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1 Introduction

Criticism of globalisation has increased rapidly in recent years, taking many businesses
by surprise (Curran and Eckhardt, 2020). Multinational Enterprises (MNEs), used to
sourcing goods through Global Value Chains (GVCs), often paid limited attention to
criticisms of their negative effects by Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and
Trade Unions. A certain confidence reigned that the overall gains from globalisation
were adequate to persuade governments, and most voters, that disrupting value chains
was not in the broader interest (see e.g. Barrientos and Smith, 2007). Over a few short
years, the context has changed significantly. Although increased scepticism had been
brewing for some time (Rodrik, 2018), the most significant shifts occurred in 2016 when
the UK voted to leave the EU (so-called ‘Brexit’) and concerns about trade emerged as a
key element in the US presidential election debate, with the final result being the victory
of the most trade-sceptic candidate, Donald Trump. His subsequent imposition of new
import tariffs, which clearly circumvented international rules and simultaneous
undermining of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) judicial process, posed serious
threats to the modern trading system (Jean et al., 2018). In the meantime, in the UK, a
no-deal Brexit remained the default option, in the absence of agreement (Proctor, 2019).
Most recently, many countries banned or restricted trade in key products in response to
the COVID-19 pandemic, a development which may further undermine the world trading
system (Baldwin and Evenett, 2020; Curran et al., 2021).

These events suggest that a new global economic order is emerging with national
interests prioritised over multilateral cooperation. Many MNEs have struggled to adapt to
this new context. Overall, surveys of companies in the run-up to the recent protectionist
backlash indicated that it took firms by surprise. Even after the first indications of rising
protectionism discussed above, companies did not consider it to be a top priority. In the
Spring of 2017 only 18% of the finance providers surveyed by the International Chamber
of Commerce were concerned about protectionism (ICC, 2017). By 2020, that figure had
increased significantly to 82% (ICC, 2020).

Lack of company advocacy has been evident in the public debate. The voice of
business was found to be relatively low key in the run-up to the Brexit referendum
(Morgan, 2016), while in the EU few firms engaged actively in the intense debate on the
proposed Trans-Atlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) with the USA (Bauer,
2016). US business was also rather inactive in weighing into the trade debate during the
2016 Presidential campaign. They only mobilised in significant numbers when the
Trump administration imposed extensive new tariffs. For example, over 350 companies
attended the hearings on the proposed imposition of tariffs on China in August 2018,
mostly to argue against the measures.'

The literature on Corporate Political Activity (CPA) in defence of trade openness is
relatively limited. Research has tended to focus on understanding how and why
companies access the policy making process (Brook, 2005; Solis, 2013), especially when
seeking to persuade governments to enact protectionist measures (Brook, 2005; Lindeque
and McGuire, 2010; Kolk and Curran, 2017). Less attention has been paid to whether and
how companies and their trade associations mobilise against such protection.

The recent trade policy context, where protectionist measures and threats rapidly
emerged in several key markets, provided an opportunity to expand our understanding of
CPA on trade policy. In this paper, we explore corporate strategic responses to several
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protectionist threats observed over the period mid-2016 to 2019. We focus on those who
have the most to lose: Trade Dependent Firms (TDFs). In line with Curran and Eckhardt
(2020), we define TDFs as firms whose business model relies on frictionless access to
global markets or low cost/high variety imports, or both. We analyse how TDFs
organised to address the backlash and especially what cooperative strategies they
developed in this context, including through their Trade Associations (TAs). The role of
the latter has been subject to relatively limited academic scrutiny (Lawton et al., 2018).

To explore these questions, we analyse four cases of trade policy threats over the
period of study with differing characteristics: 1) the general anti-trade rhetoric during this
period; 2) the threat posed by the USA to the WTO; 3) the threat of tariffs between the
UK and the EU due to Brexit; and 4) the US tariffs on steel and aluminium imposed in
2018 and the EU’s retaliatory safeguards. We mobilise public lobbying data, interviews,
analysis of business statements and media reports to explore a series of propositions
based on the existing literature on CPA in the trade arena (Curran and Eckhardt, 2020).
As highlighted by Butzbach et al. (2020), the nature of the anti-globalisation backlash, as
well as corporate responses, are impacted by institutional differences across different
types of capitalism, thus, the empirical focus of the paper is on one institutional context —
the EU.

Although the widespread imposition of new tariffs to counter globalisation is not
(yet) on the political agenda in Europe, a focus on the response of EU TDFs to the
globalisation backlash is pertinent for several reasons. Firstly, populist parties in Europe
have been growing in power and influence (Kinderman, 2020), most recently in the 2019
European Parliament elections, where, although gains were less extensive than projected,
they emerged as a strong force in the new chamber (Walker, 2019). As a result, anti-trade
rhetoric, although more widespread in the USA during the period of study, also increased
in Europe. In addition, more recently, shortages of key products during the COVID-19
pandemic have fuelled concerns about the EU’s dependence on external suppliers,
fostering a new debate on how to achieve ‘Open Strategic Autonomy’. Some fear this
could result in rising protectionism against non-EU suppliers (Eder, 2020).

Secondly, the result of the Brexit referendum sent shockwaves through EU industries.
The reasons behind the vote for Brexit were rooted in a complex history (Boer et al.,
2019) and not all those who voted for Brexit did so in rejection of global integration
(Hobolt, 2016). However, the end result of the process — increased trade barriers and
potentially extensive new tariffs in the event of a no-deal Brexit — will clearly reduce
EU-UK trade integration. Indeed, former UK Chancellor, George Osborne, referred to
leaving the single market as “the biggest single act of protectionism in the history of the
[UK]” (Stone, 2017).

Thirdly, although there is hope that the new US administration will soften its stance
(Williams, 2020), EU industries have been confronted with a major reorientation in the
trade policy of a key partner — the USA — whose (in) action undermined a key function of
the WTO — its Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) — by blocking the nomination of judges to
the Appellate Body (Jean et al., 2018). At the same time, EU steel and aluminium
exporters were directly targeted by US trade protectionism, resulting in EU retaliation. In
addition, threats to impose potentially punitive tariffs on EU car exports to the USA
persisted over the period of study, increasing uncertainty in the industry (McGee, 2019).
Finally, as discussed below, much of the work on corporate lobbying on trade policy has
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been undertaken in the USA. We focus on the EU institutional context, where CPA
strategies consist primarily of information and constituency building (Hillman and Hitt,
1999). We thereby seek to widen our understanding of global variations in such activity.

2 Development of propositions — theoretical strategic responses to the
globalisation backlash

Research on CPA in the trade policy arena gives little insight into preferred strategies
when faced with protectionist rhetoric and potential new measures (Brook, 2005; Lawton
et al., 2009; Lindeque and McGuire, 2010; Solis, 2013). The question of how companies
seek to counteract protectionism has attracted much less interest than how they mobilise
in its favour. This is partly because the mobilisation of protectionist actors has been more
intensive and high profile (Irwin, 2020). Those who lose from increased trade (import-
competing firms) have historically had fewer difficulties overcoming collective action
problems than those who benefit (i.e. TDFs) (Baggs and Brander, 2006). This is typically
attributed to that fact that the benefits of protectionism are highly concentrated, while its
costs are diffuse. Although TDFs which benefit from trade and are disadvantaged by
protectionism have become more numerous in recent years, they still tend to be mainly
the largest and most productive firms. These is a numerical minority in any given
economy compared to small, domestic firms, with little international activity and a lot to
lose from potential import-competition (Mayer and Ottaviano, 2008).

