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Abstract

This paper aims to investigate the ways in which relations between the EU and the US can be characterised in both a historical and an analytical context, and to assess the ways in which processes of competition and convergence can be traced through the evolution of the relationship. The first part of the paper explores the historical and analytical contexts for EU-US relations, tracing their evolution into a complex and multi-layered ‘Euro-American system’ which has been and remains central to the development of international relations more generally. The second part of the paper focuses on the co-existence in EU-US relations of competition and convergence and identifies three mechanisms through which these can be managed: transatlantic governance, balancing and crisis management. The third part of the paper assesses the extent to which recent and current challenges and crises in the world arena have re-shaped EU-US relations, particularly in relation to the issues of centrality and management identified earlier in the paper. Finally, the paper explores potential future developments in the ‘Euro-American system’ and evaluates the interaction between elements of continuity and change in shaping its overall structure and the roles of both the EU and the US within it.

Contexts
The starting points for the argument in this paper are two linked views of European Union (EU)–United States (US) relations. The first view rests on the historical development of the relationship between European integration and the US, charting a number of key themes and points of major change (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 1; see also for example Winand 1993, Lundestad 2005, 201 Patel and Weisbrode 2013, Sloan 2016, Larres 2022). The second addresses the notion of the ‘Euro- American system’ – a structured set of relations involving not only the European integration process and the US but also the networks, institutions and processes of policymaking in the transatlantic area, of which EU–US relations have been a growing if not now dominant part (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 2; see also for example Pollack and Shaffer 2001, Peterson and Pollack 2003, Steffenson 2005, Alcaro, Peterson and Greco 2016, Smith and Steffenson 2023). The ‘Euro-American system’ and EU–US relations must be viewed in the context of broader processes of global change and transformation, to which EU–US relations contribute at the same time as they are affected by them. How much of what was established in the 1950s and 1960s is still recognizable in EU–US relations, how much has been changed, and how much has the relationship been transformed into something fundamentally different from what it was at its origins? The purpose of this paper is to explore these key questions, and to identify a number of key current trends that may point towards different futures for the ‘Euro-American system’. The underlying argument in the paper is that new patterns of competition and convergence characterise EU-US relations in the 2020s, and that these are intimately linked to patterns of change and crisis at three levels: domestic order, European order and world order (for related arguments, see Smith 2023a and 2023b). 
The European–American relationship has been central to international relations and international political economy for most of the last century. The relationship is a network of dense and well-developed relationships among a myriad of actors – politicians, officials, military bodies, regulators, corporations, international institutions and, increasingly, non-governmental organizations. Relations among these actors have been underpinned by shared assumptions about the importance of democracy as the best means of allocating political power, and of the market as the optimal means of allocating economic resources. They have also historically been founded on shared perceptions of the key security challenges and of the nature of a desirable European and world order. Europe and America have disagreed about the wisdom of particular foreign policy decisions – and about the extent to which the free market should govern all aspects of economic life – but the basic ideational consensus has proven to be remarkably durable. As EU–US relations have developed and deepened, they have come to comprise the key component of transatlantic relations in general, and to subsume a growing proportion of the key interactions between the many groupings involved in the ‘Euro-American system’. They have also engaged with ‘domestic’ politics in both the EU and the USA, and with the broader development of diplomatic patterns and partnerships in the global arena (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapters 3 and 4).
The global impact of the EU–US relationship cannot be exaggerated. For most of the post-1945 period, it has been central to the global economy (Smith and Steffenson 2023). The US in the immediate period after World War II accounted for half of the global economy, and even now the US remains the world’s largest national economy by a considerable distance. The EU, taken as a single economic entity, is one of the world’s two largest traders, exporting goods and services across the globe; its affluent and open market, like America’s, is a magnet for investment. As important, both actors have a substantial role in the management of the global economy. Some functions, like that of the US dollar as the de facto global currency, are obvious but others are not. Throughout the world, Euro-American standards and regulations are the benchmark against which other national and regional systems are measured. The World Trade Organization (WTO) owes much of its structure, processes and substance to successive generations of American and European diplomats, who worked hard to overcome domestic opposition to trade liberalization, motivated by the belief that economic nationalism rarely ends well. The effect is subtle, but important, because it forces other states to play the game according to a set of rules created by others -specifically, the EU and the US. Thus, when China is accused of breaching international agreements on intellectual property, those agreements are deeply informed by European and American understandings of the desirability of IP protection, and of the importance of enforceable contracts. A signal feature of the international political economy has been the extent to which shared understandings of how economic life should be conducted owe everything to Europe and America. It is hegemony in its clearest, yet most subtle form, extending beyond the WTO into the international monetary institutions and into the management of a vast range of international transactions and communications (see for example Foot, MacFarlane and Mastabduno 2003, Ryner and Cafruny 2017).

In the realm of international relations more broadly conceived, the Euro-American system has been central as well. The components of this system are states, intergovernmental institutions and an increasing array of private actors, such as firms and a variety of groups from civil society, constituting overlapping systems at the intergovernmental, transgovernmental and transnational levels (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 2: see also for example Pollack and Shaffer 2001, Steffenson 2005, Alcaro, Peterson and Greco 2016). Thus, the intergovernmental aspects of transatlantic relations, carried on by a growing range of states since the end of the Cold War, have a clear impact not only on those states directly involved but also on the broader balance of power in the world arena. Not only this, but the EU has come to perform a range of economic and diplomatic roles not unlike those of many states (operating alongside and coordinating while not replacing its member states in crucial areas) (Genschel and Jachtenfuchs 2014). Both the EU and the US use international organizations as an instrument of state power, though the US has a more durable scepticism about this route and the EU has to work in coordination with its member states in crucial areas such as monetary, development, environmental and security policy. While many EU leaders proclaim the primacy and the desirability of multilateral action through international institutions, many American politicians and commentators are vocal critics of the United Nations and prefer to use multilateral organizations only as a last resort. Both the EU and the US have used unilateral and multilateral mechanisms to advance the rule of law internationally – an often overlooked achievement. The US, more so than the EU, is prepared to use force to attain its goals, but this should be placed into a broader historical context and understanding of the roles played by both the EU and the US more generally. Thus for example, criticism of Donald Trump’s conduct of foreign policy has focused to a considerable extent on its departure from American norms, while the notion of the EU as a ‘civilian power’ guided by multilateralism is in tension with some of the policies adopted by key member states, not to mention some of the challenges faced in Europe and elsewhere (Smith 2018, 2021).

Despite the enduring influence of intergovernmentalism and ‘state power’ in EU–US relations, international organizations exert influence themselves. The international trading system works – albeit imperfectly – according to rules manifest in WTO agreements, backed up by a disputes process. As with any regime, international organizations work to structure actor expectations and inculcate norms of behaviour. Though they remain, ultimately, vulnerable to state indifference or hostility, they are not empty vessels for preferences of the powerful. Most importantly, the picture is one that emphasizes the persistence of different layers of interaction between and within international institutions. The EU itself is an object lesson in this respect: as noted by many commentators, the EU presents a hybrid organization, with aspects of supranational authority and collective action existing alongside intergovernmental coordination and sometimes conflict to present a picture of complex multilevel political and economic activity (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 3: see also Smith 2012).

