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Every era has brought about transformations in the management of emerging technological, economic, and social developments. The rapid advancement and widespread global adoption of artificial intelligence continue to drive changes in existing systems.
The aim of this study is to examine the global impact of the European Union’s approach to artificial intelligence governance and the EU’s role in global AI governance. This policy brief addresses the EU’s role in global AI governance in three sections: the general framework, the regulatory approach of the AI ​​Act, and an analysis of the EU’s global AI governance through the lens of the "Brussels Effect." The question of how the EU’s regulatory and normative approach to AI governance will shape its global influence constitutes a key policy issue. A central finding of this research is that the EU is repositioning itself as a normative and regulatory actor through its initiatives in the AI ​​landscape—a field characterized by rapid technological advancements and high uncertainty—by introducing a common, risk-based regulatory framework. The EU’s current approach serves as a model, as it establishes a shared regulatory foundation while leveraging its relative position of power and highlighting its soft power.
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Summary
The European Union’s Role in Global
 Artificial Intelligence Governance
the global market. 
The AI Office is in charge of defining the priorities of the EU’s international engagement in the area of AI and coordinating their implementation. It represents the EU in international organisations, develops strategic partnerships and ensures coherence between EU internal AI policies and international action.
The EU engages with countries and international organisations to support trustworthy, human-centric AI. The EU cooperates on AI with an increasing number of countries and regions, including Canada, the United States, India, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Singapore, Australia, the United Kingdom, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Africa. Cooperation takes various different forms, ranging from communicating the EU approach and sharing experiences and lessons learnt with partners, via research and innovation partnerships to joint projects on AI safety and AI for the public good.
Furthermore, the EU is engaged in key international organisations where AI is discussed, including the G7, G20, OECD and the Global Partnership on AI, the Council of Europe, as well as in the United Nations context.’’ (European Commission, 2026a). 
Against this backdrop, the EU supports artificial intelligence research and international scientific cooperation. In doing so, it strengthens Europe’s scientific leadership in the field of AI and develops strategic partnerships with trusted partners who share its principles and commitments. (European Commission, 2026a).
Taking into account the global impact of systemic risks associated with advanced AI, the EU is pursuing governance activities focused on ensuring international cooperation, the sharing of expertise, technical collaboration, and coordination regarding AI safety. (European Commission, 2026a).
1. The EU’s Framework for Artificial Intelligence Governance
“The definition of AI is the attempt to create machines or things that can do more than what is programmed into them” (Gebru, 2023, as cited in Bode, 2024, p. 67). ‘‘Nowadays, Artificial intelligence (AI)  is transforming economies, societies and the global power dynamics. Its opportunities and risks transcend borders, making international cooperation essential. In this context, the European Union (EU) leads its international engagement on AI – from promoting safe and trustworthy AI to building strategic partnerships and advancing AI for the public good worldwide. The EU AI Diplomacy aims to lead global efforts on AI by supporting innovation, setting appropriate guardrails on AI and developing the global governance of AI while ensuring alignment with European values, interests and security. 
The EU approach to AI is built on 3 closely linked pillars: 
· excellence
· trust 
· international cooperation
These pillars comprise both the internal EU policy and the external dimension of this EU policy. International outreach and cooperation are therefore a core component of the EU's AI Strategy.
As part of the EU's international engagement with other countries, the EU Tech Business Offer aims to create mutual benefits for partner countries. It includes measures to strengthen capacity-building, research cooperation and talent. These efforts help align international digital developments with EU rules –⁠ such as those on artificial intelligence –⁠ thereby supporting European competitiveness in the global market. (European Commission, 2026a).
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“Vivamus porta
est sed est.”
Unacceptable risk
‘‘All AI systems considered a clear threat to the safety, livelihoods and rights of people are banned. The AI Act prohibits nine practices, namely: 
1. harmful AI-based manipulation and deception
2. harmful AI-based exploitation of vulnerabilities
3. social scoring
4. Individual criminal offence risk assessment or prediction

Source: European Commission (2026b).
The AI Act defines 4 levels of risk for AI systems:
fundamental rights and human-centric AI, and strengthen uptake, investment and innovation in AI across the EU.
To facilitate the transition to the new regulatory framework, the Commission has launched the AI Pact, a voluntary initiative that seeks to support the future implementation, engage with stakeholders and invite AI providers and deployers from Europe and beyond to comply with the key obligations of the AI Act. In parallel, the AI Act Service Desk is also providing information and support for a smooth and effective implementation of the AI Act across the EU.’’ (European Commission, 2026b).