As highlighted in our recent paper (Curran and Eckhardt, 2020), several questions
emerge about the likely response of TDFs to protectionist threats from the limited
existing literature exploring CPA by TDFs. The propositions which we develop are
presented in modified form in Figure 1. For reasons of methodology and space, in this
paper we will focus on those highlighted in bold. The paper includes a much more
detailed review of the literature than is possible in this short text, where we focus on the
key literature behind each proposition.

A notable finding of the work on CPA in the trade policy arena is that political
mobilisation is most likely when firms face clear and present dangers to their business
models (Curran and Eckhardt, 2018). The recent context presented such threats and we
would have expected TDFs to mobilise, although a key question is whether CPA is
collective or individual.

Much of the research which informs our understanding of collective/individual
lobbying on trade policy, is based on data from the USA and focuses on the financial
incentives aspects of lobbying. One of the objectives of our research is to explore
whether similar trends can be identified in the EU, where lobbying consists primarily of
informational and constituency building strategies (Hillman and Hitt, 1999; McGuire
et al., 2012). Although EU lobbying on trade is often organised collectively through TAs,
their role in CPA is relatively under researched (Lawton et al., 2018; Tucker, 2008),
leaving many questions about when and how they are mobilised.
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Figure 1 CPA responses to protectionism which emerge from the literature (adapted from Curran
and Eckhardt, 2020)

Protectionist Pressures CPA Responses

Unequal distribution - Lobbying - together (general rhetoric)
of the gains of or individually (specific proposals)
(e.g. Madeira, 2016; Bombardini and

globalisation in ' X Trebbi, 2012)
developed countries Increased - Creating transnational alliances
Trade > across their GVCs (e.g. Eckhardt and
Protectionism de Bievre, 2015)
- Engaging with wider stakeholders,
Negative impacts of especially civil society (e.g. Walker

and Rea, 2014, Brook, 2005)

- Reframing the debate to highlight
negative impacts of protectionism
(Bonardi and Keim, 2005).

globalisation in
developing countries

In the trade policy arena, Bombardini and Trebbi (2012) find that, in the USA, trade CPA
mobilisation varies across industries, such that firms lobby together on trade policy issues
in more competitive industries, while they tend to lobby alone in more differentiated
industries. Furthermore, the integration of industries into GVCs and the level of
intra-industry trade, impacts on the diversity of the firms within a given sector and affects
how they lobby on trade (Gilligan, 1997; Madeira, 2016; Osgood, 2017). For example,
Madeira (2016) considered that, as US production structures have become more
fragmented, industry-wide coalitions have become more difficult to hold together. Thus,
firms who are more integrated into the global economy break away from their more
protectionist associations to mobilise individually.

In addition, the exclusivity of gains has an impact. That is, in a case where the
protection or liberalisation of a product threatens (or provides opportunities) to only one
(or few) companies, they have an incentive to lobby individually (or in small ad-hoc
groups) for protection/liberalisation (Gilligan, 1997; Madeira, 2016; Osgood, 2017).
However, in the case where generalised protectionism or liberalisation benefits/hurts
many companies, they have no incentive to mobilise individually and are more likely to
rely on TAs (e.g. Madeira, 2016). In other words, in as much as free trade can be
considered a ‘public good,” the TDFs studied here would be expected to be less active in
lobbying individually against general protectionism than their associations. This
literature gives rise to the following propositions:

Pl — Where protectionist trade policy proposals will have economy-wide effects, most
TDFs will lobby collectively through their formal trade associations.

P2 — Where concrete protectionist trade policy proposals would have differential effects
across an industry, TDFs will lobby the relevant government individually, or in ad-hoc
groupings.

The threat of rising protectionism affects companies on both sides of any international

trading relationship. Anti-protectionist lobbying efforts can be strengthened through
transnational lobbying where industries/companies work together across borders on a key
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common interest. These techniques have become increasingly common in recent years as
companies have successfully cooperated transnationally to lobby for the launching of
cases through the WTO dispute settlement mechanism (Curran and Eckhardt, 2017,
Eckhardt and De Biévre, 2015), the reduction of anti-dumping measures in the EU (Kolk
and Curran, 2017) and the establishment of free trade agreements (Young, 2016). Given
the global nature of the threat posed by the globalisation backlash, such a transnational
approach to CPA would seem pertinent, giving rise to the following proposition:

P3 — Where protectionist policies pose significant threats to the operations of
TDFs across two or more effected countries, firms will mobilise together to create
transnational groupings to lobby their respective governments

In addition, lobbying against protectionism is often much more successful when broadly
based, not only within and across industries but including wider stakeholders, through
constituency building strategies (Hillman and Hitt, 1999). The potential of stakeholder
mobilisation to support firm level CPA has been recognised across a range of business
activities. As Walker (2012, p.587) notes: ‘Stakeholders... represent not merely a
constraint but also an asset for firms in influencing their external environments.” TDFs
could cooperate with a range of stakeholders, including companies’ own employees, civil
society (Destler et al. 1987; Walker and Rea, 2014; Saner, 2019) and trade unions
(Brook, 2005). Coalitions with civil society in defence of openness can be very effective.
For example, in the solar panel anti-dumping debate in the EU, environmental NGOs
came out in support of the successful campaign against protection (Kolk and Curran,
2017). However, given that such coalitions are likely to be difficult and resource-
intensive to create, companies are only likely to choose this option in the case of a major
protectionist threat and clear common interests.

P4 — Where protectionist trade policy proposals counter to their own interests also risk
societal or environmental externalities, TDFs will increase their engagement with civil
society organisations, with a view to building coalitions around shared interests.

3 Exploring the propositions — approach and methodology

Research design: This paper seeks to expand our understanding of CPA in the trade arena
by exploring the above propositions in the context of TDFs in Europe. The focus is on
the period from the vote for Brexit in June 2016 to the end of 2019. This was a period
where several key mobilising events occurred — increased anti-trade rhetoric, but also
increased protectionism. We explore our propositions through a selected series of case
studies of these events, following the methodology for case study research described by
Yin (2017). Case studies are increasingly mobilised in research on business strategy
(Gibbert et al., 2008), where cross-case analysis can provide useful insights for theory
building (Eisenhardt, 1989). We explore four cases of threats which have varying levels
of relevance to our propositions. To explore variations in CPA — our units of analysis,
explained in more detail below — across these threats, we mobilise public data on CPA, as
well as interviews with representatives of different industrial sectors and policy makers.
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Case selection: We chose to analyse four cases representing different types of threats.
Although this is the minimum often quoted for a rigorous cross case comparison (in line
with Eisenhardt, 1989), keeping the number of cases to a minimum enabled us to provide
detailed data on each, while cross case analysis remained manageable. As noted by
Piekkari et al. (2009) multiple case studies often suffer from the inability to provide such
a ‘rich story’. The criteria for case selection were, firstly that there was a clear interest for
TDFs, in that they have a significant amount to lose and (occasionally win) depending on
the outcome. In order to explore how strategies were affected by different types of
threats, we sought to ensure variations in (a) the timescale of the threat (clear and present
danger, or potential, more long-term) (b) the variance in interests across different
sectors/companies and (c) the extent of common interests with transnational partners
and/or civil society, in terms of economic, employment or environmental impacts.

