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ABSTRACT
This article reexamines the debate between harmonization of social laws and regulatory competition
in the EU. The recent case-law of the European Court of Justice allows companies to provide services
across the EU from the member State of their choice, with only limited possibilities for the host State
to impose compliance with certain standards that go beyond the minimum provisions listed in the 1996
Posted Workers Directive. This, combined with the enlargement of the EU, has given rise to renewed
fears about ‘social dumping’ in the EU, and it has shed doubt about the optimistic view that the EU
member States would progressively converge towards higher social standards. This article discusses
the plausibility of the ‘race to the bottom’ scenario in this context. It seeks to move beyond the usual
dichotomy opposing de-regulation at domestic level to re-regulation at EU level. Instead, it shows that
mechanisms allowing for an improved monitoring of the EU member States' behavior and for learning
across jurisdictions could constitute a more promising avenue, provided certain institutional
conditions are created.
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Regulatory Competition. - Social dumping. - Mutual trust. - Posted Workers.

4

Transborder Provision of Services and Social Dumping :
Rights-based Mutual Trust in the Establishment of the Internal Market
Olivier De Schutter*

I. Introduction
European economic integration was perhaps the clearest expression of what J. G. Ruggie
retrospectively referred to as the ‘embedded liberalism’ characteristic of the post-World War II
international economic order.1 In this order, the reduction or elimination of trade barriers between
modern Welfare States should serve to enhance the redistributive capabilities of each State vis-à-vis its
own citizens, thus leading the regulatory State at domestic level to complement trade liberalization at
international level : the gains from trade should benefit the Welfare State, just like the Welfare State
should protect the losers from international trade, thus ensuring that international trade remains a
politically desirable option.
This however presupposed that the Welfare State should not be obliged to renounce its regulatory
functions under the pressure of trade liberalization. And it also assumed that in their domestic policies,
States are not primarily motivated by the need to improve their international competitiveness – that
they are not mutating from Welfare States to ‘national competitive States’, to use the concept of J.
Hirsch.2 However, since the early stages of European integration, fears have been expressed that the
lowering of barriers to trade and the free movement of capital within the EU, in addition to creating
efficiency gains, also may create incentives for the EU Member States to adopt legislation or policies
that are considered desirable in order to benefit the most from the opportunities created by market
integration or in order, at least, not to be put at a disadvantage as a result of such integration. This, it
has been argued, may operate at the detriment of workers, particularly the least qualified, since these
are much less mobile than capital. Indeed, calls for more social Europe have been primarily motivated
by this risk of ‘social dumping’, in the presence of the strong diversity of social protection legislations
across the Member States and in the absence of a binding ‘floor of rights’.3
This debate has been revived in recent years, particularly as the result of the enlargement of 2004. It
has been lively particularly in the area of trade in services. Central to the debate has been the question
whether the EU Member States can trust each other’s legislation insofar as it relates to the protection
of workers, or whether limits should be imposed to the principle of mutual recognition of domestic
legislation in order to avoid the scenario of a ‘race to the bottom’ from materializing in the area of
social standards. In revisiting the debate, this chapter argues in favour of a much more contextualized
approach, taking into account the modalities of preference-formation at domestic level. Since the
question of ‘trust’ between member States depends, ultimately, on how trade unions and employers’
organisations influence national policy-making, and whether or not preference-setting at that level is
hostage to the requirements of competitiveness in the internal market, it is only by focusing the
attention on those decision-making processes that the question of trust may be addressed. In the
context of transborder provision of services, trust may travel in both directions : it may be seen as
referring not only to the trust in the regulation of the service provider by its home State, but also to the
trust in the fact that regulation in the receiving State is animated by the purpose of improving the
*
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situation of workers – including posted workers –, rather than by protectionist motives. Which of these
two competing understandings of trust should prevail in any particular case should depend, ultimately,
on process-based considerations, related to the quality of democratic decision-making in the respective
jurisdictions concerned.
This chapter recalls the stages of the debate on the protection of social rights in the transborder
provision of services (II). It then examines whether the fears of ‘regulatory competition’ in this area
are justified (III), and what the notion of trust may contribute to the discussion (IV). It concludes by a
call for moving beyond the de-regulation / re-regulation debate by refocusing our attention to the
empowerment of actors at the national level. Our alternative is not between the ‘race to the bottom’
and a chimerical European Welfare State : it is between taking the institutions as they are or
transforming them to ensure that they contribute to social progress (V).
II. The provision of services and labour rights : stages of progress towards regulatory
competition
1. Stage One : Before the Posted Workers Directive
Much of this story is well known, and it can be summarized briefly. In the Rush Portuguesa Case
which it decided in 1990, the European Court of Justice took the view that the provisions of the EEC
Treaty relating to free provision of services precluded France from prohibiting a person providing
services established in another Member State from moving freely on its territory with all his staff, or
from making the movement of staff in question subject to restrictions such as a condition as to
engagement in situ or an obligation to obtain a work permit. ‘To impose such conditions on the person
providing services established in another Member State’, the Court noted, ‘discriminates against that
person in relation to his competitors established in the host country who are able to use their own staff
without restrictions, and moreover affects his ability to provide the service’.4 This meant that the local
workforce could not be protected from foreign competition through the imposition of restrictive
immigration rules. However, the Court added, ‘in response to the concern expressed in this connection
by the French Government’, that ‘Community law does not preclude Member States from extending
their legislation, or collective labour agreements entered into by both sides of industry, to any person
who is employed, even temporarily, within their territory, no matter in which country the employer is
established; nor does Community law prohibit Member States from enforcing those rules by
appropriate means’.5
The judgment was the source of considerable legal uncertainty at the time it was delivered, for it did
not make clear which of the laws of the host Member State the service provider established in another
Member State should comply with, or which instead, affecting the ability of the service provider to
provide the service, should be considered as an obstacle to the freedom to provide services, and thus
potentially in violation of European Community law. Under one interpretation, all rules imposing
burdens on service providers established in other Member States when they already comply with
comparable rules in their country of origin should be considered as de facto discriminatory (since they
impose a double burden on foreign service providers) and therefore as prohibited under Community
law. For example, where service providers already pay social security contributions for the same
periods of employment and for the same workers in their home State, they should not have to pay
social security contributions in the host State in which they post workers to perform a service, even
where this would compensate for the fact that they do not comply with the legislation on minimum
wage in the host State.6
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Under another interpretation, certain rules applicable to employment relations in the host State are
‘mandatory’ in nature, and due to their particular importance, they should be complied with even by
the service providers established in another Member State. This latter interpretation would be
consistent with the 1980 Rome Convention on the Law Applicable to Contractual Obligations7 which,
although it provides that a contract of employment in principle will be governed by the law of the
country where the worker habitually carries out the work (i.e., the home State) (Art. 6(2)), nevertheless
provides that ‘mandatory rules’ should be complied with in the host State (Art. 7). But the Rome
Convention did not specify which rules could thus be considered mandatory, and neither Rush
Portguesa, nor the other judgments adopted by the European Court of Justice in this area, seemed to
provide for such specification.
