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Preface

The aim of this dissertation is to contribute to a better understanding
of what characterises EU foreign policy. In particular, I am concerned
with what, if any, role norms play in the member states’ collective
foreign policies.

The dissertation is composed of three main parts. The first part
contains an introductory chapter where the framework of the articles,
the research questions, the main hypotheses and analytical
framework are presented more closely. The second part holds the
three articles. In the third and final part, the main findings and
theoretical implications are summed up and discussed.

The first article “”A matter of principle”? EU foreign policy in the
International Labour Organisation” is published in 2010 in Journal of
European Public Policy, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp. 581-598.

The second article, ‘Finally flexing its muscles? Atalanta - the EU’s
naval military operation against piracy’ is published in 2011 in
European Security, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 385-404.

The third article ‘From reason-giving to collective action: Argument-
based learning and European integration” is forthcoming in 2011 in
Cooperation and Conflict.
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finalising the thesis was invaluable. A special thanks also to Daniel
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Chapter 1

Intfroduction

Part I. Introduction. What characterises EU foreign
policy?*

1.1. Topic and puzzle

The European Union (EU) is in many ways a unique construct. This is
not least evident in the fact that although not a state, lacking a
common identity and the monopoly on the use of force, the EU has
developed a common foreign policy.

That the EU, as the only international organisation in the world, has
developed a foreign policy has puzzled students of International
Relations (IR). States have been at the centre of attention in studies of
IR. Conventional IR is rooted in the concepts and thinking related to
the Westphalian nation-state order of 1648 and ‘most contemporary
writing portrays the world as partitioned into mutually exclusive and
exhaustive territorial units called states” (March and Olsen 1998: 944).

1In this dissertation I apply a wide definition of EU foreign policy, being
‘the ensemble of the international activities of the European Union,
including output from all three of the EU’s pillars” (Hill 2004: 145). Also see
page 63.
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Foreign policy has moreover been seen as the key domain of these
nation-states, linked even to their very existence. It is thus the policy
area where one would least expect nation states to integrate. Still,
contrary to Stanley Hoffman’s (1996) prediction that the EU member
states would not compromise their sovereignty and integrate in this
policy area, they have formed an extensive common foreign policy.
The EU has developed a wide range of foreign policy tools, including
military capabilities. It has its own security strategy, an institutional
structure has been established in Brussels, and the EU increasingly
speaks with one voice at the international arena. With the Lisbon
treaty, the EU has gained legal personality and has even established a
distinct European diplomatic service, the European External Action
Service, headed by an “EU foreign minister’.

What is more - not only has the EU moved much further in terms of
developing a common foreign policy than many expected,
challenging our conventional conceptions of foreign policy as a field
belonging to the exclusive domain of the state. The EU has also set
itself ambitious goals for this foreign policy. According to the EU,

[the] Union's action on the international scene shall be guided
by the principles which have inspired its own creation,
development and enlargement, and which it seeks to advance
in the wider world: democracy, the rule of law, the
universality and indivisibility of human rights and
fundamental freedoms, respect for human dignity, the
principles of equality and solidarity, and respect for the
principles of the United Nations Charter and international
law.2

This seems to contradict the established expectations to foreign policy
behaviour, where the dominant view has been that policy outcomes
are linked to the actors’ particular interests. The EU’s proclaimed
focus on human rights and international cooperation has therefore
led to a wide scholarly debate about whether or not EU foreign policy
differs from conventional conceptions of foreign policy. Is there, as
argued by an increasing number of scholars, something distinct about
EU foreign policy? Or does the EU use norms instrumentally in its

2 EU treaty (2008) Title V, Chapter 1, Article 21.
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pursuit of material interests, in line with what one would expect
following conventional, rational choice-based perspectives? Whether
or not EU foreign policy adheres to different principles than the ones
coherent with the dominant perceptions of nation-states’ foreign
policy behaviour is still an open question. “The precise nature of the
Union'’s foreign policy remains contested. Hence, there are eminently
good reasons to focus on the EU’s international [...] policies’
(Jergensen 2006: 31-31).

1.2. Research question: What characterises EU foreign
policy

This article-based dissertation contributes to this debate. The aim is to
contribute to a better understanding of what characterises EU foreign
policy. In particular, I am concerned with what, if any, role norms
play in the member states’ collective foreign policies.

In doing so, I raise and seek to answer two questions. First, I ask if EU
foreign policy differs from foreign policy as it, following rationalist
perspectives, traditionally is understood. Is there a normative
distinctiveness to EU foreign policy or does its behaviour fit the
conventional understanding of interest-based international
behaviour, based on nation-states as the main theoretical and
empirical units? If so, in what ways is it different? Second, I also have
a theoretical ambition, aiming to contribute in further developing
analytical tools that might help us explain such a putatively different
policy. If the collective policy adheres to different principles than the
ones coherent with the dominant perceptions of nation-states’ foreign
policy behaviour, how may we theoretically account for such a
policy?

1.3. The role of norms in foreign policy

By its focus on if, how and why norms influence EU foreign policy,
this dissertation not only contributes to the debate about the role
norms in EU foreign policy. It also links up to one of the biggest
contemporary debates in IR studies in general, about the influence of
norms and ideas on the international behaviour of individuals and
states. On the one hand, rational choice based perspectives build on
the assumption that states” behaviour is interest-driven. In a
rationalist analytical scheme, norms do not have independent
behavioural effect, other than through the mechanism of self-
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interested behaviour (Goldstein and Keohane 1993; Keohane 1984;
Moravscik and Schimmelfennig 2009; Waltz 1979). On the other hand,
constructivist scholars point to the constitutive role of ideational or
normative factors, to how norms and ideas function as explanatory
variables. Following a constructivist approach, norms, i.e.
expectations of how one ought to behave, may influence actors’
preferences and even identities and thus regulate behaviour
(Kratochwil 1989; Ruggie 1998; Olsen 2007).3

This discussion is also evident in the literature on EU integration in
general and on EU foreign policy in particular. Currently, there are
different notions as well as theoretical perspectives on how to explain
EU foreign policy. On the one hand, scholars applying rational choice
based perspectives maintain that their conventional state-based
analytical tools and models can explain EU foreign policies. Though
there are major differences between the neo-liberal and neo-realist
approaches within the tradition I here call conventional or rationalist
approaches, building on such perspectives, one would expect that
once the EU acts on the international scene, its behaviour will be in
line with what we expect of a traditional foreign policy actor.* In the
same manner as states, its foreign policy would follow from an
internal aggregation of interests and the main aim would be to
promote these interests in the most efficient way available. If the EU
refers to or promotes human rights norms, this would be a strategic
choice. The main aim would be to advance the member states’
common preferences and any reference to or promotion of human
rights would be instruments in this regard.

1.4. The approach: Communicative action

Other scholars have challenged this view on how to understand EU
foreign policy-making and its conduct, arguing instead that the
reason why the EU claims to conduct a norm-based foreign policy is

3 Though this is a very diverse group, by constructivist perspectives I mean
all perspectives that hypothesise ‘how ideas, norms and institutions shape
state identity and interests” (Mingst 2004: 316).