It is important to note the central role of private actors in the Euro-American system. In several spheres of economic activity, private organizations provide critical expertise that informs debate and influences policy. For example the EU’s adoption of international accounting standards during the late 1990s relied heavily on private sector efforts to develop internationally agreed rules, and the search for solutions in the area of cyber-security during the 21st century has engaged a wide range of public and private bodies, whilst responses to the Covid-19 pandemic during 2020 and 2021 especially demonstrated the powerful and sometimes unpredictable interactions between the EU, the US, national governments within the EU and a range of scientific actors on both sides of the Atlantic. American trade policy is deeply influenced – some say dangerously so – by lobbyists from both organized labour and corporate interests – but then, so is trade policy in the EU. Indeed, many influential US lobby groups are prominent in Brussels as they target EU legislation and policy initiatives (see for example Coen, Katsaitis and Vannoni, 2021). In similar fashion, the international community of monetary and financial experts has strong bases both in the EU and in the US, and dominates thinking about the structure and the restructuring of the international financial system. Even in the areas of ‘high politics’ encapsulated by activities in international security and related policy domains, the transatlantic influence of communities of experts and private industry has come to be a significant factor in the generation of transatlantic policy initiatives.

We can thus discern a system founded on multiple levels of activity, demonstrating the presence of markets, hierarchies and networks, and revolving around a form of multi-level politics in ‘high’, ‘low’ and ‘sectoral’ policy arenas. A variety of policy domains demonstrate the varying patterns that these political and economic processes take, and the ways they intersect each other to create new challenges and opportunities both for the EU and for the US. One feature that has become very apparent is that quite apart from the interactions between the EU and the US, it is important to take into account the domestic politics of policymaking and political and economic change: on both sides of the Atlantic, the influence of powerful forces is evident, whether it is the member states and a variety of transnational forces in the EU or the Congress and other parts of the federal system in the US (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 3). Another feature that has become salient is the coexistence of competition – sometimes threatening open conflict – and convergence between the EU and the US.

Competition and convergence
One conceptualization of the post-1945 world was the gradual convergence of the global economy and society towards an American model of free-market economics and democratic government. This view enjoyed particular prominence in the wake of 11 September 2001 among neo-conservative US commentators (Krauthammer 2002). But we adopt a different view. Convergence does occur in the EU–US relationship, but it is not necessarily towards an American ideal; and this convergence can only be understood fully in terms of its relationship with broader challenges posed by change in the wider global arena. The terms competition and convergence suggest polar opposites, but the reality of politics in the Euro-American system is that issues can feature complex blends of competition and convergence. Moreover, issues evolve and competition or convergence can arise as one or both – or many – actors alter their policy preferences in reaction to changing circumstances. Despite their shared preferences on many issues, the EU and the US have thus disagreed, and continue to offer up alternative solutions across a range of issue areas. These disagreements reflect deeply held differences informed by history and society, often sharpened by the evolution of the broader world arena. They can in principle be managed through a number of processes: transatlantic governance, balancing – ‘hard’ or ‘soft’ – and crisis management, but it is clear again that these cannot be fully understood unless they are related to the broader context of change, challenge and crisis in the global arena (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 2: see also Alcaro, Peterson and Greco 2016).

Competition between the two actors is seen most clearly in the economic realm, where despite a shared preference for the market economy, alternative visions of the extent and operations of that market persist – given added point by the ways in which European integration has shifted the balance of economic power in the direction of the EU since the late 1960s. Europe remains much more attached to a social market conception of capitalism, with relatively higher taxation and a larger role for the state. Extensive state intervention in health care, for example, is a signal feature of most European states, even the United Kingdom (and this despite the UK’s departure from the EU through the process of ‘Brexit’) (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 3). Yet even here EU-US convergence on some issues can be seen. Across policy areas, developments push both actors towards not so much a common solution but more a consensus about the general way to tackle the issue. In competition policy, for instance, European practice became more American-like in the early 21st century, thanks partly to the controversial performance of the Merger Task Force in the 1990s (McGuire and Smith 2008: chapter 5: see also Damro 2004, 2006). In financial services regulation, Europe appeared to be setting the pace, for a more complex set of reasons to do with the Lisbon Agenda and the unintended consequences of American legislation, whilst more recently the issue of data privacy created new tensions and adaptations (Fahey and Terpan 2021). In respect of innovation, the development of transnational industrial structures and processes of exchange within industries had made the structure of competition and convergence complex and thus regulation more challenging; the notion of ‘national’ or ‘European’ champions is misleading in the era of the global corporation, and this has led to new processes of ‘competitive cooperation’ involving both state and EU authorities and private entities (McGuire and Smith 2008: chapter 6, Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 7).

Processes of competition and convergence are also discernible in the broader world arena, where the search for order and for structure entails not only economic and commercial relations but also those of diplomacy and of security policy. As in more purely ‘economic’ transactions, here we find competition not only at the level of day to day activity but also at the level of models and values. The competition between the EU and the US for ‘presence’ in major regions such as Asia, Latin America and Africa is often informed by the idea that Brussels and Washington are in a competition for global advantage, based in their contrasting attitudes towards economic organization, political order and the pursuit of values such as security or development (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 4: see also Sbragia 2010). Yet this inter-regional competition and its accompanying ‘partnership diplomacy’ also gives evidence of a common set of EU and US interests centring on stability, market economics and democratic politics. This coexistence of competition and convergence is equally discernible in the pursuit of European and world order, but here there is a key set of differences to be taken into account. Within Europe, the EU has been able to bring to bear a preponderance of structural power based on its economic, institutional and legal order (Keukeleire and Delreux 2022: chapter 10; see also Weber, Smith and Baun 2007). This holds true even in countries that openly challenge the EU’s order like Hungary, although the need to deal with these internal challenges has had effects on the EU’s internal balancing processes (Keleman 2020). The mere fact that many of the EU’s neighbouring countries wish to become part of it has given the Union a substantial set of resources and has given the ‘EU model’ an advantage. This advantage, though, remains largely ‘civilian’, based on ‘soft power’, and it dissipates the closer events move towards the use of coercion or ‘hard power’, as we shall see below. The pursuit of world order encapsulates this problem for the EU. The Union’s capacity to threaten or to reward declines rapidly as it moves away from the European neighbourhood, while the US preponderance in military power and the instruments of coercion becomes more substantial (Smith 2004). As noted above, this does not always mean that the core preferences or priorities of the EU and the US diverge, but it does mean that the chosen instruments for pursuit of those preferences and priorities can be markedly different. It might be supposed that this is a fundamental structural difference between the EU and the US, in which the US is dominant and the Union essentially dependent, but there is some evidence that the ‘hardening’ of EU security policies during the early years of the new millennium has changed the terms of EU–US engagement. This, though, is only the beginning of what might be a very long story.