2. Stage Two : The 1996 Posted Workers Directive
Following the Rush Portuguesa decision, negotiations began on what would become the Posted
Workers Directive, finally adopted in 1996.8 The Posted Workers Directive imposes an obligation on
the host Member State to ensure at a minimum that service providers established in another Member
State comply with the rules pertaining to (a) maximum work periods and minimum rest periods; (b)
minimum paid annual holidays; (c) the minimum rates of pay, including overtime rates, but excluding
supplementary occupational retirement pension schemes; (d) the conditions of hiring-out of workers,
in particular the supply of workers by temporary employment undertakings; (e) health, safety and
hygiene at work; (f) protective measures with regard to the terms and conditions of employment of
pregnant women or women who have recently given birth, of children and of young people; and (g)
equality of treatment between men and women and other provisions on non-discrimination (Art. 3(1)).
In principle, in order to be imposed on the service provider established abroad, the rules relating to
these areas should be stipulated by law, regulation or administrative provision. But the Directive
provides that, as regards the construction sector, they may also be contained in collective agreements
or arbitration awards which have been ‘declared universally applicable’.9
The difficulties of interpretation of the Posted Workers Directive stem from the fact that it seeks to
pursue, simultaneously, three quite different objectives. On its surface, it aims at facilitating the
transnational provision of services, by clarifying the labour legislation applicable to the employment
relationship between the service provider and the workers she posts temporarily in another Member
State for the duration of the service provided. It is in order to provide this clarity that the Directive
specifies under which conditions the regulations applicable to employment relationships in the host
Member State may be imposed on the service provider established in another State, defining strictly,
for instance, which collective agreements may have to be complied with by that service provider.
But a second and no less important objective of the Directive was to protect workers’ rights. The
workers concerned fall in two categories. The local workforce, established in the host Member State,
should be protected from the risks of ‘unfair competition’, by competitors operating under a regulatory
framework less protective of workers’ rights and therefore less costly to comply with.10 And the
posted workers themselves should be protected against the risks which would be entailed by an
employment relationship being entirely regulated by the country of establishment, a regime which
could be easily abused by unscrupulous employers tempted to resort to ‘social dumping’. This
explains why the Directive imposes an obligation on States to guarantee a core set of rules to posted
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workers : Article 3(1) of the Directive provides that the host Member State ‘shall ensure’ that these
rules are effectively applied.
Finally – and this is a third objective, distinct from the two others –, the Directive sought to protect the
Member States themselves, in their regulatory capacity, allowing them to go beyond the minimum
protection they should ensure. The Directive states in its Preamble that ‘the mandatory rules for
minimum protection in force in the host country must not prevent the application of terms and
conditions of employment which are more favourable to workers’ (Recital 17), an autorisation
reiterated in Article 2(7). Since it would not be acceptable for a legislative instrument to derogate from
the obligations of the EU Member States under the EC Treaty, this provision should not be seen as
exempting the Member States from having to comply with the requirements free provision of services
(now under Article 56 TFEU (ex-Art. 49 EC)). But it does imply that, provided it is not discriminatory
and does not impose a disproportionate restriction to the provision of services (as would be the case if
the posted workers were already protected under legislation ‘equivalent in substance’ in the Member
State of establishment), the host State may impose compliance with its domestic legislation to the
relationship between the posted workers and their employer.
In sum, it would seem consistent with these three objectives to interpret the Posted Workers Directive
as clarifying the law applicable to posted workers in a transnational provision of services (a) by
imposing on the host Member State to extend to posted workers a core set of rules applicable to the
workers employed locally ; and (b) by allowing the host Member State to extend its protection beyond
that minimum, unless this represents a discriminatory or disproportionate interference with the
freedom to provide services, as recognized now under Article 56 TFEU. In line with the case-law of
the European Court of Justice based on that provision of the Treaty, the host Member State would be
considered to impose a disproportionate restriction to the freedom to provide services if the protection
it intends to grant to workers already is already ensured by an equivalent legislation in the Member
State of establishment.
3. Stage Three : The debate on the Directive on services in the internal market
The 2004 proposal for a Directive on services in the internal market
It is precisely this balance which the initial proposal of the European Commission for a Directive on
services in the internal market, in the form in which it was proposed in January 2004 as part of a
package of measures to encourage growth and improve competitiveness in the EU,11 created a risk of
disrupting. The ‘country of origin principle’ was at the core of the directive. This principle, which
specific, sectoral directives had already relied upon,12 would have ensured that a service provider
wanting to supply services to clients in another Member State would in general be subject only to the
rules and regulations of the Member State where it is established. The country of origin principle was
defined in the proposal of the Commission as implying that ‘Member States shall ensure that providers
are subject only to the national provisions of their Member State of origin which fall within the
coordinated field [i.e., which concern any requirement applicable to access to service activities or to
the exercise thereof]’ (Art. 16(1), al. 1). This principle was to cover all national provisions relating to
access to and the exercise of a service activity, ‘in particular those requirements governing the
behaviour of the provider, the quality or content of the service, advertising, contracts and the
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provider's liability’ (Art. 16(1), al. 2). As stated in the extended impact assessment accompanying the
proposal :
The barriers affecting the freedom to provide services require mainly that Member States refrain
from applying their own rules and regulations to incoming services from other Member States
and from supervising and controlling them. Instead they should rely on control by the
authorities in the country of origin of the service provider. This would remove the legal
uncertainty and costs resulting from the application of a multitude of different rules and control
measures to which cross-border service providers are currently subject.13
The impact assessment stated, rather candidly, that ‘this means that Member States must have trust
and confidence in each other’s legal systems and control measures’.
Although the generalization of the country of origin principle went beyond the existing case-law of the
European Court of Justice,14 it was presented as fully preserving the Community acquis in the area of
the posting of workers. Indeed, Article 17 of the proposed Directive stated that the country of origin
principle did not apply to matters covered by Directive 96/71/EC. And, while Article 24 of the
proposal for a directive on internal services in the internal market contained ‘specific provisions on the
posting of workers’, it did seem to preserve the full integrity of the system established by the Posted
Workers Directive : it merely stated that the Member State of posting should in principle ‘carry out in
its territory the checks, inspections and investigations necessary to ensure compliance with the
employment and working conditions applicable under Directive 96/71/EC’, the imposition of certain
types of obligations being excluded ; and that the Member State of origin of the service provider
should ensure that both its authorities and those of the Member State of posting receive the
information necessary to ensure full compliance with the legal requirements imposed on the service
provider.