4 For neo-realists see among other Hyde-Price 2006, 2008; Posen 2006; Walt
1998; Waltz 2000, neo-liberalists see among others Krasner 1999; Moravcsik
1998, 2010; Nye 2004.
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that the EU’s foreign policy behaviour is different. Duchéne
characterised the EU as a ‘civilian” power already in 1972, but in
particular since the 1990s, an increasing number of scholars have on
the basis of empirical studies argued that the EU is a ‘normative’,
‘civilian” or ‘ethical’ foreign policy actor, who has rejected power
politics and instead acts as a ‘force for the good” (Aggestam 2008;
Duchéne 1972; Kissack 2010; Lucarelli and Manners 2006; Manners
2002, 2006; Orbie 2008; Rosencrance 1998; Stavidris 2001; Telo 2006).

Although sharing the assumption that norms might influence foreign
policy behaviour, other authors have however questioned both the
theoretical robustness and the analytical usefulness of these concepts
for describing and explaining EU foreign policy (Diez 2005; Borzel
and Risse 2007; Sjursen 2006a, 2006b). There is often a lack of clear
analytical definitions, making what might be a normatively distinct
EU foreign policy difficult to specify and study empirically. In
particular, there is a need to nuance the concept of normative policies,
as there are different types of norms that may point towards very
different types of foreign policies (Sjursen 2006a). Moreover, though
scholars increasingly argue that norms and ideas might have an
independent effect on foreign policy, why this is so is less clear from
the existing literature.

To study the possibility that there is more to EU foreign policy than
one would expect following a rationalist perspective, there is thus a
need to further specify and refine existing theoretical tools that can
provide plausible theoretical explanations to the putative normative
distinctiveness of EU foreign policy. In this thesis, I argue for linking
a communicative approach to the analysis of the EU’s external
actions.®

As rationalist perspectives, IR scholars applying a communicative
approach for descriptive and explanatory purposes build on the
assumption that there is a causal link between the policy-making

5 The increased use of a communicative approach in explanatory research
has been called the “deliberative turn” in the IR-studies (Neyer as cited in
Risse and Kleine, 2010: 709). Also see amongst others Deitelhoff 2009;
Deitelhoff and Miiller 2005; Diez and Steans 2005; Eriksen 2000, Eriksen
2005; Eriksen and Fossum 2000; Miiller 2002; JEPP special issue 2010; Risse
2000, 2004; Risse and Ulbert 2005; Sjursen 2003, 2004, 2006a; Thompson 2008.
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process and its outcome. However, while rationalist perspectives
assume that foreign policy outcomes result from an aggregation of
the member states’ fixed interests, a communicative approach allows
for the possibility that norms may influence policy outcomes other
than through the mechanism of self-interests behaviour. More
precisely, building on Habermas’ concepts of communicative
rationality and deliberation, I expect that norms might influence
different fields of common EU polices due to the force of the better
argument - because EU policies are constructed through deliberative
processes where actors’ positions and behaviour might change
because they learn from each other’s arguments (Deitelhoff 2009;
Eriksen 2005, 2009; Risse 2000, 2004; Sjursen 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006a).¢
On this basis, norm-based foreign policy behaviour becomes an
analytical possibility on a par with strategic or instrumental foreign
policy behaviour. Acting on the basis of norms becomes equally
rational as interest-based behaviour. Furthermore, when studying a
putative normative foreign policy empirically, a communicative
approach may be helpful because it provides us with tools for
distinguishing between types of norm-based foreign policies,
between policies based on universal norms or rights, on the one hand,
and policies based on context specific values, on the other (Sjursen
2002, 2006b). On this basis, it is possible to spell out and study the
relevance of alternative hypotheses of EU foreign policy behaviour.

1.5. Answering the questions: The articles

In this dissertation, three articles address the overall question of what
characterises EU foreign policy by shedding light on different sides of
it. First, two articles address the empirical question of whether or not
EU foreign policy differs from foreign policy as one, following
rationalist perspectives, conventionally understands it, and if so, in
what way it is different (articles 1 and 2). In order to contribute to an
answer, I ask why the EU conducted a particular policy in two
empirical cases of EU foreign policy.

First I study a low politics case, analysing the EU’s behaviour in an
international organisation, namely the United Nations International

¢ Some scholars use the term deliberation, others arguing. I prefer the term
deliberation, but when referring to other studies, the two terms are used
interchangeably in the dissertation. For a discussion of different definitions
see part 3.2 of this chapter.
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Labour Organization, the ILO. More precisely, in the first case-study I
analyse the EU’s policies towards the Maritime Labour Convention
(MLC), adapted in 2006. The second foreign policy area studied is a
high politics case, namely the EU’s launch of its first maritime
military operation, EU Naval Forces (NAVFOR) Somalia (Atalanta) in
2008. These are both critical cases of EU foreign policy, by being cases
where the EU has strong material interests but still claims to be
promoting human rights. Thus, if there is something distinct about
EU foreign policy in these two cases and this distinctiveness is linked
to the promotion of norms, this would be a strong indication that EU
foreign policy differs from the conventional, rationalist conceptions
of foreign policy. However, both in the ILO and with Atalanta,
following a rationalist perspective, one might also expect the
opposite, namely that the EU used reference to human rights norms
strategically in its pursuit of economical or security-related interests.

To study the relevance of these alternative explanations of EU foreign
policy, in these two articles I apply Eriksen (2009a) and Sjursen’s
(2006a, 2007) model of a humanitarian foreign policy actor. To
capture the possibility that EU foreign policy is different, this model
builds on different analytical assumptions than the ones underlying
the rationalist perspectives. While the foreign policy of a traditional
great power builds on the principle of state sovereignty as the
constituting principle of international relations, the principle
underlying the foreign policies of a humanitarian actor is universal
rights. If the EU’s behaviour testifies to such a model, its foreign
policies would be underpinned by the main aim of ‘domesticating’
world politics through a focus on strengthening binding human
rights law, i.e. global law, in the international system (Sjursen 2007:
13). Individuals, and not states, are the addressees of global law. In
conducting its foreign policy it would also bind itself to such law.
Building on the assumption that agreement on what collective EU
policy to conduct in the two cases were reached through the
exchange of arguments, to explain EU policies in the two cases, the
methodological approach is to identify the arguments behind the
policies conducted - the arguments that were not only presented but
also acted upon and thus functioned as what I following Sjursen
(2002) call mobilising arguments, controlling for actual behaviour.

The two articles suggest that EU foreign policy is different from what
one would expect following rational-choice based perspectives.
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Common policies were mobilised by rights-based arguments. Instead
of acting only in favour of its interests, EU foreign policy was in line
with what one would expect of a humanitarian actor, that is, it
promoted human rights through law, even when this involved costs
to the EU itself. On this basis, the third and last article in the
dissertation is an attempt to contribute to further develop analytical
tools that may help us better account for why in both of these cases,
arguments referring to rights mobilised the common EU policies
conducted. The starting point for the article is the claim that the
existing literature applying a communicative approach in studies of
international negotiations and their outcomes seldom analytically
specifies and empirically trace the micro-mechanisms by which
deliberation has an effect on policy outcomes. The ‘black-box” of
deliberation is seldom opened. In order to contribute to further
specifying analytical tools for this purpose, drawing on Habermas
(1998 (1996)) chapter 7, and Deitelhoff (2009), Elster (2007), Eriksen
(2005, 2009b) Eriksen and Weigard (2003), Risse (2000, 2004) and
Sjursen (2003, 2004), I suggest that norms may have an effect on
common EU foreign policies through the mechanism of what I call
argument-based learning. To study the framework’s applicability, in
the article, I then apply it in an in-depth study of the EU coordination
towards the MLC. As I in the previous study (article 1) I found that
the EU’s policies towards the MLC were in line with what one would
expect of a humanitarian actor, this is thus a relevant case to study in
more detail in order to see if my framework can help account for
why, in this case, norms influenced EU foreign policy behaviour.