What does this mean for the mechanisms of management noted above: transatlantic governance, balancing and crisis management? As with the presence of competition and convergence themselves, it is clear that the mechanisms of management coexist more or less comfortably, and that they are deployed in situations where policy requires a complex blend of qualities. Thus, in the area of political economy, there is considerable evidence of transatlantic governance in action, but it is also clear that this often takes place at the global level, through bodies such as the WTO or other international regimes. Governance itself in areas of political economy can often be accompanied by considerable evidence of balancing through the exploitation of international ‘institutional opportunities’ such as those presented by negotiations on the global environment or energy security, and there is also evidence of the need for crisis management in a rapidly changing global political economy. When the story turns to diplomacy and security, we would expect to find more evidence of balancing and crisis management, and this is borne out both by the historical and by the more recent record; often, the occasions for crisis emerge from outside the ‘Euro-American system’ and thus create a demand for imaginative responses in situations where the use of ‘hard power’ is a possibility. The incidence of crisis is dramatic and threatening, both in general and to EU–US understandings of their respective roles, but it must be placed into the context of the broader balancing between the EU and US ‘models’ in the longer term, and of the persistence of governance mechanisms even where the competition and conflict seems at its height.

EU-US relations in a new age of crisis
It is possible to trace the competition and convergence theme through various issue areas: trade, finance, innovation and competition, security and both transatlantic and global governance. A key theme that emerges from these areas is the extent to which the EU and the US have both been challenged by globalization – ironically, a process of which they have been the major originators. The international system is moving towards a multipolar structure, where the Euro- American system, while still prominent, is no longer so powerful that it can develop and implement policies irrespective of the wishes of other actors. The globalization of economic activity owes much to Europe and America; their belief in rules to structure markets is manifest in the myriad of international organizations that work to facilitate trade and exchange. Yet other states, particularly China, have learned to play the globalization game well, and the liberalization of markets became an increasing source of controversy in Europe and America during the early 21st century, as workers were squeezed while corporate profits soared (Reich, 2020). This trend was hugely underlined by the global financial crisis starting in 2008, which accentuated the ongoing power shift in the global political economy; whilst the EU and the US recovered more or less painfully and more or less completely, the rise of China and other ‘emerging powers’ contributed to a major shift in the challenges and opportunities faced on both sides of the Atlantic (Renard and Biscop 2012, International Affairs 2013). This shift generated  competing policy responses – ranging from the declaration of trade wars to a search for new rules and institutions – from the EU and the US which continued to cause friction into the 2020s. Here again, the Covid-19 pandemic brought to the fore not only tensions at the global level, centring on the role of China, but also transatlantic tensions over the control of intellectual property, the imposition of travel controls and other aspects of public health governance.
At the same time, the globalization of security concerns has posed new challenges and creates new opportunities for the EU and the US as they move further into the ‘post-post-cold-war period’. Whilst in the early 21st century these challenges and opportunities were focused on the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia, there has since been a series of regional and other related crises that have contributed to the sense of an ‘omni-crisis’ surrounding both the EU and the US. There have been two major theatres of this crisis in the realm of security: first, the Middle East and North Africa, following the ‘Arab Spring’ of 2011 and after and encompassing vicious conflicts in Libya and Syria, and second, the EU’s ‘eastern neighbourhood’, beginning with the crisis over Georgia in 2008 and continuing with intervention, crisis and eventually full-scale war centred on Ukraine. Both of these theatres have been crucial tests of the EU’s belief that in some way, civilian and institutional power could be mustered to generate stability and reform; at the same time, they have tested the US commitment to continued engagement in matters of global security, and its willingness to invest resources in the management of regional conflicts with global ramifications. Another such theatre of crisis – currently more potential than actual – is the South China Sea, where competing claims and the assertiveness of China have created a potentially toxic brew of military presence and economic tensions, and where the link to possible Chinese military intervention in Taiwan has been highlighted by the Russian invasion of Ukraine. These developments are bound to engage both the EU and the US, but on very different terms and in very different degrees, given the US position as a Pacific power and the limitations of EU engagement outside the realm of political economy.
Trade
In the international trade realm, the EU and the US were central to the creation, development and functioning of the WTO. For all the criticism it attracts, the WTO has been in many respects an extraordinary success. Both the WTO and its predecessor the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) presided over a dramatic expansion of global trade, which expanded to embrace virtually all regions of the world. Even if the operation of the WTO cannot be said to have caused this, the symbolic importance of the organization cannot be questioned; the WTO represents an accepted view that international economic activity should be conducted within rules. Its membership of 164 states (2022) means the institution is representative of the global community – and membership is widely sought by states wishing to signal their credibility to international finance and firms. This legalization or constitutionalization of the international economy owes much to Europe and America.

The expansion of the WTO’s membership, while reflecting the success of the postwar international economic order, has posed great challenges to Washington and Brussels. As countries in Latin America and Asia gain in economic weight and strength, the ability of the US and the EU to drive the organization is being curtailed. This is part of a broader evolution of the organization away from its western roots. Canada, a traditional member of the ‘Quad’ of leading countries in the WTO (along with the EU, US, and Japan), has seen itself clearly supplanted by the emerging powers of China, Brazil and India. Even as the WTO has become the central institution, the sheer heterogeneity of members’ demands may yet threaten its viability. The EU and the US can no longer force a settlement, but must negotiate hard with actors holding different priorities. America remains more sceptical about multilateral institutions like the WTO, with the EU seeming more comfortable with the constraining effect that membership brings. The policies of the Trump Administration between 2017 and 2021 expressed a widespread view in the USA that the WTO and other mechanisms of global governance were operating against the interests of the USA, and arguments have been made that the WTO itself is becoming increasingly irrelevant (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 5, Hopewell 2021).
Both the EU and the US have sought to direct the WTO’s evolution and both have generally supported the expansion and development of the organization’s activities, though precisely which direction these should take is a source of disagreement. The US has sought changes to the disputes process, to make the activities of the disputes panels more transparent, yet not more invasive to domestic politics than they currently are; during the Trump Administration, this position hardened to the extent that Washington refused to allow appointments to the WTO’s appellate body (Hopewell 2021; see also Smith 2021). Brussels has generally been more supportive of including non-trade activities, such as competition policy, investment rules, and transparency in government procurement (the so-called ‘Singapore issues’), in WTO negotiations, and has searched for alternatives in the face of US obstructionism during the Trump Administration and after. This reflects Brussels’s greater comfort with regulatory solutions – but may well represent an attempt to deflect attention from the highly trade-distorting effects of the Common Agricultural Policy. In trade policy, the two participants’ high- profile trade disputes and disagreements in the Doha Round negotiations represented the inevitable conflicts that arise when two actors have domestic constituencies to satisfy (Young and Peterson 2014). Brussels’s trade negotiators, no less than Washington’s, cannot be seen to give in to international pressures. Yet, both actors converge on important ‘macro’ issues relating to the international system, such as the need for trade rules, for broad currency stability and for protection of investments, reflecting the fact that no other parties to the multilateral system have the same stakes in the international economy. Both have been staunch supporters of a GATT/WTO process that embraces liberalized markets, which are governed by rules enforceable through a disputes process. It can be argued that whilst the WTO’s membership might be dominated by developing states, its essence, the deep structures and norms of the institution, remained distinctly Euro-American. How far this situation has survived the rise of China, India and other major emerging economies is a key question for EU and US policymakers; whilst the Trump Administration argued that the WTO was increasingly irrelevant, policy-makers in the EU have had to wrestle with the fact that its relevance is changing to reflect the new distribution of power in the global political economy.
Finance
The management of the world’s financial system is another area where the US and Europe have historically worked closely together. Though it is true to speak of deregulation in respect of financial markets, it is not accurate to describe the global system as any form of rule-free zone. What has changed is the form of regulation: away from capital controls and other means of directly shaping monetary policy, and towards a greater emphasis on adherence to principles and transparency in reporting. The abandonment of formal monetary controls during the 1970s put an emphasis on transatlantic networks of officials, central bankers and private actors in the international capital markets. The US, Germany and Japan worked together in the 1980s to manage the exchange rate of the US dollar, amid American allegations that both the German mark and the Japanese yen were undervalued, thus presenting their exporters with an unfair advantage. Thirty years later, China became the target of American politicians seeking to address the chronic trade deficit.