The cases we chose were: firstly, the general anti-trade rhetoric which was
widespread over the period; secondly the threat to the WTO from US inaction; thirdly,
the threat of new tariffs between the UK and the EU as a result of Brexit; and, finally, the
US Section 232 tariffs on steel and aluminium imposed in March 2018 and the EU’s
retaliatory safeguards. Table 1 provides a summary of the variation across the cases in
terms of their relevance to our propositions. For example, protectionist rhetoric was a
threat to all TDFs, but did not affect one sector more than another, at least not at first. On
the other hand, the Section 232 tariffs and the EU’s safeguards mainly affected steel and
aluminium producers (a relatively concentrated group) and users (a much more diverse

group).

Table 1 Variation in key characteristics across cases
. TDF . Variation in Transnational — Civil Society
Cases Timescale . impact across . .
interest interest interest
sectors

Protectionist Continuous, but High — Low Yes Low
Rhetoric increasing over potential

2016-19
Threat to December 2019 Medium — Low Yes Low
WTO (DSB ceases to  potential

function)
Brexit First deadline ~ High — real High Yes High

March 2019.

New deadline

Jan 2021.
Steel and March 2018 Medium — High Yes High
Aluminium onwards real
Tariffs

Source: Own elaboration.

Data collection and units of analysis: The methodology of this paper was constrained by
data availability. Unlike in the USA, data on EU company lobbying is difficult to obtain.
The quantitative analysis undertaken of the ‘financial incentives’ aspect of lobbying in
the USA (e.g. Bombardini and Trebbi, 2012; Gilligan, 1997; Madeira, 2016; Osgood,
2017) would therefore be very challenging in the EU context. We focus on the other two
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forms of lobbying identified by Hillman and Hitt (1999), that is, information and
constituency building. We adopt a mixed methods approach, combining quantitative and
qualitative data, a common means to triangulate findings (Piekkari et al., 2009).

Our quantitative data comes from the EU’s Transparency Register (TR),> where all
lobbyists must register in order to be able to meet key EU decision-makers — a key aspect
of informational CPA. We analysed the data provided by firms in the TR to get an
indication of their activity on trade policy issues. In addition, we analysed meetings with
high level officials in the European Commission, using a database collated from the TR
by Integrity Watch.® We analysed all meetings on trade policy with the Juncker
Commission (2014-2019), including those of the President and his cabinet, the head of
the Brexit Task Force (TF50), Michel Barnier and senior DG Trade officials. We
concentrated our analysis on the period since the Brexit referendum — 23rd June 2016 —
although we also analysed prior meetings for comparison.

To supplement this rather limited quantitative data, we also explore our propositions
qualitatively, through interviews and analyses of public documents. In order to secure
robust findings and widespread coverage, we triangulated several different data sources.
The authors conducted 26 semi-structured interviews with representatives of generic
trade associations, sectoral associations representing 80% of the EU’s goods trade,’
Trade Unions, and four European Commission officials, as well as an analyst from the
Think Tank, ECIPE (see Table Al in annex for details of interviews, as well as the
membership of the TAs). TAs included both those covering very concentrated sectors
like steel (Eurofer) and ‘peak associations’ which covered all industrial sectors, like
Business Europe (BE) and Amcham. Several informants were interviewed at different
points over the 2016-2020 period, enabling us to assess how strategies evolved in
response to political changes.

The key objective of the interviews was to establish the extent to which corporate
strategies identified in the theoretical and empirical literature were mobilised by EU
TDFs in the context of the four threats we studied. All interviews were undertaken in
English and transcribed directly, except with Euratex where they were in French and
transcribed into English by the authors.” We questioned interviewees on their activities
across our four units of analysis related to our propositions: their collective action; the
action of individual companies in their sector; their transnational activity; and their
cooperation with civil society.

Analytical approach: The responses to our interview questions and all public press
releases or statements by the organisations interviewed were analysed and the key
strategies described were hand-coded thematically (Saldafia, 2015). The codebook is
provided in annex in Table A2. We coded the CPA reported by our informants and their
public statements, first of all, by the nature of the action: collective [COLL], cooperation
between TAs [COLL +], individual [IND], transnational cooperation [TRANS] and that
with Civil Society [CS]). In terms of the distinction between COLL and COLL+, in
analysing our data, we noted that there were two types of collective action — that within a
given TA, which is part of their normal operations [COLL] and cooperative action
between two or more TAs, with common interests. We coded the latter as COLL+, as it is
both organisationally different to single TA action and more challenging to engineer, thus
indicative of higher levels of concern. We also coded the objective of the CPA according
to the specific threats (cases) addressed by the action and noted perceived inaction.
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Finally, we coded the perceptions of our interviewees of the reasons behind actions and
inaction. As all TAs interviewed were based in Brussels, their primary lobbying targets
were the European Commission and the Parliament.

4 Research findings

4.1 The context of CPA on trade policy over the period of study — findings
from the EU transparency register (TR)

In order to set the context for our study, we analysed publicly available data on lobbying
activity. Data extracted from the TR in October 2019 on firms’ priority areas of interest,
suggested that trade was not a major concern for most EU companies. Of the over 2400
individual firms which were registered in the database at that time, a search for those
which noted ‘trade’ as a policy interest turned up 723 results. However, many simply
included ‘trade’ in an exhaustive list of policy areas. A manual search through the
policies which firms actively followed, turned up 284 firms. Thus under 12% of
individual companies which lobby the EU report actively addressing trade policy in their
work. TDFs which noted trade as a policy interest but did not note any trade issues in the
key EU initiatives they followed, included Amazon and IKEA.

However, our analysis of meetings with high level officials in the European
Commission, provided a more nuanced picture. Individual firms were actually quite
active in meeting Commission officials in DG Trade and the Brexit Task Force (TF50)
over the period. Table 2 provides an overview of the extent to which the threats which we
study here were reported to be addressed in meetings. Unfortunately, most trade related
meetings list vague subjects like ‘key issues for trade policy’ or ‘trade priorities.’
However, some are more detailed. It is these that we analysed, coding them by subject,
depending on the declared theme of the meeting and the company/other entity. Meetings
with TF50 did not detail the exact subject, but we assumed that if discussions were
Brexit-related there was a trade policy element in the discussion.