There was a clear risk however that the principle of the country of origin would in fact entirely reverse
the system of the Posted Workers Directive. In this Directive, the list of rules contained in Article 3(1)
of the Directives constitutes a minimum protection the host State is obliged to provide. Once the
Posted Workers Directive becomes a derogation to the principle of the country of origin, these rules
come to define instead the maximum degree of protection a State may offer : while the matters
‘covered’ by the Posted Workers Directive, as listed in Article 3(1) of this instrument, were ‘excluded’
from the application of the principle of the country of origin principle (Art. 17 (5)), all the other
aspects of the employment contract were to be regulated by the law of the State of establishment rather
than by the law of the host State. Although the proposal of the Commission did provide for the
possibility of certain case-by-case derogations to the principle of country of origin (Art. 19), none of
them was really relevant to the protection of posted workers, and the derogations seem to be premised,
rather, on the need to ensure an adequate protection of the recipient of services, rather than of those
working for the service providers themselves. For some observers, this opened the way to social
dumping, if we understand by this expression the choice of employers to work under a set of rules
aimed at the protection of workers which allows them to be more cost-effective than potential
competitors operating on the same market.15 The timing was particularly ill-chosen. The proposal was
presented only weeks before the enlargement to ten new Member States. There were strong fears that
the protection of workers was significantly weaker in those countries, giving the employers in those
13
Extended impact assessment of proposal for a Directive on services in the internal market, SEC(2004) 21, 13.1.2004, pp.
23-24.
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countries an unfair advantage in the internal market if they were authorized to provide services
following the regulations imposed on them in the State of establishment only, with the exception of a
minimum set of rules imposed by the State of posting in the areas listed in Article 3(1) of the Posting
Workers Directive.16
Both the European Economic and Social Committee17 and the European Parliament reacted with
hostility to the proposal. In a resolution of 16 February 2006,18 the Parliament proposed to replace the
principle of the country of origin by a reaffirmation of the freedom to provide services, implying that
no restriction to that freedom shall be allowed which does not comply with the principles of nondiscrimination, necessity, and proportionality (Art. 17(1)). It also proposed to explicitly state the
primacy of Directive 96/71/EC over the Directive on services in the internal market (Art 3(1)), and the
insertion of a provision recognizing that the provisions of this latter directive on the freedom to
provide services ‘do not prevent the Member State to which the provider moves from imposing
requirements with regard to the provision of a service activity, where they are justified for reasons of
public policy, public security, environmental protection and public health. Nor do they prevent
Member States from applying, in conformity with Community law, their rules on employment
conditions, including those laid down in collective agreements’ (Art. 17(3)). In sum, rather than the
revolution proposed by the European Commission through the country of origin principle, the
Parliament proposed to reaffirm the case-law of the European Court of Justice, and to facilitate the
exercise of the freedom to provide services by a series of measures which the initial proposal of the
Commission already contained (such as the establishment of single points of contact or administrative
cooperation between the authorities of the State of establishment and those of the State where the
service is provided).
The 2006 Directive on services in the internal market
The new proposal that the European Commission put forward in April 2006 took into account these
concerns. Directive 2006/123/EC of 12 December 2006 on services in the internal market,19 adopted
on the basis of this proposal, explicitly states that it does not affect the Posted Workers Directive, and
that therefore it ‘should not prevent Member States from applying terms and conditions of
employment on matters other than those listed in Article 3(1) of Directive 96/71/EC on grounds of
public policy’ (Recital 86). Indeed, the Directive should not affect labour law applied in accordance
with national and Community law (Article 1(6)), and as proposed by the Parliament, the primacy of
Directive 96/71/EC is explicitly affirmed (Article 3(1)(a)). Although it contains a number of rules on
administrative simplication, which aim to facilitate the exercise of freedom to provide services, the
country of origin principle has disappeared : instead, as proposed by the Parliament, the principle of
free provision of services is reaffirmed, which implies that any restrictions are allowable only insofar
as they comply with the principles of non-discrimination, necessity and proportionality (Art. 17).
4. Stage Four : the judicial imposition of regulatory competition
The recent case-law of the European Court of Justice threatens to re-establish exactly the regime that
the European legislator, after a fierce battle in 2004-2005, had decided not to set up. In Laval,20 the
Court was asked by the Swedish Labor Court to deliver a preliminary ruling in a case opposing a
Latvian contractor, Laval un Partneri Ltd., to a Swedish trade union. A subsidiary company to Laval
intended to use Latvian posted workers on a construction site in the town of Vaxholm, for the
renovation and extension of school premises. It intended to pay these workers less than the minimum
16
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amount stipulated in a collective agreement concluded between, on the one hand, the Swedish building
and public works trade union, in its capacity as the central organisation representing building workers,
and the central organisation for employers in the construction sector (Sveriges Byggindustrier). This
collective agreement imposed a number of pecuniary obligations on the employers, including on the
hourly wage and other matters referred to in Article 3(1), first subparagraph, (a) to (g) of Directive
96/71 (such as working time and annual leave), which went beyond those set out in the applicable
Swedish legislation ; some of them related to matters not referred to in that article. Agreeing to the
terms of this collective agreement would have extended the same obligations to Laval. However,
Laval had signed, on 14 September and 20 October 2004, in Latvia, collective agreements with the
Latvian building sector’s trade union, of which 65% of its workers were members. None of the
members of the Swedish trade unions parties to the collective agreement concluded with the Sveriges
Byggindustrier were employed by Laval. Laval therefore considered that it should not conclude
another, separate collective agreement for work to be performed in Sweden. A social conflict followed
the refusal of Laval to agree to the terms of the collective agreement proposed by the Swedish unions.
It led ultimately to other trade unions boycotting all Laval’s sites in Sweden. In February 2005, the
town of Vaxholm requested that the contract between it and Baltic be terminated. A month later, Laval
was declared bankrupt.
The main question submitted to the Court concerned both the interpretation of the Posted Workers
Directive and of Article 49 EC. The Posted Workers Directive, it will be recalled, provided that in the
construction sector, the rules imposed on the service provider established abroad may be stipulated in
collective agreements or arbitration awards which have been ‘declared universally applicable’.
Member States which have no system for declaring collective agreements or arbitration awards to be
of universal application in the building sector may base themselves on collective agreements ‘which
are generally applicable to all similar undertakings in the geographical area and in the profession or
industry concerned, and/or collective agreements which have been concluded by the most
representative employers' and labour organizations at national level and which are applied throughout
national territory’, provided that their application to the service providers established abroad does not
result in any discrimination between them and national undertakings in the same sector (Art. 3(8)). In
the decentralized Swedish system however, management and labour set the wage rates through
collective negotiations, ‘on a case by-case basis, at the place of work, having regard to the
qualifications and tasks of the employees concerned’21: the Court took the view that rates of pay set
through such a decentralized procedure cannot be imposed on service providers established in other
Member States, who cannot be obliged to negotiate with the local unions to that effect.