If the American dispute with China in respect of the correct value of the yuan represented a degree of continuity with previous eras of international monetary relations, the early part of the new millennium featured a major break: the first indications that the dollar was losing its pre-eminent status as the only global currency. Persistent US budget and trade deficits played their part in eroding the dollar’s status; as more and more US-denominated debt circulated, the dollar weakened in the expectation that only more competitive American exports would restore balance to America’s national accounts. The prime holders of US debt, the Asian economies of Korea, Taiwan, Japan and China, though long content to hold US treasury notes as a means of maintaining American demand for their goods, nonetheless sought to diversify their holdings. China announced in May 2007 that it would diversify its $1.4 trillion in foreign exchange reserves into equities, including direct investment into private equity firms. In the first decade of the 21st century, the euro developed from a currency no one wanted to one that rapidly acquired a global status alongside the American dollar. This was testimony to Europe’s economic strength, both as a producer of goods and services and as a market. The advance of the euro also said much about international perceptions of declining American dominance of the global economy, with international investors diversifying their holdings. It seemed to be only a matter of time before the dollar, the euro and the yuan became the three major currencies of the global economy – but as noted earlier, the financial crisis from 2008 onwards posed a radical challenge during which the structure of the global political economy was shaken if not transformed.
That said, there have been reminders of continued importance of the Euro-American relationship. The global financial crisis saw the European Central Bank operating in tandem with the American Federal Reserve, as well as other central banks, to provide emergency liquidity for the market, once it became clear that many firms were badly exposed to deteriorating conditions in the international debt market. The ECB was in no way a ‘junior’ partner in this intervention; indeed, Europe’s importance as a financial hub led the ECB to act before the Federal Reserve. The episode blended traditional and new features of the EU–US relationship. It was traditional in that the market intervention in August 2007 was merely the latest in a series of interventions by European and American regulators over the previous sixty years: coordinated action by Europe and America to stabilize markets goes back to at least the collapse of the Bretton Woods system in 1971. The novelty lay in the nature of the problem: complex financial derivatives. European and American financial houses had been in the forefront of developing complex financial products, often tailored for specific clients, such as hedge funds. In spite of the sophistication of these products, and the risk management procedures of the finance houses themselves, risk was not eliminated and only central bankers could act to safeguard the entire financial system. Events after August 2007 illustrated the two themes central to this paper. First, Europe and America matter to each other, and matter to the world. Their financial services sectors were the key innovators in this new area of international finance; and their regulators were key players in rescuing the system when things went wrong. Second, it is worth noting that other regions of the world were relatively unaffected. China, with its $1 trillion in exchange reserves, was untroubled, and was able to leverage influence in new area of the global arena for example through its Belt and Road Initiaitve (BRI). Likewise other economies in Latin America and Asia (except Japan) seemed able to shrug off the problem thanks to their booming domestic market. World economic growth no longer depended on the US to the extent that it did through most of the post-1945 era, and the emergence and growth of the G-20 mechanism seemed to have provided formal ratification of this reality . 
The decline of American dominance was also seen in the broad area of financial services regulation, where a set of disconnected events converged in the early 2000s to place Europe – temporarily at least – at the centre of international financial regulation. The first important event, or more precisely process, was the creation of the Single Market. In a globalizing world economy, Europe offered a smaller yet still significant laboratory to develop new rules and, in the case of the Euro, new money. The integration process  emboldened Brussels, which came to see harmonisation around European standards as a form of ‘policy export’. The various financial services standards developed in Europe, whether in accountancy, corporate governance or insurance regulation, remained very ‘Anglo-Saxon’ in conception, reflecting as they did the promarket thrust of the Single Market. America played its part in this process. The changed security environment after 11 September 2001, and the later pursuit of ‘America First’ policies by a number of US administrations, made the US seem an unwelcoming place to do business, though it remains one of the most open economies in the world. Likewise the tough auditing provisions of Sarbanes–Oxley, put in place after corporate scandals such as that surrounding Enron, were blamed – perhaps unfairly – for contributing to the perception that America was not open for business. Fluctuations in the value of the Dollar in response to external payments deficits but also domestic economic performance and interest rate changes also present a challenge to external investors. At the point when America was most fearful about the outside world, the rising economies of Asia and, latterly, Russia, looked for places to invest. In previous years, New York would have been the automatic choice for initial public offerings, or for debt. Now Shanghai, Hong Kong and, most notably, London were the places where emerging international businesses sought to raise or place their money. These trends were amplified during the global financial crisis, and then by the ‘America First’ stance of the Trump Administration, which retreated from responsiblility for global financial management. The Inflation Reduction Act introduced by the Biden Administration presented a further challenge by instituting substantial subsidies and other incentives for investment and production in the USA itself – seen by many as an explicit retreat from globalization.
Until it came to a spectacular conclusion in August 2007, the early part of the new millennium saw an era of remarkably cheap money as major economies maintained low real interest rates in the wake of 11 September 2001 and the ending of the dotcom boom in 2000. Both Japan and the US kept interest rates low, in the hope of maintaining (or in Japan’s case, stoking) domestic demand. The flow of cheap money manifested itself in various ways. A merger boom made investment banks, hedge fund managers and a few corporate chiefs enormously rich. Europe and America, as might be expected, dominated this boom, in terms both of the companies active in the process and of the location of the transactions. Europe and America have longstanding and extensive regulatory relations in the area of competition policy, and in this issue area cooperation is much more marked than conflict. It is a policy area where the triumph of Euro-American conceptions of economic governance is most evident. The spread of robust competition policies – many using American and European processes as templates – grew dramatically in the early 21st century. The US was still more comfortable with an internationalization process that was organic and driven by state preferences; hence its interest in maintaining the International Competition Network as the key multilateral body for the sector. Europe, more comfortable generally with the give and take of multilateralism, made efforts to convert other actors to the cause of an international competition policy agreement within the WTO.
Innovation and competition
The globalization of innovation is another area where the previous dominance of the European–American relationship can no longer be taken for granted (McGuire and Smith 2008: chapter 6). China, Singapore, India and other states have developed significant innovative capabilities, not just in downstream customization work, but also in the ‘blue-skies’ fundamental research where discoveries can lead to applications across products and services. The dominance of Europe – and particularly America – in fundamental research produced the two largest economies in the world. As in other spheres, Europe and America have faced a challenge posed by states adopting the very practices and strategies that allowed the North Atlantic partners to dominate for so long. China’s rise in the innovation stakes has been spectacular, and firms have increasingly recognized that country as a place where leading-edge research can be done. For most of the largest companies in the world, the locus of their research and development activities remains the European–American axis. American universities still dominate any ranking of top research institutions and Europe has significant strengths in advanced manufacturing, pharmaceuticals and biotechnology. Yet the EU in particular faces considerable challenges: European firms tend to invest less than rivals in research and development and, increasingly, when they do invest they tap foreign locations for the work. Concerns about competitiveness in the US take on a different hue. American white-collar workers, the college-educated elite of the workforce, are finding that even they face international competition. From an economic standpoint, the globalization of innovation is to be welcomed: if foreign companies can provide new goods and services at a lower cost then consumers benefit. But the politics cannot be ignored. Globalization’s distributional effects are again important. Just as in monetary relations, some Europeans and Americans do well, but many workers have seen their share of the economic pie shrink. European welfare states tend to shield their workers – at least temporarily – from the worst effects, but not so America (Taylor et al. 2014). In the US, inequality has soared since the late 1990s with all but a handful of people at the top of the income scale essentially going nowhere in economic terms. This has fuelled increasing resentment at what globalization was doing to local American economies and society, which was capitalised on by the Trump Administration. Europeans were not shielded from this; inequality has risen there too, although, except in the United Kingdom, it is rising more slowly than in the US. In terms of the argument here, it can be seen that this and the other changes noted above have created a whole new set of ‘security problems’ for the EU and the US: those to do with what can be called ‘societal security’, relating to the social and institutional foundations of the market economy.
Regional and inter-regional relations
As noted above, regional and inter-regional relations and policies also illustrate how Europe and America can compete and converge at the same time; but they also illustrate the impact of emerging changes in the world economy and world order. Both actors have sought to develop neighbourhood policies to structure their relations with nearby states, and in both cases these emerge from deep historical roots. European enlargement, and the EU’s complex relations with Eastern-European border states, are both motivated by a history of conflict and turbulence in the 20th century that needs little explication; but they also reflect a current need to navigate an increasingly fraught relationship with Russia, which has become openly antagonistic since the conflict over and then the invasion of Ukraine. Russia’s dominant position in European gas supplies, and the threat of the use of energy as a political weapon, galvanized action at the Community level in a way that even the threat of global warming could not, leading to repeated calls for a new European policy on energy security. This was also an unwelcome reminder that American policymakers – years ago, in the early 1980s – warned Western Europe not to rely on the then Soviet Union for energy supplies. At the same time, the EU has had to take on board the need for more security in light of challenges such as those posed by mass movements of refugees and by illegal immigration, which has linked the pursuit of ‘societal security’ to movements of population in the post-Cold War period, both within Europe and between the Middle East, Africa and the EU. This latter problem demonstrates the link between regional and interregional policies, since the aim of the EU’s African policies is not simply to promote democracy and good governance in the continent but also to forestall pressures such as those from voluntary or involuntary movements of African populations (Carbone 2013). The more distant inter-regional and bilateral partnerships of the EU, such as those with Asian and Latin American countries, can perhaps be seen in a more commercial light, focusing on economic partnership and the promotion of stability, but even so these are shaped by the shifting nature of global security concerns in ways ranging from the control of the trade in illegal drugs to the prevention of human-rights abuses (Ferreira-Pereira and Smith 2021).