1.6. The organisation of this introductory chapter

The aim of this introductory chapter is to present the main
hypotheses of this dissertation and to more comprehensively present
and justify the analytical framework applied in the articles. Due to
space limitations, many issues could not be extensively elaborated on
in the three articles. Here I thus focus on providing a more thorough
discussion of issues that are important in order to highlight this
dissertation’s contribution to the existing literature. In doing this, the
remainder of the chapter is divided into four main parts.

In Part II, I provide a review and discussion of the different strands of
literature focusing on the role of norms in EU foreign policy. The aim
is to elaborate on the basis of the different hypotheses presented in
the empirical articles and to discuss and justify the analytical
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framework applied in the two empirical analyses. In doing this, I first
present different rationalist perspectives on foreign policy. The
purpose is to go beyond the articles in giving evidence to the claim
that despite their different explanations of why the EU claims to
promote norms, they share the expectation that EU foreign policy is
in line with what one would expect of a traditional great foreign
policy actor. Second, to show how this dissertation contributes to the
existing constructivist literature on the role of norms in EU foreign
policy and to explain and justify my own analytical choices, I discuss
alternative conceptions of EU foreign policy. I first discuss the
analytically challenges linked to the concepts and criteria applied in
studies arguing that the EU is a ‘civilian/ethical/normative” foreign
policy actor. Having elaborated on why I find these perspectives
insufficient in order to answer the question of what characterises EU
foreign policy, I discuss why I believe a communicative approach
may help provide a plausible theoretical explanation to the putative
normative distinctiveness of EU foreign policy. On the basis of this
discussion, I present the theoretical assumptions underlying the
alternative hypothesis of EU foreign policy, i.e. that its behaviour
testifies to that of a humanitarian actor.

In Part III of this chapter, I go on to discuss the background and basis
for the analytical framework that is developed and applied in the
third article in this dissertation. One may however argue that
argument-based learning is not the only possible micro-mechanism
through which norms may influence collective policies. I therefore
start by presenting and discussing an alternative constructivist
explanation as to why norms putatively influence EU foreign policy
due what happens during the policy-making process, namely that
norms influence collective policies due to norm-internalisation
following processes of socialisation. The purpose of this discussion is
to justify why I believe that a framework based on Habermas'
concepts of deliberation and communicative rationality provides a
particularly relevant alternative approach in studies of collective
policy-making processes at the international level to that of the
rationalist perspectives. I thereafter demonstrate and explain the
basic theoretical assumptions that underlie the concepts and
framework that are presented in the third article.
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In part IV, I elaborate and discuss the methodological approach
applied in the three articles and justify the choice of the two case-
studies.

Part . Is there a normative distinctiveness to EU
foreign policy?

2.1. The conventional model of foreign policy:
Instrumental use of norms

IR studies have been dominated by rational choice based perspectives
which base their analyses on the assumption that foreign policy
actors are instrumentally rational.” The main assumption is that
‘actors calculate the utility of alternative courses of action and choose
the one that maximizes (or satisfies) their utility under the
circumstances’ (Moravcesik and Schimmelfenning 2009: 68).

Most studies of foreign policy also assume that these actors are
strategically rational, that they make their behavioural decisions
based on how they expect other, equally strategically rational actors
to behave. Following rationalist perspectives, foreign policy actors
will always choose the action that is considered ‘the best means of
satisfying the agent’s desires, given his beliefs about the available
options and their consequences’ (Elster 2007: 193) in light of other
actors’ equally strategic behaviour. In the analytical scheme, norms
are reduced to means to reach material goals. “Actions are valued and
chosen not for themselves, but as more or less efficient means to a
further end” (Elster 1989: 22). Different rational choice based
perspectives apply these assumptions also to studies of the EU’s
foreign policy.

2.1.1. Structural realism:

Lack of military means or milieu goals

Following a structural, neo-realist approach, states are the core
units in international politics. The assumption is that these states
operate in a still mainly anarchical system where they engage in a
zero-sum game with the main aim of increasing their relative

powers vis a vis other powers, using the most efficient way
available (Grieco 1997; Mearsheimer 1994/1995; Mearsheimer and

7For overviews see amongst others Carlsnaes et al. 2002; Hill and Smith
2008; Jackson and Serensen 2007; Mingst 2004; Smith et al. 2008.
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Walt 2006; Morgenthau 1993; Snidal 2002; Walt 1998; Waltz 1987,
2000).

Scholars applying neo-realist perspectives have struggled to explain
the fact that states are willing to bind themselves to cooperation in
the field of foreign policy, including in the EU. Following the realist
assumptions of strategic states operating in an anarchical state order
where they always aim at increasing their relative power, it is
difficult to see why states would engage in such cooperation in the
first place. This is independent of the possible gain that might result
from cooperating with other states - it is the risk that someone else
might gain more, the problem of ‘relative gains’ that should reduce
the possibility of interstate cooperation (Grieco 1988, 1997;
Mearsheimer 1994/1995; Snidal 2002; Walt 1998; Waltz 2000). States
may however have an incentive in cooperating and form alliances
with other states in order to shape their external environment or to be
better able to enforce their interests in areas where they face common
problems (Grieco 1997; Posen 2006). Moreover, once institutionalised
cooperation is established such as in the EU, though still expecting
that the level of integration particularly within the field of security
and defence will be limited, different neo-realist scholars focus on the
importance of balancing against other great powers when explaining
that the EU member states are conducting a common EU foreign
policies (Hyde-Price 2006; 2008; Posen 2006; Walt 1998).

Against this background, the EU’s outspoken claim that its policies
are based on norms is explained as a strategic choice. In any empirical
case, the EU’s focus on norm promotion would either be explained as
an attempt to create a favourable environment or because it has been
perceived as the best way to influence its environment and promote
its first-order interests given its lack of other, hard power means of
influence (Hyde-Price 2006, 2008, Posen 2006; Rynning 2011).
According to Hyde-Price (2008: 32), the EU presents itself as ‘an
ethical power’ first and foremost to shape ‘the regional milieu” and
thus increase the member states’ international influence vis-a-vis
other powers. Promoting norms in other states or through
international organisations is one element of an international actor’s
policy instruments. The main aim is to create conditions that are
favourable to the member states’” common long-term economic and
strategic interests, by creating a stable environment and increase the
EU’s influence over other actors. As such, the EU acts as a traditional
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foreign policy actor, shaping its external environment by using the
mix of the instruments available to it. It follows that a main reason
behind the EU’s claimed focus on norms in its foreign policies is that
the EU lacks the military means necessary to at will pursue its
interests. Following neo-realist assumptions, military power is a
crucial factor for the EU to increase its relative international power
and thereby increase its ability to act in favour of its interests without
having to justify its actions (Art 2008; Kagan 2003; Posen 2006; Toje
2010; Walt 1998; Waltz 2000. Also see Howorth and Menon 2009).