Table 2 Trade and Brexit related meetings Juncker commission (post Brexit vote)
Nb. L . . US- EU
migs Protectionism Brexit China WTO tariffs  safeguards
Companies and groups 207 3 27 16 5 33 8
Trade and business 327 1 49 21 12 58 18
associations
NGOs 81 1 23 0 2 1 0
Professional consultancies 62 0 4 0 | 5 1
and law firms
Think tanks, research 45 0 32 0 0 2 0
nstitutions, universities
Trade unions and o 23 0 19 0 0 0 0
professional associations
Total 750 5 154 37 20 99 27

Source: Transparency Register; Integrity Watch and own analysis.
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It is notable that, as confirmed by our interview data, the president’s cabinet received
very few trade-related visitors. Most such meetings were with DG Trade, with the
exception of Brexit meetings, which were mainly with TF50. Overall, the figures indicate
that, while individual firms were less active than their TAs, they nevertheless had over
200 trade-related meetings with the Commission between June 2016 and November
2019. The key subjects discussed were relations with the USA and the 232 tariffs
(16% of meetings, plus 4% which discussed the EU’s safeguards) and Brexit (13%).
China also featured quite prominently (8%). TAs tended to focus on similar issues
— 18%, 15% and 6% of meetings respectively. Comparison with meetings prior to
Brexit/Trump indicate that the USA also loomed large, but mainly in the context of the
TTIP negotiations (20% of firm meetings and 29% of TAs). China was a bigger concern
for TAs in that period, with 18% of meetings addressing bilateral trade relations
(only 5% of firms).

The extent to which meetings post-Brexit covered general protectionism, or the threat
to the WTO, was minimal. The company which mentioned the WTO most often
(16 times in the 22 meetings they had over the period), was Airbus. Over the period the
company was the subject of a US-led dispute in WTO related to alleged state aid and
stood to lose significantly from a negative judgement. It seems unlikely, therefore, that
the meetings were concerned with the fragility of the DSB and indeed we did not code
them as such.

Overall, these data indicate that the more generic threats (protectionist rhetoric and
WTO) were not considered priority by either companies or TAs. When they met the
Commission, it was generally at a working level, to discuss specific threats to their
business (steel tariffs/retaliation and Brexit). The representatives of civil society mainly
requested meetings on Brexit. The other threats we study were largely absent from the
themes evoked, indicating a lack of concern on general protectionism or even specific
threats like US steel tariffs.

4.2 Findings from interviews and public statements

In this section, we highlight our findings from interviews and public statements/press
releases on our four propositions in relation to each of our case studies. The detailed data
is too extensive to report here but, in the interests of transparency and replication
(Gibbert et al, 2008), we provide our main findings in tables in the on-line annex, where
key interview findings are reported chronologically (see Tables A3 to A6).

Case 1: general anti-globalisation rhetoric

We questioned all our interviewees on their actions/inactions and perceptions on the
general protectionist threats and rhetoric which were common over the period. Our key
findings are presented in detail in Table A3 in the annex. Although most of our
interviewees indicated that their organisation was against protectionism and for open
trade, they had taken limited actions on this issue. In terms of public statements, Amfori
underlined its overall stance against protectionism in a statement on Brexit in March
2017; issued a statement when Trump was elected; and sponsored an interview of their
DG defending trade with the influential publication Politico. BE was part of the B20 and
B7 group of businesses which issued statements in parallel to G20 and G7 meetings
supporting trade openness. Finally, CEFIC’s trade director wrote a strong defence of
trade in a blog on their website in mid-2019 (Van Sloten, 2019). Overall, however action
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on this threat was ‘under the radar’ partly because of the difficulty in engaging with the
US administration (BE, ACEA).

Individual company action on protectionism was reported to be very limited. This
created quite a lot of frustration. Although most TAs concurred with EFPIA that
collective action ‘is what they [their members] pay us for’ (Author interview, January
2020), they also noted that such action was less effective when individual companies did
not actively support it. They conceded that part of the reason was that there were
differences within their membership, although many members were also too small to
have CPA capacity. However, there was also a perception that companies either didn’t
take the protectionist threat seriously, or considered that it would not create a competitive
disadvantage for their business.

Finally, several interviewees felt that lack of engagement was partly due to fear.
Corporate reputational damage has been identified as a risk for CPA on highly salient
issues (Bonardi and Keim, 2005) and there was a perception that trade had become such
an issue. As confirmed by research (Bauer, 2016), the debate on TTIP was considered to
have created a very toxic image around trade liberalisation in the EU and several
informants felt that this made companies loathe to talk out publicly. This is consistent
with the concept, highlighted by Tucker (2008), of TAs providing a ‘buffer zone’ on
controversial issues. TAs worked at committee level with member companies, but their
public stance was taken in their own name. Amcham reported that their members
occasional talked at key events and attended the annual meeting with MEPs in high
numbers. However, such meetings are mainly attended by trade-friendly audiences.

In terms of transnational action, several sectors (CEFIC, EFPIA, Amfori) report
working well with their partners in the USA and elsewhere to try to promote trade and
dialogue. Amcham and BE worked extensively with their US partners, organising events
and seeking to influence government and public thinking, although there was a lot of
frustration at the lack of receptivity. As a former EU official remarked ‘The White House
was pretty impervious to arguments’ (Author interview, June 2020). Most sectors
reported that they had worked well with their US counterparts on TTIP (see also Young,
2016), although contacts fell after it was shelved. In case of need, these relationships
were quickly rekindled. Such as when CEFIC was asked to make some propositions for
the revived US-EU talks. Most TAs reported relying on their US partners to pass
messages to the US administration. As ACEA remarked: ‘If the USA listens, it’s to their
own industry’ (Author interview, July 2019)

Finally, little common activity was reported with civil society. Although most TAs
could see an interest in such constituency building and would like to cooperate more
widely to counter protectionism, they perceived distrust towards them in civil society.
Prior common actions had been ‘a learning experience’ (Author interview, December
2018). The NGO we interviewed confirmed distrust, but also a willingness to engage
with the right type of companies. Common action and dialogue with Trade Unions were
both more institutionalised and more extensive. The Unions confirmed that they
cooperated with business when interests converged and that their approach to trade had
evolved positively.

Case 2: Threat to the WTO

In Table A4 in the annex we summarise our findings regarding the threat to the WTO.
Our interviews and analysis of public statements reveal that the threat from the USA was
a key concern. The WTO’s importance to MNEs has grown significantly in recent
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decades (Lawton et al., 2009). Officials, TAs and even the Trade Unions we interviewed,
expressed concern that the Trump administration could be an existential threat to an
institution they saw as a key bulwark against protectionism. In terms of public
statements, since 2017, BE underlined the importance of the WTO in reports and press
releases and put forward reform proposals. Amfori, Amcham and Orgalime also publicly
underlined their fears about the WTO in press releases, while in 2019, the latter, together
with other TAs including ACEA, CEFIC, EURATEX and EUROFER, published a report
on the future of EU industrial policy, in which the need to defend the WTO was
mentioned multiple times (Industry4Europe, 2019). In the aforementioned CEFIC
blogpost, the threat to the WTO was a key concern (Van Sloten, 2019).

Although TAs have been active in the WTO debate throughout the period, there was
little engagement by individual companies. Our interviewees linked this to the
observation highlighted above, that companies did not take the protectionist threat very
seriously. However, the threat was also considered to be rather intangible for companies.
Several interviewees, including Amcham and the former EU Embassy official, noted
that ‘not many firms have a good understanding of how it works in the WTO’ (Author
interview, November 2019) and that ‘/t’s too far away and too abstract’ (Author
interview, June 2020).

