Kyoto Protocol 
despite US Withdrawal’, TWN Third World Network. 2001, 3 April. Available at 
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 Democrat Al Gore had received in 2006 international attention with his documentary ‘an inconvenient truth’ 
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Resolutions since it had obtained a large amount of important information through its continuous 

bilateral negotiations and meetings with Iran. The US backed these proposals since alternative 

approaches did not achieve majorities on the Board of the IAEA49. The same holds for UN Resolutions 

1696 and 173750, which were based on EU proposals51. Not only had the EU-352 become the general 

coordinator of the UN Resolutions, it also acted as an indispensable mediator within the UN Security 

Council. The EU-3 achieved a compromise on a dispute between the US and Russia over the 

implementation of a ban on travelling for the staff of the Iranian nuclear program. Thus, the EU-3 

were able to use their favorable position within the IAEA and the Security Council in order to 

implement their own international propositions. This led to indirect pressure being put on the US not 

to deviate unilaterally from the agreed proposals. A hint that the EU was in fact exerting institutional 

influence on the US can be seen in that the US did not actively pursue counter proposals in 

opposition to the EU solutions. In turn, the US reacted with an adaptation to the measures for 

conflict solution which had been introduced by the EU via the IAEA / UN institutions53. 

 

3. Structural influence 
 

A structural change, in the sense of a changed position with enhanced capacities of the EU can be 

observed in each of the two cases.  

Since the beginning of my period of observation, the EU had obtained a leading position within the 

Iranian conflict, since it disposed of the possibility of direct contacts with Iran. Lacking such direct 

diplomatic means of interaction with Iran, the US was not able to attain an independent negotiating 

position within the Iranian conflict. Thus, the events of 2003 worked as a window of opportunity 

which provided the EU with an outstanding position as a negotiating partner of Iran. This was further 

strengthened by the formation of EU-3 and their increasing recognition as a serious negotiating 

partner in- and outside the EU54. Consequently, the US became conscious of its dependence on the 

EU-3 as a mediator in the Iranian dispute. The US administration was furthermore not ignorant of the 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
IAEA Board of Governors, ‘Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Islamic Republic of Iran. 
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increasing international recognition of EU efforts regarding the Iranian dispute (by the other IAEA 

members). As soon as the negotiations and agreements between EU-3 and Iran appeared likely to be 

successful, the US thus changed its behavior and actively backed EU-led diplomatic talks with Iran55. 

The US therefore adapted its own behavior to the structural conditions of the Iranian conflict in that 

it gradually accepted the EU-3-led diplomacy as the following statement of George W. Bush 

indicates:  

“I want to thank our friends for taking the lead and I will -- we will work with them to convince the 

mullahs that they need to give up their nuclear ambitions.”56.  

The EU's newly acquired capacities as an indispensable international player also show in the Kyoto 

negotiations. Especially after the retreat of the US from the Kyoto process, the EU had gained an 

important role in combating climate change. In 2001, EU Environment Commissioner Wallström 

opined that the non-participation of the US in the Kyoto Protocol was a turning point in transatlantic 

relations: “I think something has changed today in the balance of power between the EU and the 

US”57. This perception of an internationally prominent and leading EU, and a US increasingly isolating 

itself contributed to a self-confident criticism of President Bush by leading EU officials: “If one wants 

to be a world leader, one must know how to look after the entire earth and not only American 

industry”58. In view of the changed EU role in international climate policy, the US administration 

faced difficulties in defending its position of refusing to act in the fight against climate change. One 

sign of a gradually increasing US consideration of the European demands on the issue of climate 

change was the 2008 announcement of President Bush to end the increase in US greenhouse gas 

emissions by 202559. The timing of this announcement is important, since it was held one day before 

a meeting with President Bush´s EU partners at the UNFCCC Major Economies Forum.  

Further effects of the important EU position can be found in the fact that a number of US Federal 

States – such as California – engaged in bilateral partnerships with the EU. This engagement was 

followed by a common political declaration between EU Members and US Federal States on 

programs on emissions trading in the framework of the so called International Carbon Action 

Partnership60. 

The invigorated position of the EU as an international expert on climate policy issues also led to an 

increased interest for EU expertise in Congress and paved the way for several Congress initiatives in 
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the direction of a comprehensive US climate policy61. Although without success, these initiatives 

were inspired by the existing EU regulations on the EU-ETS. The advance of the EU in issues of 

climate policy was further discussed outside the US administration in scientific articles, newspapers 

and periodical analyses62. Thus, the recognition of EU leadership and the alignment with EU 

guidelines happened at the US local and State level, in the academic debate and to some extent in 

the US Congress.  

The criteria of structural influence proved to be significant in the case of Iran with a favorable EU 

negotiating position. The Kyoto negotiations showed that the acceptance of an EU ‘climate 

leadership’ resulted in a changed debate on environment policy within the US, but not in an effective 

change of policy at the level of the US administration or in an alignment with EU demands. One 

reason for this may be the outward opposition of parts of the American industrial sector to potential 

emissions caps. 