Due to domestic factors, foreign policy actors may moreover promote
non-security goals as long as it does not conflict with other more
important economic or strategic interests (Hyde-Price 2008;
Mearsheimer 1995). The EU's acclaimed focus on norms is thus
further explained as a pursuit of the ‘second order normative concerns of
EU member states” (Hyde-Price 2008: 32). Following Hyde-Price
(2008), a reason why the EU might promote such second-order
concerns in its foreign policy could be that strong national interest
groups for some reason promote such norms internally and are
powerful enough to make their national government promote them
also at the EU level. If then the member state in question is powerful
enough to promote these norms also in the EU negotiations, one
might expect that this could result in the EU conducting what
appears to be an ‘ethical’ foreign policy, i.e. that the EU would
promote these norms in this particular foreign policy. However,
though norms may influence the internal aggregation process
preceding a collective EU policy, once the EU acts on the
international scene, the pursuit of norms will always be secondary to
its first order interests (Hyde-Price 2006, 2008; Morgenthau 1993;
Posen 2006). One would thus not expect that the EU pursues these
norms consistently, or if somehow conflicting with more important
interests. Though the member states may wish to bind the behaviour
of others in order to increase their collective influence or secure their
strategic environment, they would not be willing to bind themselves
to norms that restrict their ability to manoeuvre in favour of their
interests.
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2.1.2. Neoliberal intergovernmentalism:

Rhetorical action or smart power-tools

Instead of focusing on the importance of relative gains, scholars
applying neoliberal perspectives focus on how cooperation might
increase everyone’s gain in the long term, i.e. on the absolute gain of
cooperation (Goldstein et al 2001, Keohane 1984; Keohane and
Hoffmann 1990; Keohane et al. 2002; Krasner 1983, 1988, 1999;
Moravcsik 1997, 1998; Moravscik and Schimmelfennig 2009).

Neoliberal scholars predict that states may cooperate when this is
perceived necessary or advantageous in order to promote their
common interests, which is why they have integrated at the
European level. Following this approach, a binding agreement is a
‘strategic choice by self-interested actors to resolve recurrent
cooperation problems relating to the transaction costs of
renegotiations and monitoring and enforcement problems’
(Deitelhoff 2009: 40). Why the actors should trust each other enough
to bind themselves to common rules is however often unclear given
the assumption of strategically rational actors (Miiller 2002: 376).
Notwithstanding, once common institutions and rules are established
such as in the EU, neo-liberal perspectives expect that they affect the
likelihood of further integration. Such institutions provide channels
of information of other actors” preferences and positions, and increase
the credibility of the actors’ commitment to future cooperation
(Abbott and Snidal 2000; Keohane 1984).

When acting on the international scene, the collective EU preferences
are given and the aim is to realise these ‘distinctive preferences under
varying constraints imposed by the preferences of other states” due to
interdependence (Moravesik 1997: 520). Norms do play an
independent role neither in the internal policy-making process nor in
the policies conducted, other than through the mechanism of self-
interested behaviour. Following Goldstein and Keohane (1993),
norms or ideas can function as normative justifications for action
(which is what Goldstein and Keohane call ‘principled beliefs”) or
they may function as road maps (‘causal beliefs’) that help actors
better achieve goals that have been derived externally from their
material interests. In both cases, interests are fixed and norms are
used instrumentally to achieve these goals.
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Under conditions of uncertainty or incomplete information,
for example, instrumentally rational actors can use ideas as
road maps or signposts indicating how they could best realise
their interests under given circumstances. Moreover,
principled and causal beliefs can enter the utility functions of
actors, affect cost-benefit calculations, and influence the
strategic interactions themselves (Risse 2000: 4 referring to
Goldstein and Keohane 1993).

However, norms do per definition not influence the actors’
preferences. Norms or ideas are ‘seen as instrumental constructs
designed to help actors achieve their ends’ (Blyth 2002: 303). When
explaining EU foreign behaviour, researchers applying neo-liberal
perspectives (at least implicitly) operate with three analytical levels.
At the national level there is first an internal process of interest-
aggregation through national political procedures, where the
outcomes, the national preferences, reflect the interests of strong
national or transnational interest-groups. Second, at the macro, EU,
level where these interests meet, factors like asymmetrical
interdependence decide the outcome through sequential series of
bargaining. (Krasner 1999; Moravcsik 1998; Moravesik and
Schimmelfenning 2009; Rittberger and Schimmelfennig 2006; Tallberg
2008). Third, once a collective foreign policy goal or preference is
agreed on internally in the EU, the main aim would be to promote
this fixed preference externally. If the EU promotes or refers to
human rights norms when conducting its foreign policies, this would
be a strategic choice, referred to in the literature as ‘soft’” power,
which is defined as the ability of ‘getting others to want the outcomes
that you want” (Nye 2004: 5). Soft power rests not on military strength
but on civilian instruments, such as economic strength and ‘an
important role in international institutions and the attractiveness of
social and political values” (Moravscik 2010: 156).

The EU, in other words, uses norms as a soft power means of
influence. It seeks to promote its norms directly or through
international institutions in order to increase its global influence and
create a favourable and stable environment, in line with its own
preferences. ‘In the post-cold war area, the primary task of
international organizations has [...] been [...] to provide flexible
coordination and legitimation” of own actions (Moravscik 2010: 171).
Soft power moreover rests on cooption rather than coercion - it
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depends on the attractiveness of an actor’s culture, values and foreign
policies. If a state or organisation’s foreign policies are seen as
morally legitimate, there is a bigger chance that it can make others act
in accordance with its own wishes without using coercive means
(Nye 2004). This is why the instrumental use of human rights is a
particularly successful strategy in order to influence other states and
why it is important for actors such as the EU to be conceived of as
morally legitimate by referring to or promoting such norms. Soft
power is more than an instrument among others, or an instrument
used out of necessity, due to lack of military means, as stated in much
of the realist literature. Following the neo-liberal literature promoting
and referring to norms is a ‘smart power’ instrument (Cooper 2003;
Nye 2004). Creating a favourable environment can be more cost-
efficient than other coercive foreign policy instruments - and it is
increasingly becoming more effective:

As more of the world becomes market oriented, democratic
and free of expansionist ideological claims, European
countries” policies are well positioned to advance their
regional and global interests as they find themselves closer to
the consensus point of global bargains (Moravcsik 2010: 168).

2.1.2.1. Rhetorical action

Another version of the argument that norm promotion functions as a
potential means of influence can be found in Schimmelfennig’s
concept of rhetorical action, originally applied in studies of EU
enlargement (Schimmelfennig 2001, Schimmelfennig 2003). Rhetorical
action is defined as ‘the strategic use of norm-based arguments in
pursuit of one’s self-interest’” (Schimmelfennig 2001: 55). According to
Schimmelfennig, member states who for material reasons considered
enlargement beneficial used references to norms to ‘rhetorically
entrap” other member states into accepting enlargement to the
Central and East-European countries. The same logic can be applied
in studies of the EU’s foreign policy behaviour, where one for
instance would assume that the EU uses references to human rights
rhetorically during international negotiations. The aim would be to
shame other states into accepting particular policies or positions that
in reality are based on concerns for material interests or are promoted
to create rules that are in accordance with the EU’s own interests so
as to create a favourable environment.
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The concept of rhetorical action also offers a neoliberal explanation of
why particular norms may influence EU foreign policies (Rittberger
and Schimmelfennig 2006; Schimmelfennig 2001, 2003). The main
idea is that during the internal bargaining process, some of the actors,
i.e. the EU member states, use norm-based arguments strategically in
pursuit of their own material interests. Such rhetorical action is
successful if the other actors are rhetorically entrapped by the use of
norm-based arguments, meaning that they are shamed into accepting
a particular policy or proposal due to its normative justification. The
assumptions behind this argument are that actors are weakly
socialised and that they

do not take the standard of legitimacy either for granted or as
a moral imperative that directly motivates their goals and
behaviors. They confront the standard of legitimacy as an
external institutional resource and constraint” (Schimmelfennig
2001: 63).