In terms of transnational action, BE issued press releases with the B20 underlining
their common concern about the WTO. In our interviews, they also confirmed that they
sought to cooperate with US TAs on this issue, but that this had been made difficult by
the latter’s internal divisions. Another interviewee suggested that this may be because
“Quite a number of [US] companies share [Trumps’] skepticism about the WTO
appellate body’ (Author interview, June 2020). In 2017, Amfori made a joint statement
with 14 other associations representing retailers and other TDFs from Asia and North
America calling for progress in the WTO and the preservation of the DSB (Amfori et al.,
2017). More recently, ACEA made a joint statement with their USA, Japanese and
Korean counterparts, “to express their concerns about the impending blockage of the
decision-making process in the [WTO] appellate body structure” (ACEA et al., 2019a).
Finally, none of our interviewees mentioned any activity with civil society in relation to
the threat to the WTO and we did not find any joint statements on the issue.

Case 3 — Brexit

Our findings from interviews and public statements on Brexit can be found in Table AS
in annex. Prior research has found that the business community was rather low profile
during the referendum debate (Morgan, 2016). Our findings indicate that TAs were also
not very active during the first 18 months after the vote. Although all the associations we
interviewed quickly understood the potential threat from the re-imposition of tariffs and
changes in the regulatory environment, the public statements we analysed indicated that
it was not until 2018, when a no-deal Brexit became a real possibility, that they stepped
up their political efforts. BE issued many press releases on the subject, particularly as the
first deadline loomed. They also collaborated with 12 sectoral TAs on a joint statement
warning of the consequences of a no-deal Brexit (CEFIC et al., 2018). On the sectoral
level, ACEA was also very active and issued many press releases underlining how
negative the impacts of Brexit would be for the auto sector. In several actions they
cooperated with the European Association of Automotive Suppliers (CLEPA) and
national UK associations, thus the whole supply chain of the automotive industry spoke
together against Brexit (ACEA et al., 2019b). Similar efforts were made in the healthcare
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sector, where the main association — EFPIA — allied with a range of sub-sectoral
associations to highlight threats (EFPIA et al., 2017).

In terms of action by individual companies we found that, even on Brexit, which was
a very clear and imminent threat, companies were slow to mobilise. In late 2017, Euratex
noted a continued lack of feedback from companies, while other interviewees also
mentioned relatively little engagement from individual firms. Some perceived this to be
because many, in particular SMEs, were unaware of the threat Brexit could pose. Others
suggested that companies were reluctant to talk out because of the polarisation of UK
politics and fear of being boycotted by customers (Author interview, June 2020). This is
consistent with the literature on reputational risk related to CPA on salient issues
(Bonardi and Keim, 2005). However, from mid-2018 onwards, several large EU
companies, including Airbus and BMW, did start to take a public stand against a
“hard Brexit” (BBC, 2018). BE sought to highlight the effects on SMEs by issuing a
report in 2017 on the negative impacts of a ‘hard’ Brexit on 11 anonymised companies
(Business Europe, 2017).

We did not find evidence of large-scale transnational activity beyond the current EU,
although Amcham reported working with Japanese industry on a common position on
post-Brexit customs (Author interview, November 2019). All of the TAs interviewed
were actively working with their UK equivalents to lobby their respective authorities to
ensure that the disruption from the transition was as limited as possible (e.g. CEFIC and
CIA, 2019; EFPIA et al., 2017). Such transnational collaboration was entirely natural, as
UK associations were members of these EU associations and indeed were likely to
remain so after Brexit.

In contrast to all other cases studied, constituency building with civil society
organisations on Brexit was extensive. Business worked together with the labour
movement on several joint statements to highlight the danger that a no-deal Brexit posed
to jobs (Business Europe, 2018; CBI & TUC, 2019). Other NGOs cooperated with
business on specific Brexit-related threats: shortage of medicines and the environmental
risks of exiting the EU’s REACH chemicals management system. On the former issue, a
coalition of TAs and patient NGOs cooperated throughout the process, presenting a
common front to governments (EFPIA et al., 2017). EFPIA underlined that, although
patients’ representatives and industry did not always agree, they clearly saw the interest
of working together on Brexit (Author interview, January 2020). On REACH, EU and
UK industry have worked with the European Environmental Bureau, an umbrella body
of 150 Environmental NGOs. They noted their common concerns in an open letter
(CEFIC et al., 2018).

Case 4 — steel and aluminium tariffs

The main findings from interviews which addressed the US tariffs on steel and
aluminium and the EU’s safeguards are reported in Table A6 in annex. A lot of collective
action was reported, which is consistent with the meetings detailed in the TR, reported in
Table 2. Although Amcham came out strongly against the US tariffs, much of the
collective action in the EU was against the safeguard measures that the EU instigated to
avoid trade deflection. Eurofer was very active in pushing for these safeguards. Their
information strategy was intensive. The Commission President’s cabinet reported that
they visited many times (a fact confirmed by the TR), although their key concern was
usually Chinese competition.
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The EU’s safeguards were directly against the interest of steel users’ (cars,
machinery). Their associations reported being very active, both collectively and
individually, arguing against them (confirmed in Table 2). BE reported that it was more
difficult for them to secure consensus, given the varied interest of their membership, thus
they made few public statements after the US-imposed tariffs. However, they reported
consistently arguing privately with policy makers against both the US tariffs and EU
retaliation. Although the TAs reported little individual company action, as we see from
Table 2, there were 33 Commission meetings with companies related to the tariffs, more
than on any other issue over the period.

In terms of transnational action, BE reported that divisions within US industry made
cooperation difficult. However, once tariffs were actually imposed, their US partners
became more active. In late 2017, they also reported that European companies were
trying to establish contacts in the US administration to influence the outcome. The
former senior EU Embassy official perceived more action by US firms dependent on EU
imports than by EU firms themselves. Having condemned the tariffs, Amcham
subsequently focused more on pushing a positive transatlantic agenda than seeking to roll
them back.

Several interviewees considered that transnational action by EU companies in the
USA would not have achieved much. Eurofer remarked: ‘What'’s the point? We do not go
for these games’ (Author interview, November 2019). Following tariffs, the latter did not
seek to create cross-regional coalitions against them, partly as they thought their most
likely ally would be Chinese industry, which was not a credible option. Indeed, the
only international coalitions they reported creating recently were against Chinese
overcapacity. For example, they signed a joint letter on China's steel reforms with eight
national and regional trade associations from Europe, North and South America in April
2015 (Eurofer et al., 2015).

In terms of civil society, the Trade Union interviewed indicated that they did not
support the US tariffs, or protectionism in general. Their key concern was overcapacity,
especially in China and they cooperated with industry against this, including through
public demonstrations. Nevertheless, in a statement on their website in 2018, they
underlined that workers were concerned about the USA’ unilateral action (IndustriAll,
2018). Both they and other interviewees like ACEA considered US Trade Unions to be
more protectionist and thus unlikely to cooperate.