Commission, 2026a). ‘‘The EU promotes AI for the Public Good, using AI as an instrument to drive inclusive innovation and address major societal challenges for the benefit of all. This work strengthens Europe’s technological capabilities and sovereignty while supporting global solutions through scientific cooperation and open innovation with the EU’s partners.
Concrete initiatives include AI applications for healthcare, energy, climate and city planning and disaster risk management, from preparedness and prediction to crisis monitoring and post-disaster recovery and reconstruction, contributing both to innovation and long-term capacity building with partner countries. 
Through this comprehensive approach, the AI Office positions the EU as a proactive, cooperative and reliable global partner. By combining innovation, guardrails and international cooperation, the EU aims to lead by example to ensure that AI benefits societies worldwide while respecting fundamental rights and shared values.’’ (European Commission, 2026a).
2. AI Act: The EU’s Regulatory Approach to Artificial Intelligence Governance
‘‘The AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 laying down harmonised rules on artificial intelligence) is the first-ever comprehensive legal framework on AI worldwide. The aim of the rules is to foster trustworthy AI in Europe.
The AI Act sets out a risk-based rules for AI developers and deployers regarding specific uses of AI. It is part of a wider package of policy measures to support the development of trustworthy AI, which includes the AI Continent Action Plan, the AI Innovation Package and the launch of AI Factories. Together, these measures guarantee safety, fundamental rights and human-centric AI, and strengthen uptake, investment and innovation in AI across the EU.
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· AI solutions used in education institutions, that may determine the access to education and course of someone’s professional life (e.g. scoring of exams)
· AI-based safety components of products (e.g. AI application in robot-assisted surgery)
· AI tools for employment, management of workers and access to self-employment (e.g. CV-sorting software for recruitment)
· Certain AI use-cases utilised to give access to essential private and public services (e.g. credit scoring denying citizens opportunity to obtain a loan)
· AI systems used for remote biometric identification, emotion recognition and biometric categorisation (e.g. AI system to retroactively identify a shoplifter)
· AI use-cases in law enforcement that may interfere with people’s fundamental rights (e.g. evaluation of the reliability of evidence)
· AI use-cases in migration, asylum and border control management (e.g. automated examination of visa applications)
· AI solutions used in the administration of justice and democratic processes (e.g. AI solutions to prepare court rulings)
Starting on 2 December 2027, high-risk AI systems will be subject to strict obligations before they can be put on the market:
· adequate risk assessment and mitigation systems
· high-quality of the datasets feeding the system to minimise risks of discriminatory outcomes
purpose for authorities to assess its compliance
clear and adequate information to the deployer
appropriate human oversight measures
high level of robustness, cybersecurity and accuracy
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. untargeted scraping of the internet or CCTV material to create or expand facial recognition databases
6. emotion recognition in workplaces and education institutions
7. biometric categorisation to deduce certain protected characteristics
8. real-time remote biometric identification for law enforcement purposes in publicly accessible spaces
9. AI systems that generate non-consensual sexually explicit and intimate content or child sexual abuse (CSAM) material, such as AI ‘nudification' apps
Prohibitions 1-8 became effective in February 2025. The Commission published 2 key documents to support the practical application of the prohibited practices:
· The guidelines on prohibited AI practices under the AI Act, which offer legal explanations and practical examples to help stakeholders understand and comply with the prohibitions.
· The guidelines on the AI system definition of the AI Act, to assist stakeholders in determining the scope of the AI Act
Prohibition 9 comes into effect in December 2026 and was introduced as a part of the AI Omnibus.
High risk
AI use cases that can pose serious risks to health, safety or fundamental rights are classified as high-risk. These high-risk use-cases include:
· AI safety components in critical infrastructures (e.g. transport), the failure of which could put the life and health of citizens at risk
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[image: ][image: ][image: ] Once an AI system is on the market, authorities are in charge of market surveillance, deployers ensure human oversight and monitoring, and providers have a post-market monitoring system in place. Providers and deployers will also report serious incidents and malfunctioning.
What are the rules for General-Purpose AI models?
General-purpose AI (GPAI) models can perform a wide range of tasks and are becoming the basis for many AI systems in the EU. Some of these models could carry systemic risks if they are very capable or widely used. To ensure safe and trustworthy AI, the AI Act puts in place rules – e.g. on transparency and copyright – for providers of GPAI models. For GPAI models that may pose systemic risks, providers should assess and mitigate those risks. The AI Act rules on GPAI became effective in August 2025.’’ (European Commission, 2026b).
3. The Brussels Effect and the EU’s Global Regulatory Influence
“Bradford had described the Brussels Effect as the EU’s ability to promulgate regulations that shape the global business environment, leading to a notable ‘Europeanization’ of many important aspects of global commerce” (Bradford, 2019, as cited in Hoch & Mügge, 2026, p. 4).
· logging of activity to ensure traceability of results
· detailed documentation providing all information necessary on the system and its purpose for authorities to assess its compliance
· clear and adequate information to the deployer
· appropriate human oversight measures
· high level of robustness, cybersecurity and accuracy
Transparency risk
This refers to the risks associated with a need for transparency around the use of AI. The AI Act introduces specific disclosure obligations to ensure that humans are informed when necessary to preserve trust. For instance, when using AI systems such as chatbots, humans should be made aware that they are interacting with a machine so they can take an informed decision.
Moreover, providers of generative AI have to ensure that AI-generated content is identifiable. On top of that, certain AI-generated content should be clearly and visibly labelled, namely deep fakes and text published with the purpose to inform the public on matters of public interest.
The transparency rules of the AI Act will come into effect in August 2026.
Minimal or no risk
The AI Act does not introduce rules for AI that is deemed minimal or no risk. The vast majority of AI systems currently used in the EU fall into this category. This includes applications such as AI-enabled video games or spam filters.