For the US, perceptions of regionalism were for a long time filtered through the lens of 11 September 2001, with an increased emphasis not on the opportunities offered by regional trade but rather on the dangers of illegal immigration and the chances of terrorists using porous borders to infiltrate the US. US-Mexican relations were most clearly affected by this, as American policymakers sought to reconcile economic concerns with demands that something be done about illegal immigration across the border The construction of a wall along part of the border, initiated by George W. Bush but taken up in no uncertain fashion by Donald Trump, as well as congressional defeat of a plan to grant amnesty to many illegal immigrants already in the US, did not augur well for any further regional integration. Indeed, the Trump Administration devoted considerable energy to developing a system of bilateral agreements with Mexico and Canada as a successor to the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), arguing that this better reflected the interests of the US.

 Relations with Latin American states are likewise deeply influenced by security concerns. American attempts at better relations with Brazil during the early years of the 21st century may reflect the increasing economic weight of Brazil in the world (and under the Trump Presidency, a certain ideological affinity), but may have had at least as much to do with Brazil’s biofuel industry and the opportunity it represented to insulate US consumers in the pre-shale era from the volatile world of international petroleum markets. The same connection between economic advantage and security concerns can be seen in the US relationship with Asia through Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC): this organizationcan be seen not only as a source of regional security and stability for a region of which the US is also a member, but in addition as a means of handling economic competition from some of the most important emerging economies, especially that of China. The same was true of the efforts under the Obama Administration to build a Trans-Pacific Partnership, later abandoned by the Trump Administration, but not by other participants who proceeded to establish the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership. At the same time, the emerging partnership between the US and India (and with India, Japan and Australia in the so-called ‘Quad’ grouping) projects US policy more firmly into a region of considerable volatility – a volatility underlined by the presence of terrorist groups, failed states and nuclear weapons. While the US has not yet engaged with Africa as closely as with Latin America or Asia- Pacific, the intersecting presences of humanitarian concerns, economic incentives such as those connected with the emerging sub-Saharan Africa oil industry and security concerns such as those generated by the large-scale Chinese engagement are likely to draw Washington more closely into the region.