 

4. Productive influence 
 

The ways of exerting productive influence have varied between each of the cases as I will outline in 

this section.  

In the Iran case, the EU was able to fix the norm of conflict resolution through dialogue. Moreover, it 

was able to advocate its strategy of positive incentives towards Iran. The adoption of EU 

argumentation by the US in relation to Iran reached its peak in the second term of George W. Bush, 

when the US not only actively supported the EU approach in the Iranian conflict but even considered 

reengaging in direct diplomacy with Iran. Both aspects illustrate a considerable change of US policy63. 

The change in the tone of US language and argumentation became explicit in official US speeches 

characterized by the increasing commitment to cooperation with the international partners 

(especially EU-3) involving a ‘peaceful solution and diplomacy’64. It is notable here, that the US 

administration did not use the latter notions anymore in order to characterize the EU-proceeding in 

the conflict, but increasingly used them for designating its own preferences: 
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“(…) President Bush has consistently emphasized that the United States is committed to a diplomatic 

solution to the nuclear challenge posed by the Iranian regime. (…) The United States is willing to exert 

strong leadership to give diplomacy its very best chance to succeed.”65  

Such sentences speak of a certain adoption of EU problem perceptions by the US president, the EU’s 

goal of a diplomatic solution becomes a US commitment. One could argue, however, that in the 

second period of the negotiations (2005-2006), the EU itself had to sacrifice precisely this norm of 

diplomacy for a harder policy - including the threat of sanctions. Even though hard sanctions as a ‘last 

resort’ have always formed part of the EU strategy to confront conflicts, this nevertheless implies 

that the EU´s problem perception had also shifted towards the US interpretation to some extent.  

In the field of climate policy, the EU had put CO2 emissions at the center of its problem perception. 

Out of this perception, it deduced the necessity of multilateral goals and binding measures in the 

fight for combating climate change. Due to the EU´s engagement in favor of the Kyoto Protocol, the 

debate on climate change has affected the international agenda. Thereby, the EU has reached an 

“(…) increasing political salience of issues, notably climate change”66. Vogler derives from this a sort 

of “power of definition” owned by the EU: “The latter has been allowed to acquire a defining 

character for the EU in opposition to the United States”67. I argue that this power of definition has 

had an impact on the US leading it to finally adopt the discourse on the threat of global warming and 

climate change68. This US alignment holds true even with respect to the options of problem 

definition. A sign for a change in the US argumentation is found in the fact that the US administration 

changed its attitude from the initial remark “Kyoto is dead”69 towards an attitude which conceived 

the problems mentioned within the Protocol (especially related to CO2) as actual problems.Thus, the 

denial of the connection between CO2 emissions and climate change had become an increasingly 

vulnerable option for the US side – not least in a time where the Bush administration had to prepare 

for a presidential campaign with democrat opponent Kerry announcing a “day and night difference” 

to the Bush administration’s climate policy while promising the US approval of mandatory emissions 

targets and the introduction of a US cap-and-trade-system for CO2
70. Besides this, it was also the EU’s 

standards for what could be considered  a ‘responsible engagement’ of the US in dealing with 

anthropogenic climate change, which now characterized the transatlantic discourse.  

With regard to productive influence, the Kyoto case has been an example of US alignment to EU 

perceptions. Yet, a precise change of legislation has not occurred. Change of US policy has happened 

rather indirectly on the level of political thinking. In the Iran case we have observed a temporary very 
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far-ranging alignment with EU solutions and norms. However, this alignment only lasted as long as 

the situation seemed to be favorable for the diplomatic approach of the EU.  

 

 

 

 CONCLUSIONS 
 

The table below illustrates that the EU has effectively had an impact on the US via different paths of 

influence, even though not every influence path proved to be relevant in each case. 

 

Table 2: Effects of EU influence on US policies  

 

  
compulsory  

influence 

 
institutional 

influence 

 
structural 
influence 

 
productive 
influence 

Iran 

 

(   ) () () (○)  

Kyoto 
 

(○) (  ) (○) () 

Source: Author’s findings 

 

 

Notes: Concerning the evaluation of the influence paths, the following determinants are used:  

Influence path: (  ): not measurable; (-): barely applies; (○): partly applies; (): broadly applies. This 

labeling refers to the confirmation of the methodological criteria, which have been referred to in 

section 2 for each influence form. I thereupon draw conclusions on the importance of each influence 

path.  

 

In the following, I will draw attention to the particularities which the analysis has revealed for each 

influence path.  

In sum, most of the criteria for structural influence have proven to be relevant within the test cases. 

However, the analysis has also shown that even if the EU possessed a structural leading position 

within the Kyoto case, we still cannot assert the influence criterion change of US behavior. The US 

recognized the leading role of the EU in climate change, a commitment to the Kyoto Protocol has 

however never occurred. Thus, the Kyoto case suggests that strong opposition (e.g. by industrial 

lobbyists) within the domestic debates of the negotiation partner may render structural influence 

impossible, even though the conditions for this influence path have been favorable.  