The Court acknowledged that the protection of the Posted Workers Directive was not to prevent
application of terms and conditions of employment more favourable to workers. This however, the
Court said, ‘cannot be interpreted as allowing the host Member State to make the provision of services
in its territory conditional on the observance of terms and conditions of employment which go beyond
the mandatory rules for minimum protection. As regards the matters referred to in Article 3(1), first
subparagraph, (a) to (g), Directive 96/71 expressly lays down the degree of protection for workers of
undertakings established in other Member States who are posted to the territory of the host Member
State which the latter State is entitled to require those undertakings to observe. Moreover, such an
interpretation would amount to depriving the directive of its effectiveness’.22 The Court concluded that
posted workers may not be protected through the legislation of the State of posting beyond the level of
protection which must be guaranteed to these workers under Article 3(1), first subparagraph, (a) to (g)
of Directive 96/71.23
Turning then to the requirements of Article 49 EC (now Article 56 TFEU) and to the question of
whether the collective action resorted to by the Swedish unions was in violation of this provision, the
Court takes the view that ‘the right of trade unions of a Member State to take collective action by
21
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which undertakings established in other Member States may be forced to sign the collective agreement
for the building sector – certain terms of which depart from the legislative provisions and establish
more favourable terms and conditions of employment as regards the matters referred to in Article 3(1),
first subparagraph, (a) to (g) of Directive 96/71 and others relate to matters not referred to in that
provision – is liable to make it less attractive, or more difficult, for such undertakings to carry out
construction work in Sweden, and therefore constitutes a restriction on the freedom to provide services
within the meaning of Article 49 EC’.24 While acknowledging that the right to take collective action is
a fundamental right recognized under Community law (paras. 90-91), and thus may constitute an
overriding reason of public interest justifying, in principle, a restriction of one of the fundamental
freedoms guaranteed by the Treaty,25 the Court notes that this right may be subject to certain
restrictions, and must be exercised in accordance with national and Community law. The Court
defines its role as having to balance the right to collective action against the freedom to provide
services :
Since the Community has […] not only an economic but also a social purpose, the rights under
the provisions of the EC Treaty on the free movement of goods, persons, services and capital
must be balanced against the objectives pursued by social policy, which include, as is clear from
the first paragraph of Article 136 EC, inter alia, improved living and working conditions, so as
to make possible their harmonisation while improvement is being maintained, proper social
protection and dialogue between management and labour.26
However, the Court considers that the obstacle to the freedom to provide services created by the
collective action launched by the Swedish unions cannot be justified with regard to the objective of
improving social protection, since, ‘with regard to workers posted in the framework of a transnational
provision of services, their employer is required, as a result of the coordination achieved by Directive
96/71, to observe a nucleus of mandatory rules for minimum protection in the host Member State’
(para. 108). In other terms, collective action cannot seek to impose obligations on employers beyond
the obligations the host State must impose in accordance with Article 3(1) of the Posted Workers
Directive. The Court concludes that the blockade imposed by the Swedish unions on the construction
side of the company’s subsidiary violates Community law and should not be allowed : Article 49 EC
and the Posted Workers Directive preclude a trade union from resorting to collective action in order to
force a provider of services established in another Member State to enter into negotiations with it on
the rates of pay for posted workers and to sign a collective agreement the terms of which lay down, as
regards some of the matters referred to in Article 3(1), first subparagraph, (a) to (g) of the Posted
Workers Directive, more favourable conditions than those resulting from the relevant legislative
provisions in the State concerned, while other terms relate to matters not referred to in Article 3 of the
directive.
A second question submitted to the European Court of Justice in Laval concerned the Swedish Law on
workers’ participation in decisions (‘the MBL’). The Swedish courts interpreted s 42 of the MBL as
prohibiting taking collective action with the aim of obtaining the repeal of or amendment to a
collective agreement between other parties. In 1989, it was held by the labour courts in a dispute
concerning working conditions for the crew of a container ship named Britannia, flying a foreign flag,
that that prohibition extended to collective action undertaken in Sweden in order to obtain the repeal or
amendment of a collective agreement concluded between foreign parties, in a workplace abroad, if
such collective action is prohibited by the foreign law applicable to the signatories to that collective
agreement. In reaction, and with a clear intention to combat what they saw as a risk of social dumping
which workers would be prohibited from countering through collective action, the Swedish legislature
adopted in 1991 the ‘Lex Britannia’. This legislation restricted the scope of the principle expounded in
24
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the Britannia judgment, by providing that the prohibition to resort to collective action to undo an
existing collective agreement shall apply only if an organisation commences collective action by
reason of employment relationships falling directly within the scope of the Swedish Law. In practice,
the ‘Lex Britannia’ thus authorized collective action against foreign service providers only temporarily
active in Sweden, even in circumstances where such service providers had concluded a collective
agreement in their home State.
When asked whether the ‘Lex Britannia’ violated EU law, the European Court of Justice held that
‘national rules, such as [the ‘Lex Britannia’], which fail to take into account, irrespective of their
content, collective agreements to which undertakings that post workers to Sweden are already bound
in the Member State in which they are established, give rise to discrimination against such
undertakings, in so far as under those national rules they are treated in the same way as national
undertakings which have not concluded a collective agreement’.27 Such discrimination, the Court
reasoned, could not be justified under the EC Treaty. The Court noted that the ‘Lex Britannia’ ‘is
intended, first, to allow trade unions to take action to ensure that all employers active on the Swedish
labour market pay wages and apply other terms and conditions of employment in line with those usual
in Sweden, and secondly, to create a climate of fair competition, on an equal basis, between Swedish
employers and entrepreneurs from other Member States’.28 But this intention – to combat ‘social
dumping’ – does not appear to the Court to correspond to the grounds of public policy, public security
or public health which may justify derogations from the freedom to provide services. The ‘Lex
Britannia’ thus violates Community law.