Both the US and Europe have used regional and interregional policies to gain some of the benefits denied them at the multilateral level. The bundling of non-trade issues with those of a more conventional commercial nature, as in the case of labour standards or intellectual property provisions, is controversial and leads to concerns that Europe and America may exploit their power to gain preferential access to regional markets, while denying equivalent access to their partners. Equally, the attempt to impose different versions of ‘political conditionality’ on countries within either the ‘near neighbourhood’ or in broader inter-regional relations can be seen as reflecting forms of hegemonic behaviour both by the EU and by the US. But as noted above, regional relations are not just about economics; both actors share a view that economic stability is part of a broader policy of political and social stabilization, both at the national and at the regional level. This being so, the increasing politicization and securitization of these relationships is a key challenge for leaderships on both sides of the Atlantic.
European and world order
A number of the points made above about regional political and economic relations in Europe can be related to the key challenges of European order for the near and medium-term future. Both the EU and the US have had key interests at stake in the ‘new Europe’ that emerged and became consolidated in the two decades after the end of the cold war. But they have also faced different situations: the US retained a strong set of strategic interests (both economic and security-related) in European order, and managed to resist the threat of exclusion from key areas of European strategic engagement. Indeed, it could be argued that it extended its reach through the enlargement of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the construction of new relationships with the former Soviet countries, as well as retaining a strong set of connections with many of those countries that are now member states of the enlarged EU (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 9). The assumption was that no direct or immediate security concerns emanated from the European order – not a given to be relied upon too heavily bearing in mind the assertiveness of Russian policies in the early part of the new millennium –  and on this basis it might be said that the US stake in European order was relatively well guarded. For the EU, however, the issue was and remains different: after all, the Union had largely internalised the European order with its expansion and the creation of a new set of strategic relationships within the European Neighbourhood Strategy and the Eastern Partnerships. For the EU, therefore, the stakes attached to change and threats within Europe have always been of a different quality from those experienced by the US, and the problems of security and prosperity become attached to the very essence of the EU itself – what it is as well as what it does. This differential experience of change in Europe has continued to characterize EU–US relations in the age of ‘poly-crisis’ as outlined earlier: the invasion of Ukraine in 2022 saw tensions between the US and EU member states, but also between member states within the EU, whose vulnerability and proximity to Russian threats varied significantly (Smith 2023b). 
All of the points made above feed into the challenges and opportunities facing the EU and the US in relation to world order (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapters 8-10). There is a crucial distinction between world order defined in terms of power and security and world order defined in terms of global governance. The distinction is crucial because it relates to the very status of the EU and the US as global actors. In the case of ‘order as power and security’ the US has had and will continue to have a key role. For some this role is defined as that of providing essential global public goods in the form of reassurance in the face of threats, necessary interventions and the guardianship of global security order; for others it is a manifestation of a form of liberal imperialism which creates dangers and instabilities in a globalizing world (Mandelbaum 2005, Ikenberry 2011) . In this world of power and security, the EU is less prominent, although some of its member states (or ex-member states in the case of the UK) have taken their own actions, often in concert with the US, on key issues such as Iraq or the ‘war on terror’, and despite significant moves towards EU collective action in areas of ‘hard security’ partly as a response to the invasion of Ukraine. Nonetheless, the key challenges of the early twenty-first century have found the EU either divided or relatively underprepared, and thus often unable to resist pressure from the US even if it has wanted to. A key question to be confronted by the EU in this context has been whether it should aim to develop itself as a ‘mini-USA’, acquiring new military powers and a role in ‘hard security’, or whether in the absence of consensus among its member states it would be able to move on such issues at all. Events, of course, can have a major catalytic effect in these areas, as with 9/11, the Arab Spring and the invasion of Ukraine. On the side of global governance, the EU has positioned itself as a champion of multilateralism and collective action but, as noted above, it is not always easy to maintain this posture in the face of challenges to commercial or political interests, especially where the dominant forces within the Union itself are less than fully committed to multilateral action (Smith 2018); the record of tensions over national and EU-level responses to Covid-19 bears witness both to this problem and to the capacity of the Brussels institutions to circumvent it. The US has been cast as a unilateralist on global governance issues by many of its political and academic critics, and this was borne out in dramatic fashion by the policies of the Trump Administration; the Biden Administration seems to demonstrate that new US administrations in new circumstances will find it politically or economically expedient to move towards a new multilateralism (as has happened in the past, for example in the 1980s), as long as the US is guaranteed a leading role (Dworkin 2021, Feffer 2021). For both the EU and the US, the shifting balance between globalization and de-globalization, with the emergence of new major actors and the politicization or securitization of new issues, will continue to be a key challenge in the years ahead.
Moving forward
In a sense, European–American relations in the early years of the twenty-first century present us with something of a paradox. On the one hand, the dominance of the Atlantic area is eroding – across a number of issue areas. The world of the 21st century is moving rapidly towards a multipolar system, where Europe and America play leading roles but arguably are no longer dominant (Alcaro , Peterson and Greco 2016). This is most apparent in the global political economy, where the centrality of the EU–US relationship can no longer be taken for granted in a wide range of issue areas. In terms of global security, the Iraq conflict signalled – as did the Vietnam war in the 1970s – that the US was not guaranteed to dominate, because of the increasing prominence of ‘asymmetrical’ conflicts where formal military firepower is not the only determinant of outcomes. Such a judgement was further borne out by the visissitudes of American engagement with the Middle East and Afghanistan under the Obama and Trump Administrations. The impact of Iraq on the EU’s collective view of its ‘security future’ raised key issues about the EU’s role as a ‘partial superpower’, issues which have been underlined in the subsequent two decades by the interaction between the EU’s incremental development of security and defence policies and the occurrence of violent conflict in the eastern neighbourhood, culminating in the Ukraine war (Smith 2023a). For the US itself, recent experience in the Middle East and in Afghanistan has repercussions throughout the world, not least with America’s traditional allies asking themselves about the solidity of American commitment. America now shares global commercial and financial power with Europe, yet it is in Asia that the largest trade surpluses and foreign exchange reserves now lie. China in particular, despite the visissitudes of Covid, has demonstrated an ability to integrate into the world economy and begin to shape its future much more quickly and successfully than many had anticipated, with India not far behind.