The second influence path with a rather positive balance is the one of productive influence. I 

expected this influence path to be especially important in cases of material imbalance between the 

two actors, where the EU would thus need to resort to its ability to ‘influence meaning and 

perceptions’. With regard to the field of security policy (Iran), a field of clear imbalance in terms of 

military power assets, it is therefore especially interesting to observe that the EU was influencing the 
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US precisely not by productive influence, but rather through its structural and institutional 

positioning. In addition, both cases have revealed that the discursive US alignments have either been 

temporary or that they did not lead to a substantial change of policy within the period of 

observation. This indicates that the study of productive influence would profit from long-term 

research in order to trace a lasting change of perceptions and their translation into revised US 

policies.  

In the case of compulsory influence it is remarkable that the EU used reputation as means of 

pressure. This might possibly be a specific element of EU-influence, since the EU, an internationally 

highly estimated (self-appointed) ‘moral instance’, was able to successfully threaten the US with 

damage to its image and reputation e.g. in the Kyoto case. The effect of this ‘reputational’ pressure 

bears resemblance to productive influence as it promotes a changed self-conception of the partner’s 

behavior by establishing new relations of meaning. Direct (material) pressure has been employed in 

neither of the cases. One important insight was that the compulsory option has been treated with 

caution and is rarely employed in the context of transatlantic interaction, even if the EU possesses 

certain means and resources of pressure. In this context the EU-3 has, for instance, not considered 

possibilities of simply resisting to further adopt its mediator role in case the US would insist on the 

hard sanctions, or even a military solution, towards Iran. The same is true for the Kyoto example 

where the EU could possibly have made its reduction of greenhouse gases dependent on further US 

concessions. Both actions would have affronted the US and even if their employment may not have 

led to the desired US change of behavior. Such condition-setting would have represented a possible 

form of exerting pressure on the US, which would have harmed the US to a certain extent (no 

negotiations with Iran, no CO2 –reductions leading to further harm to world climate). This suggests 

that the EU is reluctant to impose its norms on the US if this bears the risk of a direct confrontation 

with the latter. 

 

Finally, the Iran case suggests that the EU uses institutional influence successfully in security issues in 

order to influence the US indirectly by using an institution as mediator for its policy solutions. The 

Iran case has thereby been a prime example on how the EU has successfully worked through the 

preparation of IAEA and, later, UN solutions in order to reach an international majority for its 

preferred solutions, focusing for a long time on dialogue and soft incentives for Iran. Further research 

needs to account for the potential of this influence path in further transatlantic policy fields. 

In conclusion, these findings indicate that the successful employment of each influence path depends 

on the existence of additional factors. Thus, further research needs to consider the relevance of US 

domestic opposition to EU influence, the possibilities of the EU to employ ‘reputational’ pressure, the 

duration of the exertion of influence and the availability of several influence paths at a time. 

The analysis further revealed that productive influence, in which EU norms determine the 

transatlantic discursive space, has been an important influence path in both cases (e.g. the EU 

successfully promoted its perception of anthropogenic CO2 emissions as the decisive reason for 

global warming).  

The past paragraphs have however shown that the EU has also successfully spread its norms via the 

other influence paths. In the case of compulsory influence, the EU established certain interpretations 

of behavior via ‘reputational’ pressure (e.g. the EU appealed to the responsibility of the US for 

climate change). These interpretations then affected the perceived US need for action; in the case of 
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institutional influence, the EU established its own standards for confronting international problems 

by working through international institutions (e.g. positive incentives have been included in the IAEA 

Resolutions). Finally, structural influence was used by the EU to set own priorities by virtue of its 

position ‘at eye level’ (e.g. by its negotiating position within the Iran negotiations the EU was able to 

push its understanding of a multilateral, diplomatic incentive-based approach to the conflict).  

Whether the EU has pursued these norms because of normative goals or because of strategic 

interests and whether the US has chosen to adapt to these norms out of calculations or conviction or 

even obligation has not been subject of this analysis. It can be asked whether the analysis of the 

motivation of the US to adopt a certain norm would be fruitful, since it is disputed whether norms 

and interests can be clearly separated (see Diez71 or Cox72).  Furthermore, the assessment of the 

normative power argument, and thus, whether the EU particularly pursued its norms out of 

normative reasons in its relations towards the US, needs to be further clarified within the specific 

transatlantic context.  

 

This article has shown that during a most critical time for the transatlantic relations the EU has been 

able to influence the US through different paths and that the promotion of its own foreign policy 

norms have played a central role for exerting this influence. 

The reflection on who is ‘better off” within the transatlantic relationship thus seems to lose ground 

to a new question in transatlantic relations: How can the EU and the US best make use of their 

intertwined net of influence paths in order to reach a productive and promising common position 

towards future challenges? 
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