Laval, which was decided on 18 December 2007, does not stand alone. It may be replaced in a broader
context in which the European Court of Justice increasingly appears to favor an interpretation of the
requirements of Community law that seeks to encourage competition between the national regulatory
systems, and that treats with suspicion any attempt by the Member States to limit the impacts of such
competition on the protection of workers.29 In Viking,30 decided only a few days before Laval, the
International Transport Workers’ Federation (ITF) and its local affiliate, the Finnish Seaman’s Union
(FSU), resorted to collective action in order to prevent Viking, a Finnish ferry boat operator, from reflagging a Finnish vessel as an Estonian vessel to escape the application of Finnish employment laws
and the applicable collective agreement. The Court considered that such collective action, in the form
of a strike and a boycott, should be treated as a restriction to the freedom of establishment recognized
under Article 43 EC (now Art. 49 TFEU), since it has ‘the effect of making less attractive, or even
pointless, […] Viking’s exercise of its right to freedom of establishment, inasmuch as such action
prevents both Viking and its subsidiary, Viking Eesti, from enjoying the same treatment in the host
Member State as other economic operators established in that State’.31
The Court acknowledged that the right to take collective action for the protection of workers is a
legitimate interest which, in principle, justifies a restriction of one of the fundamental freedoms
guaranteed by the Treaty, and that the protection of workers is one of the overriding reasons of public
interest recognised in its case-law.32 However, even if they pursue a legitimate aim compatible with
the EC Treaty and are justified by overriding reasons of public interest, restrictions to freedom of
27
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establishment are only acceptable insofar as they are suitable for securing the attainment of the
objective pursued and do not go beyond what is necessary in order to attain it. While the Court
recognized the legitimacy for unions to seek to safeguard the rights of current employees of the vessel,
it expressed the view that any collective action going beyond that objective would be
disproportionate : resorting to strikes or boycotts to avoid reflagging would be unacceptable, in the
eyes of the Court, if it were established that the jobs or conditions of employment at issue were not
jeopardised or under serious threat. Such would be the case, in particular, if the company concerned
has agreed to a binding undertaking that the reflagging would not result in terminating the
employment of any person employed by them at the time it is made, even if such undertaking does not
include the renewal of short term employment contracts or prevent the redeployment of any employee
on equivalent terms and conditions.33 In other terms, collective action by unions may seek to protect
the acquired rights of existing employees : it would be abusive if it were to serve, instead, to
discourage the exercise of freedom of establishment by companies seeking to relocate themselves to
benefit from a more favourable regulatory environment.34
III. Regulatory competition and fundamental social rights
1. Evaluating the impact of Laval (I) : the static perspective
Any evaluation of the Laval case-law should include both static and dynamic considerations. The most
obvious questions it raises concerns the question of how conflicts between social rights and economic
freedoms are resolved, which constitutes the static perspective. In line with the existing case-law, the
Laval judgment treats fundamental rights as primary law, and as having a hierarchical rank equivalent
to, rather than superior to, the fundamental economic freedoms of the EC Treaty. The implication is
that, when the exercise of a fundamental economic freedom appears in conflict with a fundamental
right, the two rights must be balanced against one another.35 The fundamental rights recognized as part
of EU law include a number of social rights listed in the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.36
Therefore, the Member States may justify restrictions to fundamental economic freedoms by invoking
the need to protect certain social rights recognized as fundamental, for instance the exercise of the
right to resort to collective action. But they may do so only to the extent that such restrictions are not
discriminatory vis-à-vis foreign service providers ; and that such restrictions are both necessary for the
protection of the social right concerned and proportionate to that objective.
A fundamental critique that has been levied against this approach is that it violates the decoupling
between the economic and the social spheres in the European project. The project of European
integration led to attribute to the European Union the task of establishing an internal market,
33
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characterized by the protection of economic freedoms and the prohibition of distortions of competition
(areas which were removed from politics to be made supranational), while the protection of social
rights (the Welfare State) remained in the hands of the Member States (and thus subject to political
contests within at the national level): subordinating the latter to the economic freedoms of the Treaty
would be in violation of this fundamental division of labour between the two levels. The main
exponents of this critique summarize thus : ‘Europe was conceived according to principles of a dual
polity. Its ‘economic constitution’ was non-political in the sense that it was not subject to political
interventions. This was its constitutional-supranational raison d’être. Social policy was treated as a
categorically distinct subject. It belonged to the domain of political legislation, and, as such, had to
remain national’.37 Under this original scheme, ‘trust’ between the Member States takes on a very
different meaning, almost at the opposite end to the interpretation given to the notion when it is used
in the expression ‘mutual trust’ : it is seen as referring to the notion that each State should trust that the
social policies implemented in other member States, since they are the outcome of democratic
processes, seek to ensure a fair distribution of the gains from economic growth, and should not,
presumptively at least, be treated as protectionist or as directed against the other member States.
Even if we accept that the provision of social rights at domestic level may be tested against the
requirements of the economic freedoms constitutive of the internal market, another problem resides in
the methodology of balancing social rights against these freedoms. Although the right to resort to
collective action is not typical in this regard, social rights usually require from States that they take
measures which ensure their progressive realization, to the maximum of the resources available to the
State. Because both the level of achievement of these rights and the rythm at which they should be
realized remain rather underspecified under the relevant international human rights instruments, States
are recognized a broad margin of appreciation at the level of implementation : the basic requirement is
that they make progress towards the full realization of the rights concerned, and that they monitor
progress. In this respect, what States need in order to discharge their obligations towards economic
and social rights is not simply that no conflicting obligation is imposed on them, through other
instruments : it is that they preserve the policy space they require to implement policies in areas such
as health, education, or social security, without being forced to limit themselves to what is ‘strictly
necessary’ to comply with such obligations.
2. Evaluating the impact of Laval (II) : the dynamic perspective
Adopting a static perspective is not enough. We must also ask which incentives are created, both for
States and for economic operators, by the legal rule announced by the Court. It is here, in a dynamic
perspective, that the notions of ‘social dumping’ or ‘regulatory competition’ intervene. The notion of
‘social dumping’ may of course be given various definitions, ranging from situations in which an
employer deliberately violates existing legislation in order to achieve a competitive advantage to
situations where practices as regards working conditions and wages comply with the applicable labour
legislation and simply reflect different levels of productivity between workers, without entailing any
distortion of competition.38 The notion is used here to refer to the (perfectly legal) practice of
companies to locate their activities in the State, and thus under the regulatory regime, that will make
compliance with social regulations least costly, in order to be the most competitive in the internal
market. ‘Regulatory competition’ in turn refers to the choice of States to regulate wages and other
working conditions in order to ensure that the companies established under their jurisdiction will not
be placed at a competitive disadvantage as a result of higher labour costs being imposed on them than
would be justified by the productivity of their workers, in comparison to companies established in
other member States who compete on the same markets.