An additional explanation of why norms may be promoted in EU
foreign policy is thus that there is at least one member state that first,
has a preference that is in line with these community norms of
legitimacy, and second, decides to use them strategically in favour of
its interests. This being possible despite the fact that no-one
necessarily accepts these norms as valid:

As for power over outcomes, in a community environment
legitimacy strengthens the actors’ bargaining position. By
linking distributional conflict with the collective identity and
the constitutive values and norms of the community,
rhetorical action changes the structure of bargaining power in
favor of those actors that possess and pursue preferences in
line with, though not necessarily inspired by, the standard of
legitimacy’ (Schimmelfennig 2001: 63).

2.1.3. Summing up.

Hypothesis |: The EU acts as traditional great power

To sum up, both according to a neo-realist and neo-liberal
perspective, one would not expect EU foreign policy to differ from
foreign policy as it is conventionally understood. On the basis of the
assumptions of actors’ rationality, one would expect that once the EU
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acts on the international scene, its behaviour would be in line with
what we expect of a traditional foreign policy actor. Though not a
state, it would act like one in any concrete case. In the same manner
as states, its foreign policy would follow from an internal aggregation
of interests and the main aim would be to promote these interests in
the most efficient way available. If the EU refers to or promotes
human rights norms, this would be a strategic choice. The main aim
would be to advance the member states” common preferences and
any reference to or promotion of human rights would be instruments
in this regard. Being means to reach other goals, norms would always
be sidestepped if conflicting with more important interests or
involving higher costs than gain. If involving higher costs than gain,
the EU would not be willing to subordinate itself to any international
rules or principles that restrict its ability to act in favour of its
interests. In the theoretical scheme, norms do not have an
independent effect on policy outcomes. They influence foreign policy
behaviour through the mechanism of self-interested calculations.

It is however unclear how the actors can use norms as an efficient soft
power tool to entrap, attract or in other ways influence the behaviour
of other international actors if one not at the same time assumes that
these norms are not accepted as valid. In particular, it is unclear why
it is important for actors such as the EU to be conceived of as a
morally legitimate or why a strategy of pursuing and referring to
norms should be a particularly efficient means of influence, when the
assumption at the same time is that actors ‘are not prepared to
change their own beliefs or to be persuaded themselves by the “better
argument”’ (Risse 2000: 8 in Schimmelfennig 2001: 63, footnote 55).
Why would someone be willing to change their behaviour on the
basis of a norm-based argument if they do not recognise the validity
of the norm in question? Arguing that norms can bind the actors’
behavioural choices without thereby also assuming that norms may
have an independent effect on actors’ positions seems like a
‘contradiction in terms’. As Sjursen argues (2002: 500)

the problem is that the success of such processes of shaming
depends on the actors’ conviction that the principles and
norms at stake exist and are valid. Some norms are standing
and accepted in and by themselves. The presupposition for
rhetorical action is that actors know and respect the
established norms.
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2.2. Alternative perspectives on foreign policy

An increasing number of scholars disagree with the rationalist
expectations to EU foreign policy. Instead they contend that the EU in
its foreign policies adheres to different principles than the ones
coherent with the dominant perceptions of nation-states” foreign
policy behaviour and that its actions therefore must be understood
and analysed with different analytical tools than the ones provided
by the rationalist approaches.

2.2.1. Civilian/ethical/normative power Europe

In particular since the 1990s, it has on the basis of empirical studies
been suggested that the EU is a ‘civilian’, ‘ethical’” or “normative’
power in the international system (Aggestam 2004, 2006, 2008;
Kissack 2008; Lucarelli 2006; Lucarelli and Manners 2006; Manners
2006; Manners and Whitman 2003; Orbie 2008; Orbie and Tortell 2008;
Rosencrance 1998; Telo 2006). Though there are many differences
between these studies, they share the arguments that EU foreign
policy is normatively different from foreign policy as it is
traditionally understood, that it differs because it promotes norms
and not only interests in its foreign policies, and lastly, that this
somehow is linked to the EU polity, to what the EU ‘is’.

In many ways, this literature has increased our knowledge of EU
foreign policy. Empirically, we now know much more about the EU’s
international behaviour, ranging from studies of the EU’s
neighbourhood policies (Barbé and Johansson-Nogués 2008); its
policies in Africa (Scheipers and Sicurelli 2008); the EU’s promotion
of human rights through different foreign policy tools (K.E. Smith
2003); the EU’s efforts to abolish the death penalty (Manners 2002);
its behaviour in the UN and the UN agencies (Kissack 2010;
Laatikainen and K.E. Smith 2006) and the EU’s focus on promoting
the social dimension of globalisation (Kissack 2008; Orbie and Tortell
2008), just to mention a few of the areas studied in order to shed light
on the EU’s normative distinctiveness. Analytically, these studies
have contributed not least by suggesting that we need different
theoretical tools than the ones provided by rationalist approaches in
order to capture the EU’s international behaviour. This being said,
when the aim as in this thesis is to better understand the
characteristics of EU foreign policy, analytically, there are however a



Introduction 19

few challenges linked to the concepts and criteria applied in these
studies of the EU’s ‘normative’ or ‘civilian’ power (also see Sjursen
2006a).

First, there is often an implicit (sometimes explicit) assumption that
the EU by acting civilian-like therefore somehow is normatively
superior to a traditional great power (Sjursen 2006a). By this, it
sometimes becomes unclear whether the empirical indicators applied
in these studies are meant as tools to guide an assessment of EU
foreign policy in normative terms, i.e. whether it is legitimate or not,
or if they are analytical tools to describe and explain the EU’s
international behaviour.

Second, for the purpose of describing and explaining EU foreign
policy, the analytical criteria and concepts defining a ‘normative’,
‘ethical’ or “civilian” power are often somewhat underdeveloped and
thus difficult to specify and apply in empirical research. If we want to
study whether the EU is a distinct international actor and expect this
distinctiveness to be related to some sort of normatively different
behaviour than the behaviour of states, we need analytical tools that
clearly differentiate between types of foreign policy, between a
traditional great power policy on the one hand, and model(s) of norm
promoting policies on the other. This is not provided by the existing
literature.