Yet it is significant, as noted earlier, that in the global political economy both China and India are still playing a game whose rules were ‘written’ by the European–American relationship. The structure of the global economy, from its liberalized capital flows to its increasing constitutionalization in the form of the WTO, owes everything to Euro-American diplomacy, business and conceptions of how world affairs ought to be conducted. Even patterns of business–government interactions in forums like ASEAN are imitations of consultative practices that have been hallmarks of Euro- American relations for years. In sum, Europe and America remain central to the global political economy, though not always in ways that are appreciated. In the global diplomatic system, the EU and the US are still near to the core of world events, and their diplomatic dealings with each other are still influential. In terms of global security, we can see that the US remains more central than the EU, if only on the basis of its ‘hard power’ credentials, but its position is challenged by new or sometimes resurgent powers, not all of them states. One of the effects of the Russian invasion of Ukraine has been to demonstrate how deep and wide the resources of the US in defence and security still are, and the ways in which they continue to shape the development of the EU’s foreign and security policies (Streeck 2022). At the same time, the continuing and deepening tensions between the US and China promise a wider set of geopolitical and geo-economic confrontations.
A theme raised throughout this paper has been the relative willingness of the EU to adopt multilateral approaches to international relations in both security and economic spheres. For some observers in the early 21st century, the evolution of a multipolar world was likely to suit Europe much more than America, for the latter was seen as a unilateralist first, using international organizations or coalitions only as a last resort (Smith 2018). These arguments were given added force by the ways in which US foreign policy under the Trump Administration focused on transactional and unilateral diplomacy rather than multilateralism (Smith 2021). Such views are not so much wrong as lacking in nuance. For many developing states, the EU is not a paragon of ‘give-and-take’ multilateralism; it is a bully that uses its market dominance to gain policy preferences, just like the US. The EU’s fondness for regulation and standards, though highly successful in some spheres, is deeply opposed by some states, who despair at the demands this would place on their governments and societies. Though the EU’s internal market is large and affluent, on most measures of productivity, innovation and wealth, it still trails the US. The US has indeed been highly unilateralist in recent years, even under the Obama Administration, but this period may draw to a close. The Biden Adminisaration’s espousal of a ‘new multilateralism’ especially among liberal democracies emphasised the need for reciprocity, but this was still framed by assumptions of US leadership. Yet the world’s most sophisticated armed forces backed by the world’s largest military budget were unable to quell unrest in Iraq and Afghanistan, with consequent impacts on the credibility of US commitments in the global context. At the same itme, the American public, no less than the European, has seemed completely unwilling to contemplate the kind of protracted conflict, demanding a combination of military resources with diplomacy and economic or social interventions, that might defeat persistent insurgents or adversaries. In this context, the Russian invasion of Ukraine constitutes an acid test, since as of the time of writing, it seems likely to give rise to a protracted and costly entanglement on the borders of the EU itself, with a major commitment by both the US and NATO.
Overview and conclusion: what kind of ‘Euro- American system’?
It is possible to see EU–US relations in (at least) four ways: as a system based on ‘power and security’, on ‘dominance and resistance’, on ‘interdependence and integration’ and on ‘institutions and cooperation’ (Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski 2023: chapter 2). From the discussion above, it can be seen that each of these elements is present in the current ‘Euro-American system’. Rather than separate systems, they represent four coexisting tendencies within one complex system of relations, responding both to change within the EU and the US and to change within the broader world arena. This coexistence of qualities and tendencies is what helps us to understand the functioning of the system, and to evaluate the impact of change in any of its components or in its broader environment. The very point of this approach is to advance a set of analytical questions with which we can penetrate the complexities of the system and its significance for the world arena. It is possible, though, to arrive at some broad conclusions from this discussion:
· First, there is evidence to support the argument that the ‘Euro- American system’ is one in which economic, political and security issues occur at a number of intersecting levels, and in which both the EU and the US are effectively part of each other’s policymaking processes. State policies and ‘state functions’ remain important if not central, but they are surrounded by a constellation of other actors and factors.

· Second, the system does show the presence and the interaction of markets, hierarchies and networks, and policymakers are at their most effective when they recognize the varying configurations these elements can take. Many areas demonstrate these interactions and configurations, but the key word is ‘varying’; we have provided evidence for at least some of the ways in which this variation occurs, and for some of its consequences both for the EU and the US and for the rest of the world.

· Third, the system has generated an increasingly dense set of institutions, many of which have become dominated by the EU–US relationship as the EU has expanded to become in some ways synonymous with the broader European order. Increasingly, the key transatlantic institutions and practices are those generated around the EU and the US, with other organizations such as NATO and the OSCE occupying reduced roles. But here again, there are variations, especially between the political economy of EU–US relations and the diplomatic or security dimensions of the relationship; and the Russian invasion of Ukraine has arguably changed the balance again, with as yet uncertain implications.
· Fourth, the system has been crucially impacted by change: change within the EU and the US, and change within the broader world arena. Many of the areas we have explored in this paper show the significant impact of processes such as globalization or the ending of the cold war. More specifically, they suggest that the world around the ‘Euro-American system’ is changing in ways that present major challenges as well as major opportunities for policymakers, and that are likely to impact on the mutual EU and US understandings of the changes taking place. Uncertainties and tensions in both EU and US policies in the 2020s bear witness to this assessment.
· Finally, the system is not one of ‘either/or’. It is not one that can be turned on or off by policymakers either in the EU or in the US. Its extended history, its institutional density, the shared experiences of transatlantic elites, and the sheer self-interest embodied in the world’s closest economic and security relationship mean that it is robust and resilient. But it is not immortal. It is not impossible to conceive of circumstances in which the boundaries of the system are exceeded, and in which the conventions of crisis management that have grown up over fifty or more years might be discarded. In this case, we would be talking not of ‘competition and convergence’ but of ‘confrontation and conflict’.
In addition to these general conclusions, a major analytical and policy-making question arises from our argument: given the shocks administered by the past fifteen years, and especially by the past year, how might the ‘Euro-American system’ and its key participants be re-shaped for the longer-term future? Throughout the paper, we have emphasised the interplay between continuity, change and crisis both within the ‘Euro-American system’ and around it, in the broader European and world orders. There is a temptation – not resisted by all commentators – to argue that a combination of Covid-19, environmental and energy crises and the return of violent geopolitics has completely overturned what previously had evolved over a period of decades – in a fashion not dissimilar to that established in the early post-Cold War years. Our argument is more nuanced: that it is important to retain a sense of the interplay between continuity and change not only in thinking about the past and present of EU-US relations, but also in approaches to the future of the ‘Euro-American system’.

In this context, it is important to explore the relevance of a number of scenarios, and here we suggest three. A first scenario would (perhaps optimistically) emphasise the robustness of the ‘Euro-American system’ derived from its internal pluralism and the continuing resilience of the liberal international order. In this context, the roles of the EU and the US as repositories of multilateralist thinking and practice would re-emerge from a period of upheaval, leading to a re-invigoration of global governance and of a global negotiated order. But that scenario would be directly contradicted by a second: the creation of a new bipolarity between status quo and revisionist powers (that is, between the EU and the US and certain other countries, and the resurgent and expansionist forces led by Russia and China). This scenario would imply a restructuring of the ‘Euro-American system’ to reflect the US dominance in ‘hard power’ domains and the EU’s dependence; some would argue that this process is already well under way as of 2023, and that it is not restricted simply to the domain of ‘hard power’ given the impact of the US Inflation Reduction Act and other measures of economic nationalism. A variation on this essentially geopolitical and geo-economic perspective would place the emphasis on the growth of ‘European sovereignty’ and the EU’s strategic autonomy, and thus on a kind of differentiated partnership between the EU and the US within a broadly bipolar world order. Finally, a third scenario would reflect a deeply pessimistic view of the ‘Euro-American system’, in which the fragmentation of authority both at the international and at the domestic level leads to forms of isolation and/or paralysis, and in which opportunistic alliances or alignments might lead to a form of international anarchy familiar to students of the 1930s. In that dystopian scenario, all bets would be off both for the ‘Euro-American system’ and for its principal participants.
Ultimately, there is no answer to the question of future ‘Euro-American order’, although elements of each of the three scenarios explored above are likely to feature in what emerges from the current crisis. This paper has attempted to sharpen appreciation of what lies behind the EU–US relationship, how it relates to the institutions and policy processes of both the EU and the US, and how the ‘Euro-American system’ relates to the broader world arena. We have aimed to show the complexity of the relationship, the variations that occur within it and the ways in which the relationship is managed through good times and bad. Analytically, it is our conviction that an appreciation of different perspectives on the relationship, and their links to different narratives of its development and future course, is the best way in which to construct a rich view of what matters in EU–US relations. But the result is a series of more sharply defined and well illustrated questions, not a single answer to the question ‘what kind of Euro- American system?’
REFERENCES
Carbone, M. (ed) 2013) The European Union in Africa: incoherent policies, asymmetrical partnership, declining relevance? Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Coen, D., Katsaikis, A. and Vannoni, M. (2021) Business Lobbying in the Eueopean Union. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Damro, C. (2004) ‘Multilateral Competition and Transatlantic Compromise’. European Foreign Affairs Review 9(2): 269-287.