It deserves notice that there are few restrictions to the potential ‘abuse of the right to establishment’ in
EU law, when a company decides to reincorporate in a Member State other than its State of origin in
37
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order to benefit from a more favourable regulatory environment. In Centros, the Court expressed the
view that ‘the fact that a national of a Member State who wishes to set up a company chooses to form
it in the Member State whose rules of company law seem to him the least restrictive and to set up
branches in other Member States cannot, in itself, constitute an abuse of the right of establishment’ as
recognized in the treaties.39 Although the Court added that this should not be seen as an obstacle to the
adoption by States of measures aimed at preventing fraud, for instance where it is established that the
formation of the company intends to evade obligations towards private or public creditors,40 the case
was widely seen as promoting regulatory competition in corporate law in the EU.41 Centros was
reaffirmed in a case in which a company incorporated in the Netherlands was denied by the German
courts the capacity to be a party to legal proceedings in Germany without reincorporating in Germany,
a restriction to freedom of establishment which the Court considered a violation of the rules of the EC
Treaty on freedom of establishment.42 Finally, in Inspire Art, decided in 2003, the Court considered
that it was not abuse of the right of establishment to seek to circumvent the more demanding
conditions imposed under Dutch company law by incorporating in the United Kingdom, even if almost
all the activities of the company do in fact take place in the Netherlands : ‘the fact that a company does
not conduct any business in the Member State in which it has its registered office and pursues its
activities only or principally in the Member State where its branch is established is not sufficient to
prove the existence of abuse or fraudulent conduct which would entitle the latter Member State to
deny that company the benefit of the provisions of Community law relating to the right of
establishment’.43
When it was presented with the proposal of a Directive on services in the internal market, the
European Parliament insisted on a definition of establishment requiring ‘the actual pursuit of an
economic activity at the place of establishment of the service provider’, excluding therefore ‘letter
box’ companies, established in one Member State with the sole purpose of working under its
regulatory framework. The Court itself subsequently agreed that restrictions on the freedom of
establishment could be justified in exceptional circumstances ‘on the ground of prevention of abusive
practices’, for instance in order to ‘prevent conduct involving the creation of wholly artificial
arrangements which do not reflect economic reality, with a view to escaping the tax normally due on
the profits generated by activities carried out on national territory’.44
However, the main safeguard against the risk of companies relocating in order to escape certain
onerous regulatory requirements and hire workers under the terms of a domestic legislation less
protective of the rights of workers stems from the fact that, for a number of EU Member States, the
State of incorporation is not the decisive factor for purposes of determining the State of establishment.
These States rely instead on the ‘real seat’ doctrine, which presupposes that the company is considered
to be established where it concentrates its activities or has its main place of business, thus creating a
link between the ‘nationality’ of the company – the law under which it operates – and its ‘residence’ –
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its principal place of business –.45 A company will therefore not be authorized to rely on its freedom of
establishment in order to develop activities in one Member State while remaining governed by the law
of the Member State of origin (where it was initially incorporated), solely in order to benefit for the
more favorable regulatory provisions of the latter. This is illustrated, for instance, by the Cartesio
judgment of 16 December 2008.46 The Hungarian law applicable did not allow a company
incorporated in Hungary to transfer its seat abroad while continuing to be subject to Hungarian law as
its personal law. This in practice obliged the company wishing to convert itself into a company
governed by the law of another Member State, first to cease to exist as a Hungarian company. The
Court refused to treat this as a disproportionate restriction to the freedom of establishment of
companies : instead, it took the view that it is up to the national law of the Member State of
incorporation to decided whether a company may transfer its registered office or its actual centre of
administration to another Member State without losing its legal personality.
Thus, the freedom of establishment of companies is not unlimited. Certain restrictions are imposed on
companies seeking to incorporate themselves under the laws of the Member State that impose the
lightest burdens. These restrictions in turn diminish the pressure on States to relax their regulatory
standards, since they are allowed to react to the clearest instances of abuse, such as the setting up of
‘letterbox’ or ‘front’ subsidiaries.47 Nevertheless, within these broad limitations summarized above,
companies may choose where to establish themselves and, thus, under which rules to provide services
across the EU. What are the consequences ? Some have noted the disciplining virtue that could result
from ‘regulatory competition’, in the meaning which has been referred to above : States will act more
rationally, it has been suggested, if some degree of horizontal economic competition is organized,
obliging them to offer the best ‘fit’ of regulation combined with well-educated workforce and other
advantages to the companies locating their activities under their jurisdiction.48 However, there are also
instances in which ‘regulatory competition’ may lead to sub-optimal outcomes : in what may be
understood as one form of the prisoner’s dilemma, States will legislate, not in accordance with the
‘real’ preferences of the domestic constituency (i.e., what that constituency would have chosen in the
absence of competition from other jurisdictions), but taking into account the need to attract companies
(or to stem their relocation abroad) as a source, primarily, of employment creation. The notions of
‘social dumping’ and of ‘regulatory competition’ both suggest the risk of a ‘race to the bottom’ in the
presence of a variety of regulatory regimes coexisting in an area in which the factors of production are
mobile and in which mutual recognition of these regulatory regimes is established.49 A decisive
question for the future direction of social rights in the EU is whether such a ‘race to the bottom’ is
likely, and whether Laval encourages such an evolution.
But does it ? In substance, the European Court of Justice considers that the minimum (or ‘mandatory’)
rules which the host Member State must impose compliance with on its territory in fact should be
treated as the maximum level of protection that State may grant to workers posted on its territory : any
further restriction to the freedom to provide services is likely to impose a disproportionate burden on
the service provider, and collective action seeking to coerce that service provider into agreeing to more
favourable terms of employment are considered to constitute an abuse of the right to resort to
collective action. This turns the Posted Workers Directive on its head. It also amounts to choosing,
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among the different objectives pursued by the Posted Workers Directive, the freedom to provide
services above the other two objectives – the protection of the rights of workers and the preservation
of the policy space of the host State. And it is premised on the idea that the application of any
legislation at the place of posting which differs from the legislation imposed on the service provider in
the State of establishment is per se a restriction on the freedom to provide services, whether or not the
legislation of the State of establishment provides an equivalent level of protection to workers.
Thus, Laval reflects an understanding of mutual trust in the transnational provision of services in the
EU which may be called ‘blind’ : it is not conditional on the State of establishment of the service
provider guaranteeing workers with a level of protection of their rights equivalent to that ensured in
the host Member State. In contrast, although it too suggests that the country of origin principle has its
basis in the freedom to provide services,50 the opinion of AG Mengozzi in the Laval case describes the
first question submitted to the Court as being ‘whether, in circumstances where a Member State has no
system for declaring collective agreements to be of universal application, Directive 96/71 and Article
49 EC must be interpreted as preventing trade unions of a Member State from taking, in accordance
with the domestic law of that State, collective action designed to compel a service provider of another
Member State to subscribe, by means of a tie-in agreement, to a collective agreement for the benefit of
workers posted temporarily by that provider to the territory of the first Member State, including cases
(sic) where that provider is already bound by a collective agreement entered into in the Member State
where it is established’ (para. 162). In his reading of Article 49 EC, ‘host Member States, and in
particular their courts, [should] assess the equivalence or essential similarity of the protection already
available to posted workers under legislation and/or collective agreements in the Member State where
the service provider is established, in particular as regards the pay such workers receive’ (para. 264),
and only if there exists such an equivalent protection of workers should restrictions to the freedom to
provide services resulting, inter alia, from collective action by unions, be considered disproportionate.