The sometimes unclear link between a policy’s normative
distinctiveness and the means by which it is conducted gives a good
illustration. Following for instance Manners (2006) and K.E. Smith
(2005), the EU will most likely change and start acting in favour of its
interests instead of promoting norms once it acquires military means.
In his much-quoted article from 2002, Manners argues that the EU is
constituted by certain values that make it predisposed ‘to act in a
normative way’ (Manners 2002: 242). The EU is normatively
powerful, it has influence, when other actors adopt these norms -
when the EU ’‘shapes perceptions of “normal” in world affairs’
(Manners 2002: 239). From the idea that what the ""EU does’ derives
from what ‘it is” it however also follows that EU foreign policies will
change when it acquires military means. Militarisation risks
undermining the EU’s normative particularities because the EU
might lose its normative self-perception; it will undermine the EU’s
credibility as a normative actor and thus reduce its ability to ‘lead by
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example’. Lastly, once available, military powers could moreover
make the EU more tempted to use its military means in pursuit of its
short-term interests (Manners 2006). ‘By folding to the supposedly
superior hand of military force, the EU discredits and discards its
post-modern cards” (K.E. Smith 2005: 76-77) and it becomes more
difficult to use the power of norms to influence actors” identity and
behaviour’ (Diez and Manners 2007: 175). Therefore, ‘the
militarization of the EU risks making it more like bigger and better
great powers’ (Manners 2006: 194). The problem, however, is that by
linking normative power so explicitly to the means by which it is
conducted, these authors end up sharing the rationalist expectation
that the EU uses norms mainly as a means of influence. In line with
neo-liberal expectations, it follows that the EU’s ability to change
other actors” behaviour hinges on its soft power means, and in line
with a neo-realist perspective, that the EU will change and use force
to promote it interests once it gets the chance to do so. In other words,
instead of being normatively different, one assumes that there is not
something normatively distinct about EU foreign policy - it just
behaves normatively because it lacks the means to act otherwise. The
EUs" distinctiveness becomes a question of means, not about the
possible influence of norms in EU foreign policy.

Another interlinked challenge facing some of the research applying
these concepts in empirical studies is that they often lack precise
analytical definitions and thus empirical specifications, making it
difficult to control for whether norms in reality are used
instrumentally or rhetorically, in line with what one would expect
following rationalist perspectives. Scheipers and Sicurelli (2008: 609)
define normative power ‘as a practice by which the EU seeks to
spread its core norms, such as human rights, democracy, rule of law
and environmental protection, internationally.” According to Maull
(2005) and Linklater (2008) a civilian actor is one that seeks to
contribute to the “civilising of international relations,” while Stavidris
(2001) claims that a civilian power is someone who upholds ‘civilian
values.” According to Aggestam (2008: 3), the focus when studying an
‘ethical” EU foreign policy should be ‘on the intentions and purposes
behind the active exercise of the EU’s power’ in order to know
whether it is ‘ethical” or not. In line with EU developments since 2003
towards a full spectrum of instruments for robust intervention,
Manners (2006: 194-195) has argued that a normative power may
conduct military operations, but only if force is used ‘under a UN
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mandate, in a critically reflexive context, on a clear, normative basis’.
At the same time Diez and Manners’ (2008: 187) argue that the United
States” foreign policies illustrates that ‘normative and military power
are not necessarily incompatible [...] but it also shows how military
power can “take over” and turn into a traditional great power.’
However, due to a lack of clear indicators, the analytical framework
does not tell us how we know when the use of military capabilities is
part of a normative policy and when ‘force has taken over’ so that the
policy conducted instead would qualify as that of a traditional great
power. Except from the UN mandate, the different criteria listed above
are difficult to specify and study empirically. How do you for instance
know a critically, reflexive context when you see one? Or how do you,
on the basis of empirical studies, know if a policy’s purposes and
intentions are normative or if it in reality is based on self-interests, as
one would expect of a traditional great power?

This lack of clear analytical indicators seems problematic when the
aim is to conduct empirical studies. Without clear criteria enabling us
to control for rhetorical action and/or putative imperialism, one
easily ends up with equalling normative or civilian like behaviour
with altruism, so that normative behaviour becomes analytically
distinct to any interest-based behaviour, as this is the only way to
avoid the rationalist claim that all normative action in reality is
interest-based. A concept of normative behaviour based on altruism
is however not only difficult to specify empirically - it is in any case
unrealistic empirically. All foreign policy actors, also those who
putatively base their policies on normative considerations, sometimes
pursue their material interests. Thus, to study EU foreign policy, we
need categories of normative behaviour that do not imply purely
altruistic actors who never pursue their interests. This also means that
we need a framework that allows us to differentiate between
rhetorical action and norm-based behaviour. We need clear analytical
categories that help us identify when a policy can be characterised as
normative and when a foreign policy actor is merely using norms
instrumentally.

Lastly, we need a framework that distinguishes between different
types of norms. There are different types of norms and thus different
answers to what constitutes a ‘clear normative basis’ or ‘civilian
values’. Even when seeking to more precisely specify the defining
indicators of a normative policy, like Tocci’s (2008) three-part
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definition including means, aims and results, what constitutes a norm
often remains conceptually under-specified. This is particularly
problematic when studying the putative role of norms in foreign
policy, as there are numerous rule sets, norms and identities and
which ones are appealed to and evoked has significant implications
for decision-making outcomes and the types of policies conducted
(Sjursen 2002; 2006). In the academic literature on EU foreign policy,
the need to analytically distinguish between different norms is not
least triggered by the critique that has been raised against the EU’s
‘spread of values’ in its foreign policy. Though some argue that the
EU acts as a “force for the good” (Barbé and Johansen-Noguée 2008),
others argue that it conducts an imperialistic foreign policy. Based on
studies of EU enlargement, Zielonka (2006) for instance describes the
EU as a neo-medieval empire, while Youngs (2010: 6) argues that ‘the
EU’s “civilian power has morphed into a “soft imperialist”” (also see
Diez 2005; Hyde-Price 2008; K.E. Smith 2005). Following a rationalist
perspective,

it is fairly obvious that what is “normative” is contested and
that all international actors will see their own actions and
values as more legitimate than those of other actors - and that
each sees others’ claim to be normative as self-serving
interests (Youngs 2010: 7).

As argued by Hyde-Price (2008: 32),

the EU is not the only international actor that flatters itself that
it pursues an “ethical” foreign policy —the same can also be
said of the United States. It is ironic that many Europeans
have seen through the Bush administration’s claims that what
is good for America is also good for the world, but fail to
question EU claims that what is good for “Europe” is good for
the world.

As this discussion shows, there is a need for further conceptual
specification if we want to know what characterises EU foreign
policy. The challenge when studying a putative normative foreign
policy is to find analytical tools that help us identify such policies
empirically without this implying altruistic behaviour; that do not
hinge on the means by which foreign policy is conducted; that allow
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us to control for rhetorical action, and most importantly; that
differentiate between types of normative foreign policies.

2.2.2. The approach; the theory of communicative action
To deal with some of these analytical and empirical challenges and
contribute to a better understanding of what characterises EU foreign
policy, in this dissertation I apply a communicative approach,
building on Habermas’ concepts of communicative rationality and
deliberation (Deitelhoff 2009; Eriksen 2005a, 2009b; Habermas 1996,
1998 (1996); Risse 2000, 2004; Sjursen 2003, 2004, 2006a, 2006b,
20006c¢).