How does it all work in practice for providers of high-risk AI systems?
Source: European Commission (2026b).



[image: ]While the EU’s market size supports the "Brussels Effect" in the field of artificial intelligence, it also entails limitations. The rapid development of AI technologies, asymmetries in technical knowledge, and uncertainties regarding risks and effective regulatory measures highlight the limits of its global regulatory influence.  (Hoch & Mügge, 2026, p. 7). ‘‘Börzel and Risse (2003) for example distinguished between rule absorption, when EU policies are incorporated into domestic ones without substantive policy modification; accommodation, where formal policies do change, but not their essence or rationales; and transformation, so a genuine reorientation of domestic policies.’’ (Hoch & Mügge, 2026, p. 8). ‘‘ The real-world relevance of any observed Brussels Effect depends on the degree to which it changes the regulatory status quo in the target country. Departing from Bradford’s framework, it is easy to mistake third countries’ copying of rules from elsewhere for actual regulatory alignment when the rules themselves are vague, and when downstream operationalization and implementation may still diverge. Mock-harmonization is the result. By the same token, a Brussels Effect becomes less meaningful as enforcement becomes patchy, creating a chasm between on-paper rules and the alignment of in-practice provisions.’’ (Hoch & Mügge, 2026, p. 14).


4. Policy Recommendation
In the field of artificial intelligence—characterized by rapid technological advancements and high uncertainty—the EU’s approach has functioned as an instrument of regulatory power that fosters international cooperation and offers a common normative 
‘‘A transformative Brussels Effect would go beyond mere rule absorption, in which EU policies are transposed but without actual implementation or other forms of substantial impact (Börzel & Risse, 2003). The more EU rules change foreign practices ‘on the ground’ by travelling there, the more transformative -and thus meaningful-the Brussels Effect is.’’ (Hoch & Mügge, 2026, p. 2). ‘‘ The strength of a Brussels Effect in AI has implications other for other policy choices in the field: if the EU can exert global influence as a legislative front-runner, it can remain open to foreign AI compa nies, because rule setting elsewhere will eventually emulate the European approach. If, on the other hand, a Brussels Effect is systematically less pronounced in AI, the EU may need more hard-nosed policies to advance digital self-determination (Pohle & Thiel, 2020)—possibly including forms of digital industrial policy and stronger digital trade restrictions.’’ (Hoch & Mügge, 2026, p. 3).
‘‘Beyond potential rule externalization via a Brussels Effect, the EU is also active in bilateral and multilateral AI governance initiatives, such as the Council of Europe (CoE) and the transatlantic Trade and Technology Council (TTC, Schmitt, 2022). The CoE has already adopted an agreement, even if in a major setback the EU failed to make the CoE rules mandatory for companies, as well (Bertuzzi, 2024; Hoch, 2026). Many other initiatives hope to craft international AI soft law. EU presence in these governance forums is an alternative, and potentially important, channel for EU influence. However, as this paper concentrates on rule externalization via a Brussels Effect, we ignore this influence channel here.’’ (Hoch & Mügge, 2026, p. 6). 

framework for AI governance. In this context, the concentration of pioneering artificial intelligence technologies largely in the US and China has created a technological power advantage. Recognizing its relative power into account, the EU has leveraged its regulatory power.
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