It is significant that these qualifications are absent from the reformulation by the Court of the question
of interpretation it is submitted.51 The remainder of the judgment confirms that in the view of the
Court, it does not matter whether or not the foreign service provider is bound, in the Member State of
establishment, by rules ensuring a protection of workers equivalent to that they would be guaranteed
by the extension to such workers of collective agreements concluded in the State of posting by the
local unions for the benefit of the local workforce. It is in that sense that Laval may be said to organize
regulatory competition between the EU Member States.
Similar considerations apply if we examine the second part of the judgment, which concerns the
allegedly discriminatory character of the ‘Lex Britannia’ adopted in 1991 by the Swedish legislature in
order to combat ‘social dumping’. The Court takes the view that it is discriminatory not to apply a rule
prohibiting collective action aimed at setting aside collective agreements already concluded between
labor and management to collective action against service providers established in another Member
State. Again in contrast to the position of the Advocate General Mengozzi,52 the judgment of the Court
thus seems to rely on the assumption that collective agreements concluded abroad must be trusted in
principle to offer a sufficiently high level of protection of workers. Whether such trust should be blind
or should instead be seen as a rebuttable presumption that the protection of workers is sufficiently
50
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robust is not clear. The Court does note at one point that the Lex Britannia ‘fails to take into account,
irrespective of their content, collective agreements to which undertakings that post workers to Sweden
are already bound in the Member State in which they are established’.53 This suggests that collective
agreements which are insufficiently protective of workers may not shield the foreign service providers
having concluded them from having to face collective action by Swedish unions. But the remainder of
the judgment of the Court does not refer back to this proviso, and suggests instead that the EU
Member States should trust collective agreements concluded in another Member State as ensuring a
level of protection equivalent to collective agreements concluded under their own jurisdiction.
IV. Mutual Trust in Social Europe
In defence of the Laval and Viking cases, it may be said perhaps that they rely, albeit implicitly, on the
notion of mutual trust : each member State should agree to treat the protection of workers that any
other member State achieves at domestic level as equivalent in principle to its own, and this should
suffice to justify a presumption that the service provider established in another member State, and
operating under the laws of that State, should be allowed to provide services throughout the Union,
without being imposed to comply with the regulations of the host State, with the exception of the set
of mandatory rules defined in the Posted Workers Directive. Such a presentation would be misleading,
however. As noted above, the notion of mutual trust, with all the positive connotations it conveys,
could be used in almost the exactly opposite way, to refer instead to the need to trust the receiving
member State that seeks to impose its rules on the service provider posting workers on its territory,
without presuming that any rule going beyond the bare minimum is discriminatory in intent, or
imposes burdens in fact that should be treated, presumptively, a violating to European compact. But
the presentation of Laval and Viking as based on a notion of mutual trust also fails for two other
reasons that go beyond the semantics.
First, this presentation tends to underestimate the imbalance that results from a situation in which
companies are free to move, within certain limits, from one jurisdiction to another, without the free
movement of workers constituting a credible counterweight to this mobility of capital.54 As Lord
Weddenburn already stated forcefully in 1973, ‘the true correlative to an international agreement
securing the right to capital the right to move and, therefore, organize across the boundaries of national
states would be an agreement securing to collective organizations of workpeople the right to take
common action in negotiating, bargaining with and, if need be, striking against the multinational
enterprises. […] It is not true free movement of labour but free international trade union action which
is the true counterpart to free movement of capital’.55 It is particularly disquieting therefore that, in
Viking, the transnational organisation of labour is seen as potentially ‘abusive’,56 since it could
discourage companies from exercising their freedom of establishment. Indeed, the absence of robust
social competences at European level is an argument in favor, not against, the exercise of transnational
collective action, since no regulation can be expected to intervene at European level to counter the
impact of companies relocating in order to benefit from the most favorable regulatory environment.
Second, the judgments in Laval and Viking appear very deferential to the result of domestic processes
through which norms ensuring the protection of workers are set. However, there can be a wide gap
between the regulatory framework applicable in any Member State and its effective implementation.
For instance, in a review conducted by Vaughan-Whitehead on the impact of enlargement of social
Europe, it has been noted that in a number of Central and Eastern European countries, complaints
mechanisms were hardly ever made use of by the concerned workers, because of a fear of reprisals in
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fast-changing and fragile economic contexts.57 The same study documents practices, such as certain
employers systematically outsourcing the hiring of workers to employment agencies in order to avoid
the payment of certain contributions and having a direct legal relationship with workers, or the
practice of under-declaring wages, that may undermine certain social protection schemes. Such
problems – sometimes resulting in the outright violation of the social legislation applicable – seem to a
certain extent unavoidable so long as the standards of living remain relatively low : as VaughanWhitehead noted, referring to the situation prevailing at the time of enlargement of the EU in 2004,
‘living standards [in the new Member States of Central and Eastern Europe] have so far not developed
enough to induce employees to choose their working patterns on the basis of other criteria – for
instance, the need to take care of children or the wish to have more leisure time, and so on – than the
basic necessity to escape from poverty’.58 The implication however is that trust between jurisdictions
in principle should be based not only on substantive considerations – i.e., what regulatory framework
is in place in the State of establishment, and which protection it grants to workers –, but also on
process-based considerations, such as the effectiveness of social dialogue at domestic level and the
existence of monitoring mechanisms, whether at domestic or at international level, ensuring that the
interests of workers are adequately taken into account.
Yet, pointing at the weaknesses of the Viking-Laval line of cases does not necessarily imply that the
converse attitude – blindly trusting the domestic political processes in the receiving State – would
necessarily be correct. The question of which level of mutual trust is desirable or acceptable between
the EU Member States cannot be separated from certain hypotheses about the formation of preferences
at domestic level. But how such preferences are formed cannot be merely assumed : it must be tested
empirically, and if necessary, it must be transformed.