There are different strands of literature within what has been called
‘the deliberative turn” in IR studies. In studies of EU integration, there
is, on the one hand, a wide literature that is concerned with the
democratic deficit of the EU and that apply Habermas’ theory of
deliberative democracy in order to evaluate the EU’s democratic
qualities or to suggest ways in which a possible democratic deficit
may be reduced. On the other hand, an increasing number of
researchers have since the 1990s applied elements of Habermas’
theory of communicative action with an explanatory focus. Instead of
seeking to ‘establish if and when deliberation can contribute to
democratic decision-making’, these studies apply elements of
communicative action theory to “map, describe or explain action-
coordination” at the international level (Stie 2010: 43, see Deitelhoff
and Miller 2005; Risse and Kleine 2010 and Thompson 2008 for
overviews.). Having a descriptive and explanatory aim, this
dissertation speaks to the last of these strands, to the literature that
applies a communicative approach for explanatory purposes in
studies of international cooperation and European integration. The
aim is not to conduct any normative evaluation of EU foreign policy
or to say something about the democratic quality of EU foreign
policy-making processes.

I apply a communicative approach building on Habermas” concepts
of deliberation and communicative rationality because it provides the
analytical micro-mechanisms by which norms may influence foreign
policy behaviour and thus offers an alternative perspective to that of
the rationalist approaches (Sjursen 2003). The contention is that such
an approach can help answer both of the two questions raised in this
dissertation, i.e. if and how EU foreign policy adheres to different
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principles than the ones coherent with the dominant perceptions of
nation-states” foreign policy behaviour, and if so, how we may
account for such a move. Few IR scholars applying a communicative
approach for explanatory purposes however explicitly address both
of these questions, though they all build on the same basic
assumptions. Instead, much of the existing literature focuses on two
different areas of EU foreign policy. On the one hand, some scholars
have recently drawn on communicative action theory in order to
capture the EU’s putative normative distinctiveness (Eriksen 2009a;
Mitzen 2006; Sjursen 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, 2007). To answer the
empirical question of what characterises EU policies, and in
particular whether it has a normative dimension, I build on this
literature and in particular on Eriksen (2009) and Sjursen’s (2006a,
2006b, 2006c and 2007) concept of a humanitarian actor. This is
elaborated on in part 2.2.3 of this chapter and is applied in the two
articles that analyse EU policies towards the MLC and its launch of
Atalanta (articles 1 and 2). As I will argue, I expect that applying this
model will help me account for EU policies in these empirical foreign
policy cases. It will enable me to say something about the extent to
which it differs from EU foreign policy as it conventionally is
understood, and if different, to say something about what principles
the EU adheres to in its foreign policies.

The third article is an attempt to contribute to further develop
analytical tools that may help us better account for why EU foreign
policy is based on norms. More precisely, I here in more detail specify
and elaborate on the analytical micro-mechanisms that are implicit in
the humanitarian foreign policy model and that must be identified
and studied in order to understand why norms in any particular case
have an effect on policy-making outcomes. In doing this, I in addition
apply insights from studies based on the communicative approach in
studies of international cooperation, including European integration.
In addition to foremost drawing on Habermas 1998 (1996) chapter 7, 1
here build on elements from Deitelhoff (2009), Elster (2007) Eriksen
(2005, 2009b), Eriksen and Weigdrd (2003) Risse (2000, 2004) and
Sjursen (2003, 2004).

2.2.2.1. A communicative approach: The basic assumptions

Though their empirical focuses differ, all scholars applying elements
of Habermas’ theory of communicative action for explanatory or
descriptive purposes start from the basic assumption that humans
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operate in a given social context where they coordinate behaviour
through language. Common understanding between social actors is
seen as a precondition for all social life, and such an understanding
can only be established through speech-acts (Eriksen and Weigard
2003). Furthermore, as rational choice based perspectives, the theory
of communicative action is a theory of action, meaning that all social
phenomena are seen as the result of human interaction. Both
rationalist and communicative approaches presuppose that human
action should be studied as the result of rational behaviour, that is, as
intended actions performed to obtain a particular goal or an
intention. However, instead of assuming strategically rational actors,
the assumption is that socially interacting agents are
communicatively rational, meaning that they are rational when they
are able to justify and explain their actions (Eriksen and Fossum,
2000; Eriksen and Weigard 2003; Sjursen 2003, 2006). Instead of
focusing on monologically acting agents with pre-given motivations,
one expects interacting agents operating in a social context who are
able to establish common standards and norms, and reach agreement
on what policies to pursue in any given situation through the use of
arguments (Deitelhoff 2009; Habermas, 1996, 1998 (1996), Eriksen and
Fossum, 2000; Eriksen and Weigard, 2003; Sjursen, 2003, 2004, Risse
2004).

In line with other constructivist IR perspectives, when applying a
communicative approach, one expects that norms function not only
as constraints on actors’ self-interested behaviour. Instead, one
assumes that norms also constitute the identity, world-views and
preferences of the actors and thus that norms might have behavioural
consequences also in the field of foreign policy (Adler 1997;
Finnemore 1996; Katzenstein 1996, Kratochwil 1989; Ruggie 1998;
Wendt 1992). By the focus on the role of language, on the
communicative process, one however specifies this argument by
saying more about the micro-mechanism by which normative
considerations might influence policy outcomes. Given the
assumption of communicatively rational actors, norms might
influence different fields of common EU because EU policies are
constructed through deliberative processes where at least some actors
change their positions and behaviour because they learn from each
other’s arguments (Deitelhoff 2009; Eriksen 2000, Eriksen 2005;
Eriksen and Fossum 2000; Risse 2000, 2004; Risse and Ulbert 2005;
Sjursen 2003, 2004, 2006a). Through communication, the actors may
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acquire new information, evaluate their interests in light of
new empirical and moral knowledge, and - most importantly
- can reflexively and collectively assess the validity claims of
norms and standards of appropriate behaviour (Risse 2004:
288).

When applying a communicative approach, there is thus an
underlying assumption that the actors by communicating with each
other are able to learn and see the issue under discussion from
different angles. Through reason giving, the actors hear others’
opinions and have the ability to learn to see an issue and situation
from a different perspective than their own. For coordination of
action, what is important is that the arguments and reasons in
themselves are such that other reasonable actors can support them.
As a consequence they can lead to agreement on a given policy
(Deitelhoff 2009; Eriksen 2005; Sjursen 2003). ‘Co-operation comes
about when the process of reason-giving generates a capacity for
change of viewpoints” (Eriksen and Fossum 2000: 257). Through the
use of language, through communication, the actors can reach a
common understanding of the situation, and most importantly, they
must give reasons for their preferences and positions and evaluate
the arguments presented by others. If a reason given for a particular
policy is perceived as convincing by the other actors, the expectation
is that they have the ability to learn from these arguments and change
their initial positions and behaviour accordingly. The arguments
leading to agreement can refer to material gain or to threats and
promises, as part of a bargaining game. However, they could also
refer to factual statements or they can refer to norms, to claims about
how one ought to behave. ‘By conceptualising how norms can have a
rational basis we get a better understanding of why a particular
policy is conducted instead of any other policy” (Sjursen 2006a: 177).

By this, theoretically, the framework not only opens up for
investigating the possibility that foreign policy is based on what is
beneficial to the actors but also that it may be based on an assessment
of what is right or appropriate in a given situation (Sjursen, 2006a). A
foreign policy actor might promote norms in its foreign policies
because this is perceived as a valid and rational foreign policy option
in and of itself. ‘In contrast to a realist or a functionalist perspective,



Introduction 27

norms are held to be autonomous sources of motivation owing their
validity to their impartial justification” (Sjursen 2004: 114).