5 Cross case comparison

In this paper we explore four propositions which emerge from the literature on likely
CPA activity by TDFs in response to recent trade protectionism. In this section, we draw
on our case studies to highlight the core conclusions which emerge from our cross-case
comparison. Table 3 provides an overview and summarises the key findings from the
cases discussed above. We have differentiated between cases where our different units of
analysis were observed, as well as those where they were not and the justifications
provided.
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Summary of key findings on nature of CPA and justification

Table 3
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Summary of key findings on nature of CPA and justification (continued)

Table 3
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In relation to propositions 1 and 2 on collective (COLL/COLL+) and individual (IND)
action, we find EU lobbying on protectionism has been far stronger at TA than at firm
level. Although individual companies were active behind the scenes, meeting the
Commission on issues of key interest (steel tariffs and Brexit), few have responded to the
general rise in trade protectionism by taking clear public positions in support of trade or
the WTO. TAs have been far more aware and mobilised, both on the general rise in
protectionism and the threat to WTO, as well as the specific threats of Brexit and metal
tariffs. Joint TA action was visible across the cases, but as is evident in Table 3, the most
intense cross-sectoral lobbying activity (COLL+) was seen in relation to Brexit.

It is significant that the TAs interviewed for this paper were overwhelmingly pro-
trade and did not report extensive disagreement within their membership. Such discord
might have been expected, given the high level of firm heterogeneity across the EU.
Generic TAs, while they acknowledged internal debates within their diverse membership,
consistently argued against protectionism. Thus, our research did not find support in the
EU for the proposition emerging from research in the USA (Gilligan, 1997; Madeira,
2016; Osgood, 2017), that involvement in GVCs has split industry interests, undermining
their capacity to present a common front and forcing individual companies to become
active. In as much as there was heterogeneity in the stance of EU industry, it manifested
itself more in inter-sectoral, than intra-sectoral differences. In particular, while the steel
sector focused on securing EU safeguards following US tariffs, steel-importing sectors
created extensive cross-sectoral coalitions against them (ACEA et al., 2018). This is not a
new phenomenon: import-competing and trade dependent industries have long argued
over the optimal level of trade protection (Kolk and Curran, 2017; Eckhardt, 2013).

The lack of individual action by EU TDFs was a concern for several interviewees
from both the policy making and advocacy communities, who felt that the lack of clear
responses to protectionism at firm level undermined the effectiveness of collective
lobbying. The key reasons proposed for inaction were lack of awareness, reputational
risks and the perceived ineffectiveness of lobbying for trade, especially in the USA. In as
much as we found evidence of company action it was in the context of the immediate and
specific threats from US tariffs and Brexit, where both individual companies and TAs
were active in lobbying the Commission.

In relation to our proposition 3, on transnational mobilisation (TRANS), we found
extensive evidence of cooperation with UK businesses in reaction to Brexit, as well as
efforts to mobilise with US industry against general rhetoric, the threat to the WTO and
metal tariffs. The former was based on long-standing partnership and was very
widespread. The latter was more difficult, although Amcham, by nature of its
membership, reported quite a lot of activity and other TAs continued to work with their
US partners, although largely ‘under the radar.” The reason for this low-profile approach
was related to the perceived ineffectiveness of lobbying abroad, especially with the
Trump administration. In addition, some TAs worked together with partner associations
in both the USA and other world regions to highlight the threat to the WTO (Amfori
et al., 2017; ACEA et al., 2019a). Overall, most transnational action exploited existing
partnerships and related to clear and present threats.

Finally, proposition 4 suggested that linkages with Civil Society (CS) could be
leveraged against protectionism through constituency building. In spite of the potential
advantages highlighted in the literature (Destler et al. 1987; Walker and Rea, 2014), our
research found limited evidence of such strategies across three of our cases. The
exception was Brexit, where Trade Unions were very active lobbying against a no-deal
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outcome and TAs allied with NGOs representing patients and environmental interests to
highlight specific Brexit-related threats. In terms of wider protectionism, although both
industry and NGOs’ saw the case for working together to mitigate its impacts on workers
or consumers, both sides also recognised the challenge of combining their different
agendas. From a public policy point of view, if such cooperative action is to be
encouraged, funding for joint projects may be necessary.

6 Conclusions, limitations and future research avenues

Overall, our analysis of four different cases of trade protectionism highlights that
companies and their TAs react differently to potential threats, depending on the likely
impacts on their business, especially compared to competitors. Active engagement was
particularly notable when threats represented a clear and present danger (Brexit, steel
tariffs), or would have differential effects across sectors (EU retaliation). Transnational
action was found to be most intense and public in the case of Brexit. Clearly long-
standing institutional links facilitate TA cooperation, as was also evident in the TTIP
negotiations (Young, 2016). European transnational CPA was not high profile in the
USA over the period of study, as it was perceived that the administration disregarded the
voices of foreign industry. In terms of cooperation with civil society, such activity was
mainly evident in the case of Brexit — where the scale of the threat and the breath of its
economic impact facilitated coalitions between TAs, organised labour and environmental
NGOs.

There are several important limitations in our research approach. Firstly, we seek to
shed light on firm strategies by interviewing TAs, rather than individual companies.
Initially we tried to interview companies recommended by the TAs, but they all declined
to be interviewed, either for lack of time, or because protectionism was not an issue of
concern. At that stage, we shifted our primary interview focus to TAs. This approach
enabled us to shed light on the activities of these important CPA actors, which have
attracted surprisingly limited academic attention (Tucker, 2008; Lawton et al., 2018). Our
research confirms the important role of TAs in creating buffer zones on salient issues
where firms face reputational risks from speaking out (Tucker, 2008; Bonardi and Keim,
2005).

Secondly, the difficulty in studying ‘inaction’. We note a lack of strong and
widespread company mobilisation against protectionist threats, yet understanding the
reasons for inaction is far harder than understanding those for action. Many of our
interviewees provided well-informed and quite consistent insights into the reasons behind
this failure to engage. Some attributed this to the ‘toxic’ public debate on TTIP, others to
the perception that only discriminatory protectionism would really mobilise firms.
However, these remain secondary perceptions and indeed several were puzzled by the
inaction of their member companies. As one respondent from Euratex remarked on the
lack of company engagement on Brexit: ‘Nothing. No one moves. To me it’s a bit of a
mystery’ (Author Interview, December 2017).

It could be that the threat from protectionism was not yet real and pressing enough in
the period of study to motivate many individual EU companies to engage in CPA or
support academic work on the issue. Now that protectionism has become a more
widespread element of the global economic landscape and has touched a larger number
of GVCs, we may witness more individual action. Indeed, some TAs reported a slight



The response of EU trade dependent firms to the globalisation backlash 301

increase in action over time. It may therefore prove easier to motivate companies to
engage in future research on this issue.