The process of national policy-making is in fact far more complex than is generally assumed in the
usual ‘regulatory competition’ scenarios. The idea of ‘regulatory competition’ is premised on the view
that States will seek to create a regulatory environment as favorable as possible to the undertakings
established under their jurisdiction, in order to attract them, as a source of capital mobilization and
employment creation, transfers of technologies, and fiscal revenues, for the State concerned. But this
is in fact a highly reductionist view. It impoverishes our understanding of States’ behaviour just like
the idea of the homo economicus, in classical economics, impoverishes our understanding of the
behaviour of the individual. It underestimates the complexity of decision-making processes at
domestic level – and in particular the weight of workers’ unions in our advanced Welfare States –.59 It
is precisely the reality of the contest of the definition of the ‘public interest’ in each State that is
ignored when the national preferences of each State are pre-defined, or depoliticized, based on a view
of governments as systematically seeking to attract foreign capital by creating a regulatory
environment favorable to the undertakings established on their territory.60 Instead, while it is
acknowledged that ‘social policy regulations that have (or are perceived as having) the effect of
reducing profits and hence capital incomes are […] vulnerable to increased capital mobility’, the ‘race
to the bottom’ in this area ‘will at least be impeded by the political commitment of national
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governments to social policy purposes and by the resistance of unions and other groups that would
suffer from deregulation and setbacks’.61 The literature adopting a ‘varieties of capitalism’ approach
also warns that the respective national response strategies within the EU may vary critically depending
on the organisational power of trade unions and employers’ organisations in each State, with widely
diverging outcomes across States.62
The reductionist view of the formation of the political preferences of each State not only seems to
assume, without justification, that the interests of the business community will be systematically
prioritized above those of workers or of the public as a whole. It also underestimates the potential role
of what Scharpf refers to as ‘political imitation’ – i.e., of the process through which each State seeks
inspiration from the others, in making decisions of its own.63 Communication between jurisdictions
matters, not only because it may lead to a ‘race to the bottom’ in certain areas, as States observe each
other and do not wish to have their competitiveness undercut by the regulatory choices made in other
States, but also because ‘best practices’ can be shared, and relied upon by various groups within the
State, to force a ‘race to the top’.
Indeed, at the core of the idea of democratic experimentalism, as pioneered in particular in the work of
Ch. Sabel and J. Zeitlin,64 is the intuition that governance in multi-level (or federal) entities should be
conceived in order to encourage local experiments (the search, in each sub-unit, of innovative
solutions to the problems to which all units are confronted), combined with a pooling of the results
following such experiments (on the basis of the evaluation made of those experiments). In this view,
the combination of decentralized experimentation with the pooling of information and evaluations
performed jointly should allow all sub-units of the system to benefit from the progress in
understanding made in local settings. Such collective learning may potentially result in the
empowerment of groups at the domestic level, whose inability to propose credible alternatives may
otherwise lead to their marginalization from the political process. It is precisely the potential of such
collective learning that is underestimated in the scenarios of ‘regulatory competition’ that assume that
States act with the main or even the sole purpose of enabling undertakings established on their
territory to increase their competitiveness : such scenarios simply ignore the reality of democratic selfdetermination.
It is clear, of course, that ‘democratic experimentalism’, and the collective learning that it seeks to
encourage, only have chances of succeeding if certain institutional conditions are fulfilled, both at EU
and at national level. Prominent among them are : (1) at national level, a strong involvement of
national actors, including parliaments and civil society organizations, and the establishment of an
institution specifically tasked with identifying good practices from foreign experiences and with
examining whether they should inspire developments in the domestic setting ; (2) at EU level, the
development of a set of outcome indicators which may allow for different national experiences to be
compared against one another, and the creation of a forum in which those experiences can be
examined in the light of the specific national context in which they have emerged. Institutions matter,
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in that sense. But the important message here, in the context of the discussion of mutual trust in the
provision of services across borders, is that neither full harmonization nor full decentralization,
combined or not with mutual recognition, are desirable (or objectionable) in the abstract : the
allocation of competences across different levels of governance and the rules regarding mutual
recognition in the regime of trade in services can only be evaluated in combination with specific
modes of political organisation, at each level, and of the capacity of the different actors involved to
bring about certain results.
V. Conclusion
This paper has examined the debate on the impact of the transborder provision of services on the
protection of the fundamental rights of workers. In this context, the question of the role of trust in
mutual recognition of services regulation in the EU is essentially whether a presumption may be
established in favor of recognizing the regulation of the State of establishment of the service provider
as equivalent, in the degree of protection it provides to the worker, to that of the State of posting. We
now see why this question is one that cannot be appropriately addressed without asking a series of
other, interrelated questions. One is whether the State of establishment of the service provider, beyond
having in place a regulatory framework that complies with the requirements of the fundamental social
rights of workers, also has a well-functioning institutional framework – including labour inspectorates,
social dialogue at company and sector levels, and courts – ensuring that these rights are effectively
protected.65 Another is whether the decision-making process within the State is sufficiently inclusive
and organized in order to ensure that the policy choices of the State – its ‘public interest’ – will not be
captured by particular factions, but will instead be the outcome of deliberative procedures, informed
by the choices made in other States.66 Even when both these conditions are fulfilled, however, the risk
of ‘regulatory competition’ remains present, albeit in a limited sense : the risk is that, as the result of
the non-cooperative behavior of one or more EU Member States, all States shall be hesitant to raise
the levels of protection of workers’ rights, in order not to impose excessive regulatory costs on
companies established under their jurisdiction. In 1996, the Posted Workers Directive sought to
respond to this risk, by requiring from the State of posting that it ensure compliance, at the very least,
with a core set of rules ensuring a minimum protection of workers.67 The recent case-law of the
European Court of Justice redefines this minimum as a maximum : it now appears that States shall not
be allowed to move beyond the imposition of this core set of rules, as any attempts to do so would be
treated, presumptively, as a disproportionate restriction to the freedom to provide services across
borders.68
In recent years, the debate on ‘regulatory competition’ has moved beyond the simplistic view that
States were always motivated primarily, in their regulatory choices, by considerations linked to the
need to attract foreign capital, even at the price of the protection of the rights of workers. A more
complex picture has emerged both within the economics of federalism and public choice theory69 and
outside that research program, for instance in the writings of proponents of democratic
experimentalism.70 These authors have reminded us that decision-making in democratic polities is the
result both of the competition of various groups seeking to influence outcomes and of deliberative
processes : the alternative to harmonization and the imposition of top-down regulations that could
freeze the search for alternatives, then, may be to empower those among these groups that have a
progressive agenda, and to strengthen such processes. They also put forward that decentralized
decision-making (and the resulting ‘competition’ between sub-units of a multi-layered system of
governance) can in fact have benevolent effects : by encouraging local experimentation and collective
learning, it can broaden our political imagination and increase the voice of groups that would
otherwise be marginalized, because they would have no alternative to oppose to the discourse
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prioritizing competitiveness that would have been tested elsewhere. Whether these benefits can
outweigh the risks of regulatory competition, in an area such as the transnational provision of services,
cannot be decided in the abstract : it will depend, primarily, on whether unions and civil society actors
at domestic level manage to mobilize effectively, and can push for the adoption of the best practices
identified in other jurisdictions, or whether instead they will be overpowered by the pressure exercised
by the business community, in favor of the kind of ‘laxity’ that Justice Brandeis feared.71 Let us not
forget : it was on the ‘strength of the trade union movement in European countries’ and on the
‘sympathy of European governments for social aspirations’ that the experts who worked with Bertil
Ohlin to prepare the 1955 report on the ‘Social Aspects of European Economic Co-Operation’ were
basing their optimism72 – and their ghosts are still haunting the European house.
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