Damro, C. (2006) ‘The New Trade Politics and EU Competition Policy: shapping for convergence and cooperation’. Journal of European Public Policy 13(6):867-886.
Dworkin, A. (2021) ‘Americans Before Allies: Biden’s Limited Multilateralism’, European Council on Foreign Relations Commentary, 9th June.
Feffer, J. (2021) Multilateralism and the Biden Administration, New York: Rosa Luxemburg Stiftung, March.
Fahey, E., & Terpan, F. (2021) ‘Torn Between Institutionalisation & Judicialisation: The Demise of the EU-US Privacy Shield’, Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies 28(2): 205-244. https://www.muse.jhu.edu/article/803960
Ferreira-Pereira, L. and Smith, M. (eds) (2021) The European Union’s Strategic Partnerships: global diplomacy in a contested world. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
Foot, R., MacFarlane, S.N. and Mastanduno, M. (eds) (2003) US Hegemony and International Organizations:The United States and multilateral institutions. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Genschel, P. and Jachtenfuchs, M. (eds) (2014) Beyond the Regulatory Polity? The European Integration of Core State Powers, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Hopewell, K. (2021) ‘When the hegemon goes rogue: leadership anid the US assault on the liberal trading order.’ International Affairs 97(4):1025-1044.

Ikenberry, J. (2011) Liberal Leviathan: the orginis, crisis, and transformation of the American world order. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
International Affairs (2013) Special Issue ‘Negotiating the rise of new powers’ edited by Amrita Narlikar, 89(3), May.

Keleman, D. (2020) ‘The European Union's authoritarian equilibrium’, Journal of European Public Policy, 27(3): 481-499.
Keukeleire, S. and Delreux, T. (2022) The Foreign Policy of the European Union. London: Bloomsbury.
Krauthammer, C. (2002) ‘The Unipolar Moment Revisited’, The National Interest, 70: 5–18.
Larres, K. (2022) Uncertain Allies: Nixon, Kissinger, and the threat of a united Europe. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Lundestad, G. (2005) The United States and Western Europe Since 1945: From
“Empire” by Integration to Transatlantic Drift (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
Lundestad, G. (ed) (2008) Just Another Major Crisis? The United States and Europe 

since 2000. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
McGuire, S. and Smith, M. (2008) The European Union and the United States: 

competition and convergence in the global arena. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Mandelbaum, M. (2005) The Case for Goliath: how America acts as the world’s

Government in the 21st century. New York: Public Affairs.
Patel, K. and Weisbrode, K. (eds) (2013) European Integration and the Atlantic Community in the 1980s. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Pollack, M. and Shaffer, G. (eds) (2001) Transatlantic Governance in the Global Economy. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.

Reich, R. (2020) The System: Who Rigged it, How to Fix It, New York: Knopf.
Renard, T. and Biscop, S. (eds) (2012) The European Union and Emerging Powers in the 21st Century: how Europe can shape a new globl order. London: Routledge.
Ryner, M. and Cafruny, A. (2017) The European Union and Global Capitalism: origins, development, crisis. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Sbragia, A. (2010) ‘The EU, the US and Trade Policy: competitive interdependence in the management of globalization.’ Journal of European Public Policy 17(3):368-382.
Sloan, S. (2016) Defense of the West: NATO, the European Union and the transatlantic bargain. Manchester: Manchester University Press.
Smith, M. (2004) ‘Between Two Worlds? The European Union, the United States and World Order.’ International Politics 41(1): 95-117.
Smith, M. (2012) ‘Still Rooted in Maastricht: EU external relations as a “third-generation hybrid”’. Journal of European Integration 34(7): 699-715.
Smith, M. (2018) ‘The EU, the US and the crisis of contemporary multilateralism’, Journal of European Integration, 40(5): 539-553

Smith, M. (2021) ‘European Union diplomacy and the Trump Administration: multilateral diplomacy in a transactional world?’ in Haar, R., Christiansen, T., Lange, S. and Vanhoonacker, S. (eds) The Making of European Security Policy. London: Routledge.
Smith, M. (2023a) ‘The external challenge: crises and the EU’s quest for strategic autonomy’, in Nugent, N., Paterson, W. and Rhinard, M. (eds)
Smith, M. (2023b) ‘After the Deluge: Europe, the European Union and Crisis in the World Arena’ in Schade, D, and Roos, M. (eds)
Smith, M., Guay, T. and Morgenstern-Pomorski, J. (2023) The Europeam Union and the United States: competition, convergence and crisis in the world arena. London: Bloomsbury.

Smith, M. and Steffenson, R. (2023) ‘The European Union and the USA’ in Hill, C., Smith, M. and Vanhoonacker, S. (eds) International Relations and the European Union. 4th edition, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Steffenson, R. (2005) Managing EU-US Relations: Acgors, Institutions and the New Transatlantic Agenda. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Streeck, Wolfgang (2022) ‘The EU after Ukraine’. American Affairs VI:2, Summer, 107-124.

Taylor, S., Shugart, M., Lijphart, A. and Grofman, B. (2014) A Different Democracy. American Government in a Thirty-One Country Perspective, New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Weber, K., Smith, M.E. and Baun, M. (eds) (2007) Governing Europe’s Neighbourhood: partners or periphery? Manchester: Manchester University Press.
Winand, P. (1993) Eisenhower, Kennedy and the United States of Europe (London: 
Macmillan).
Young, A. and Peterson, J. (2014) Parochial Global Europe: 21st century trade

politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
� This paper is an adapted version of the concluding chapter to Smith, Guay and Morgenstern-Pomorski (under review for publication later in 2023)





 PAGE 
1