The need for such in-depth work on corporate and collective responses to
protectionism is a key avenue for future research which emerges from our work. In the
current context, where the COVID-19 pandemic has fostered extensive trade policy
interventions to protect local industry and supplies (Baldwin and Evenett, 2020; Curran
et al., 2021), the threat of protectionism remains very real. There is an urgent need for
greater understanding of how companies and their associations react to this threat, as well
as the relative effectiveness of different potential strategies. Ideally such research would
look at the CPA of companies facing anti-globalisation threats through interviews and/or
surveys which explore different industries, home countries and types of trade
dependence. We hope that, by mobilising cross case comparisons of CPA on this issue in
the EU context, this paper can lay the foundations for such future work.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the special issue editors and the two anonymous reviewers for
their detailed and constructive criticism and support for the development of this paper.
Any remaining errors are our own. We would also like to dedicate this paper to Isabelle
Weiler of Euratex, who passed away in February 2020. She provided helpful input to this
and previous research. Her expertise and positive engagement will be greatly missed
within the trade policy community.

References

ACEA et al. (2018) Imposition of Steel Safeguard Measures not in Europe’s Interest, Say
Downstream Users, European Automobile Manufacturers’ Association, Press Release
26/06/2018 Brussels.

ACEA et al. (2019a) Global Auto Manufacturers Call for Resolution of WTO Impasse, European
Automobile Manufacturers’ Association, Press release 10/12/2019, Brussels.

ACEA et al. (2019b) EU Automotive Leaders Unite to Say “No” to ‘no Deal’ Brexit, European
Automobile Manufacturers’ Association, Press Release 23/09/2019, Brussels.

Amfori et al. (2017) Joint Statement by Business Associations Worldwide, Inject Fresh Momentum
for Trade and Development, WTO MC11, Press Release, 8th December.

Baggs, J. and Brander, J.A. (2006) ‘Trade liberalization, profitability, and financial leverage’,
Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 37, No. 2, pp.196-211.

Baldwin, R. and Evenett, S.J. (2020) Covid-19 and Trade Policy: Why Turning Inward Won't
Work, 29 April. Vox.eu

Barrientos, S. and Smith, S. (2007) ‘Do workers benefit from ethical trade? Assessing codes
of labour practice in global production systems’, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 28, No. 4,
pp.713-729.

Bauer, M. (2016) Manufacturing Discontent: The Rise to Power of Anti-TTIP Groups, European
Centre for International Political Economy, ECIPE Occasional Paper 2/2016. Brussels.

BBC (2018) BMW joins Airbus in Brexit warning, BBC, 22 June. Available online at:
https://www.bbc.com/news/business-44582831 (accessed on 25 July 2018).

Boer, M.D., Hausmann, N., Mendelberg, M. and Stammbach, D. (2019) ‘Cameron’s pre-Brexit
settlement for the UK within the European Union: failure or missed opportunity?’, European
Journal of International Management, Vol. 13, No. 5, pp.662—677.



302 L. Curran and J. Eckhardt

Bombardini, M. and Trebbi, F. (2012) ‘Competition and political organization: together or alone in
lobbying for trade policy?’, Journal of International Economics, Vol. 87, No. 1, pp.18-26.

Bonardi, J-P and Keim, G. (2005) ‘Corporate political strategies for widely salient issues’,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 30, No. 3, pp.555-576.

Brook, D.A. (2005) ‘Meta-strategic lobbying: the 1998 steel imports case’, Business and Politics,
Vol. 7, No. 1, pp.1-24.

Business Europe (2017) Consequences of a Cliff-Edge Brexit — Company Examples, Business
Europe, Brussels.

Business Europe (2018) Union and Business Leaders Issue Joint Appeal for Urgent Progress in
Brexit Negotiations, Business Europe, Brussels.

Butzbach, O., Fuller, D.B. and Schnyder, G. (2020) ‘Manufacturing discontent: national
institutions, multinational firm strategies, and anti-globalization backlash in advanced
economies’, Global Strategy Journal, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp.67-93.

CBI & TUC (2019) CBI and TUC call on prime minister to change Brexit approach.
http://www.cbi.org.uk/news/cbi-tuc-call-on-prime-minister-to-change-brexit-approach/
(accessed on 28 March 2019).

CEFIC and CIA (2019) EU and UK business: No deal Brexit is a no-win outcome that must be
avoided, Joint Press Release, The European Chemical Industry Council (Cefic), Brussels.

CEFIC et al (2018) Chemical Industry and NGOs Call On The EU Heads of State to Allow The UK
To Remain within REACH Post-Brexit. 16/10/18, The European Chemical Industry Council
(Cefic), Brussels.

Curran, L. and Eckhardt, J. (2017) ‘Smoke screen? The globalization of production, transnational
lobbying and the international political economy of plain tobacco packaging’, Review of
International Political Economy, Vol. 24, No. 1, pp.87-118.

Curran, L. and Eckhardt, J. (2018) ‘Influencing trade policy in a multi-level system —
understanding corporate political activity in the context of global value chains and regime
complexity.” Business and Politics, Vol. 20, No. 1, pp.132—-164.

Curran, L. and Eckhardt, J. (2020) ‘Mobilizing against the anti-globalization backlash:
an integrated framework for corporate non-market strategy’, Business and Politics, Vol. 22,
No. 4, pp.612-638.

Curran, L., Eckhardt, J. and Lee, J (2021) ‘The trade policy response to COVID-19 and its
implications for international business’, Critical Perspectives on International Business.
Forthcoming. Doi: 10.1108/cpoib-05-2020-0041.

Destler, .M., Odell, J.S. and Elliott, K.A. (1987) Anti-Protection: Changing Forces in United
States Trade Politics, Institute for International Economics, Washington, DC.

Eckhardt, J. (2013) ‘EU unilateral trade policy-making: what role for import-dependent firms?’,
Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 51, No. 6, pp.989-1005.

Eckhardt, J. and de Biévre, D. (2015) ‘Boomerangs over lac leman: transnational lobbying and
foreign venue shopping in WTO dispute settlement’, World Trade Review, Vol. 14, No. 3,
pp-507-530.

Eder, F. (2020) POLITICO Brussels Playbook: Baltics business — ‘Strategic autonomy’ — Village
voice (of corona), 28th September. Available online at: https://www.politico.eu/
newsletter/brussels-playbook/politico-brussels-playbook-baltics-business-strategic-autonomy-
village-voice-of-corona/ (accessed on 28th September 2020).

EFPIA (2017) United Kingdom Exit from the European Union: Life Science Industry Coalition
Position Paper, European Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and Associations, Brussels.

Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989) ‘Building theories from case study research’, Academy of Management
Review, Vol. 14, No. 4, pp.532-550.

Eurofer et al. (2015) Regional Steel Trade Groups Say China’s New Steel Policy “Lacks True
Market-Based Reforms”, Press Release, Eurofer, Brussels.



The response of EU trade dependent firms to the globalisation backlash 303

Gibbert, M. Ruigrok, W. and Wicki, B. (2008) “What passes for a rigorous case study?’, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 29, pp.1465-1474.

Gilligan, M.J. (1997) ‘Lobbying as a private good with intra-industry trade’, International Studies
Quarterly, Vol. 41, No. 3, pp.455-474.

Hillman, A.J. and Hitt, M.A. (1999) ‘Corporate political strategy formulation: a model of approach,
participation, and strategy decisions’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 24, pp.825-842.

Hobolt, S.B. (2016) ‘The Brexit vote: a divided nation, a divided continent’, Journal of European
Public Policy, Vol. 23, No. 9, pp.1259-1277.

ICC (2017) Global Trade Finance Survey, International Chamber of Commerce, Geneva.
ICC (2020) Global Survey on Trade Finance, International Chamber of Commerce, Geneva.

IndustriAll (2018) OECD Steel Committee: Trade conflict, overcapacity dominate discussions.
Available online at: http://www.industriall-union.org/oecd-steel-committee-trade-conflict-
overcapacity-dominate-discussions (accessed on 19th September).

Industry4Europe (2019) A Long-Term Strategy for Europe’s Industrial Future, Industry4Europe,
Brussels.

Irwin, D. A. (2020) Free Trade under Fire, 5th ed., Princeton University Press, Princeton.

Jean, S. Martin, P. and Sapir, A. (2018) ‘International trade under attack: what strategy for
Europe?’, Policy Contribution, Vol. 12, Bruegel, Brussels.

Kinderman, D (2020) ‘German business mobilization against right-wing populism’, Politics and
Society, Forthcoming. Doi: 10.1177/0032329220957153.

Kolk, A. and Curran, L. (2017) ‘Contesting a place in the sun: on ideologies in foreign markets and
liabilities of origin’, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 142, No. 4, pp.697-717.

Lawton, T., Lindeque, J. and McGuire, S. (2009) ‘Multilateralism and the multinational enterprise’,
Business and Politics, Vol. 11, No. 2.

Lawton, T., Rajwani, T. and Minto, A. (2018) ‘Why trade associations matter: exploring function,
meaning, and influence’, Journal of Management Inquiry, Vol. 27, No. 1, pp.5-9.

Lindeque, J.P. and McGuire, S.M. (2010) ‘Non-market capabilities and the prosecution of trade
remedy cases in the United States’, Journal of World Trade, Vol. 4, pp.903-930.

Madeira, M.A. (2016) ‘New trade, new politics: intra-industry trade and domestic political
coalitions’, Review of International Political Economy, Vol. 23, No. 4, pp.677-711.

Mayer, T and Ottaviano, G. (2008) ‘The happy few: the internationalisation of European firms:
new facts based on firm-level evidence’, Intereconomics, Vol. 43, pp.135-148.

McGee, P. (2019) ‘European auto shares fall after Trump’s tariffs threat’, Financial Times, Vol. 6.
Available online at: https://www.ft.com/content/32d1c408-6fde-11e9-bbfb-5¢68069tbd15
(accessed on 24 February 2020).

McGuire, S. Lindeque, J and Suder, G. (2012) ‘Learning and lobbying: emerging market firms
and corporate political activity in Europe’, European Journal of International Management,
Vol. 6, No. 3, pp.342-362.

Morgan, G. (2016) ‘Brexit and the elites: the elite versus the people or the fracturing of the British
business elites’, Socio-Economic Review, Vol. 14, No. 4, pp.825-829.

Osgood, I. (2017) ‘Industrial fragmentation over trade: the role of variation in global engagement’,
International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 61, No. 3, pp.642—659.

Piekkari, R., Welch, C. and Paavilainen, E. (2009) ‘The case study as disciplinary convention:

evidence from international business journals’, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 12,
No. 3, pp.567-589.

Proctor, K. (2019) ‘Michael Gove fails to rule out no-deal Brexit’, The Guardian, Vol. 17.
Available online at: https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2019/dec/17/michael-gove-fails-to-
rule-out-no-deal-brexit (accessed on 21 February 2020).

Rodrik, D. (2018) ‘Populism and the economics of globalization’, Journal of International
Business Policy, Vol. 1, Nos. 1/2, pp.12-33.



304 L. Curran and J. Eckhardt

Saldafia, J. (2015) The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, Sage.

Saner, R. (2019) ‘Business diplomacy and international strategic alliances’, Furopean Journal of
International Management, Vol. 13, No. 5, pp.588-595.

Solis, M. (2013) ‘Business advocacy in Asian PTAs: a model of selective corporate lobbying with
evidence from Japan’, Business and Politics, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp.87-116.

Stone, J. (2017) ‘Leaving single market may be ‘biggest act of protectionism in history’:
George  Osborne  warns’,  Independent,  Vol. 28.  Available online at:
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/george-osborne-single-market-brexit-
immigration-theresa-may-a7603391.html (accessed on 21 February 2020).

Tucker, A. (2008) ‘Trade associations as industry reputation agents: a model of reputational trust’,
Business and Politics, Vol. 10, No. 1.

Van Sloten, R. (2019) Is 2019 becoming an annus horribilis for trade? https://cefic.org/media-
corner/newsroom/is-2019-becoming-an-annus-horribilis-for-trade/ (accessed on 1st October
2019).

Walker, E.T. (2012) ‘Putting a face on the issue: corporate stakeholder mobilization in professional
grassroots lobbying campaigns’, Business and Society, Vol. 51, No. 4, pp.561-601.

Walker, E.T. and Rea, C.M (2014) ‘The political mobilization of firms and industries’, Annual
Review of Sociology, Vol. 40, pp.281-304.

Walker, S. (2019) Far Right Surge Ends in a Ripple, The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2019/may/27/european-elections-far-right-surge-ends-in-a-ripple (accessed on
24 February 2020).

Welch, C. and Piekkari, R. (2006) ‘Crossing language boundaries: qualitative interviewing in
international business’, Management International Review, Vol. 46, No. 4, pp.417-437.

Williams, A. (2020) ‘Joe Biden to remain tough on trade while re-embracing partners’, Financial
Times, 16 November. Available online at: https://www.ft.com/content/c4elc0e3-ba5b-46f8-
87c7-9a56ca7alala (accessed on 15th December 2020).

Yin, R.K. (2017) Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 6th Edition, Sage, London, UK.

Young, A.R. (2016) ‘Not your parents’ trade politics: the transatlantic trade and
investment partnership negotiations’, Review of International Political Economy, Vol. 23,
No. 3, pp.345-378.

Notes

1 https://ustr.gov/issue-areas/enforcement/section-301-investigations/record-section-301-
investigation/section-301

https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public’/homePage.do?redir=false&locale=en

3 We are grateful to Integrity Watch for facilitating this analysis by providing us with the raw
data from their on-line database. Available online at: https://www.integritywatch.eu

4 Interviews were conducted with trade associations representing all EU industry, US industry
in Europe and EU importers. The sectoral trade associations interviewed (machinery,
automobiles, chemicals, pharmaceuticals, clothing and textiles) represent over 80% of the
EU’s non-energy trade. The latter was calculated on the basis of average imports and exports
in dollars over the 2015-2018 period, excluding HS 27 — oil and gas, which has a very
particular supply and demand structure, as well as large variations in prices.

5 In line with many IB researchers, we considered that the use of the interviewee’s native

language created a better rapport and enabled them to express themselves more easily (Welch
and Piekkari, 2006).
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Interviews undertaken for the project (continued)
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Codebook used to analyse interviews and public statements
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Codebook used to analyse interviews and public statements (continued)

Table A2
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Findings on general anti trade rhetoric
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Findings on general anti trade rhetoric (continued)

Table A3
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Findings on general anti trade rhetoric (continued)
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