Norm-based foreign policy becomes an analytical possibility on a par
with interest-based behaviour. Interest-based behaviour is a rational
choice, but so is behaviour based on norms. Hence, one can spell out
alternative hypotheses of EU foreign policy that can be applied in
studies of EU foreign policy behaviour in different empirical cases.

On the basis of the conception of actors as capable of assessing the
validity of norms, a communicative approach may help us not only
say something about whether or not the EU in its foreign policies
adheres to different principles than the ones underlying a state-based
traditional great power. It can also help us study why collective EU
policies putatively are based on norms. It ‘provides the micro-
foundations that allow wus to understand’ norms gradual
accumulation and binding character (Sjursen 2004: 118): Norms are
complied with when the actors accept their legitimacy so that they act
upon them. The mechanism through which norms may have
behavioural consequences is thus learning on the basis of exchanged
arguments, which I specify below (part III) in my concept of
‘argument-based learning’. As I will elaborate in the methodology
section, it is the argument that persuades the actors to change their
positions so that agreement on a collective action can be reached that
explains any given policy outcome.

2.2.3. A humanitarian model of foreign policy

On this basis, in order to contribute to a better understanding of EU
foreign policy, in article 1 and 2, I as argued apply Eriksen (2009a)
and Sjursen’s (2006a, 2007) model of a humanitarian actor. The
defining criteria of a humanitarian actor is that it seeks to overcome
power politics through a focus on strengthening global, cosmopolitan
law in the international system, and that in conducting its foreign
policy it is willing also to bind itself to such norms. Three main
components form the basis of this analytical model. First, it builds on
the assumption that actors are communicatively rational and that
policy-making outcomes are formed through communicative
processes, as elaborated on above. Second, it differentiates between
types of norms, between values and rights, thus refining the
distinction between interests and norms often applied in the existing
literature. Third, it links what is called a humanitarian policy not only
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to the promotion of rights but also to the promotion of rights through
binding law, making it possible to control for rhetorical action.

2.2.3.1 Different types of norms — values and rights

To better conceive of and account for EU foreign policy one must
differentiate between types of norms as they may point to very
different types of ‘normative’ foreign policies (Sjursen 2006a, Sjursen
2006b, Sjursen 2006c). The humanitarian foreign policy model
therefore builds on an analytical distinction between two types of
norms, between values and moral norms/ rights (Eriksen and
Weigdrd, 2003: 135; Habermas 1996; Sjursen 2002, 2006a). As ideal
types, ethical-political values are linked to a particular community’s
conception of the good that might vary between different societies,
while rights refer to higher-order principles that claim universal
validity. This distinction is well-established in the political science
literature, and is evident amongst other things in the debate between
what is often called the communitarian and the cosmopolitan
traditions in the literature on how to solve normative questions (see
for instance Aggestam 2008; Eriksen and Weigard 2003; Miller 1995;
Stie 2002). While the communitarian view on politics is that the goal
is to realise a society’s common good, the Kantian or cosmopolitan
tradition argues that there are certain norms that are independent of
societal belonging. By applying the distinction between values and
rights, I thus assume that there is such a thing as ‘cosmopolitan or
universal values and interests that transcend those of individual
political communities’ (Hyde-Price 2008: 32). These are action norms
‘to which all possibly affected persons could agree as participants in
rational discourses’” (Habermas, 1996: 107). Moral norms or rights are
thus universal because they can be generalised and accepted by all in
a free and open debate, independently of identities and belongings
(Eriksen and Weigard 1997; Habermas 1996). They refer to higher
order principles and claim universal validity (Eriksen and Weigard
2003: 134-5). They are ‘principles that, all things considered, can be
recognised as “just” by all parties, irrespective of their particular
interests, perceptions of the 'good life' or cultural identity” (Sjursen
2003: 45). The concept of values is, on the other hand, particular,
connected to the characteristics of a specific community and to the
identity of the members of that community, understood as collective
representations of the good that vary according to cultural and social
context (Habermas 1996: 256; Eriksen et al. 2005: 240). They are linked
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to “an actor’s sense of identity or understanding of the “good life
(Sjursen 2003: 45).

On the basis of this distinction, we can distinguish between policy
choices justified by European community-specific values, on the one
hand, and foreign policy positions and actions justified by reference
to rights, on the other. EU foreign policy could in other words be
based on contextual norms of what is perceived as good according to
specific European values or internal solidarity, or it could be based on
concerns for securing what is right or fair for all, independently of
communal belonging, on universal rights.

2.2.3.1. Promoting rights through binding and enforceable law
The distinction between values and rights is important in order to
develop analytical tools for differentiating between types of norm-
based foreign policies. However, it does not solve the problems of
hypocrisy or double standards always associated with foreign policy
in general and with the EU’s claim to promote human rights in
particular.

For moral norms or rights to be universally applied, to avoid
arbitrariness or that they are only used rhetorically to advance self-
interest, they must also be made binding through law (Eriksen 2009a;
Habermas 1996). Making universal rights binding through law, i.e.
translating them into human rights that are universally applicable, is
the only way to meet “objections that question the universality of a
moral understanding of human rights’ (de Greiff and Cronin 2002:
18). On this basis, what Eriksen (2009a) and Sjursen (2007) call a
humanitarian foreign policy would therefore be one that not only
promotes a particular type of norms, namely universal rights, but
that also links the promotion of these rights to a system of enforceable
and binding law. This is crucial since without being linked to law that
is equally binding to all, a ‘normative” policy can be used to promote
self-interests (or will anyway be accused of doing so), force can be
used arbitrarily, on the willpower of the foremost western countries,
and is easily accused of being conducted for imperialistic reasons
(Eriksen 2009). Neither the intentions behind a certain policy nor the
means by which it is conducted solve these challenges.

There is always a risk that actors will follow their own
interests even if they know that this may harm others, or
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suspect that others do so, even if they say the opposite. In
order to avoid such risks, common rules are necessary. The
law functions as a system of action that makes it possible to
implement moral duties or commitments (Sjursen 2006: 244).

Following Habermas, ‘human rights are not moral but legal in
character; and as actionable claims, rights are conceptually tailored to
their implementation in legal orders’ (de Greiff and Cronin 2002: 19).

Rights can only become effective through the medium of law
(Habermas 1996).

On this basis, the first characteristic of what is termed a
‘humanitarian” EU foreign policy is

that the EU subscribes to the principles of human rights,
development and rule of law for dealing with international
affairs, hence underscoring the cosmopolitan rights of the
people (Eriksen 2009: 102).

A humanitarian foreign policy is cosmopolitan/universal in the sense
that its actions would be subjected to global law: To testify to a
humanitarian model, the foreign policy actor must bind its foreign
policy behaviour to human rights law.

2.2.3.2. Domesticating international relations

The humanitarian model is analytically distinct to the ideal-typical
traditional great power model of foreign policy. The foreign policy of
the latter builds on the principle of state sovereignty as the
constituting principle of international relations. Such powers may
bind themselves to law in their foreign policy conduct, but then to the
law that regulates interstate relations, to international law. States are
the core units, the addressees and right-holders of such international
law, and the main principle governing their relations is that they
should respect each other’s internal and external sovereignty. The
‘idea of external sovereignty as the core constitutive principle in the
international system” would thus set “clear limits on the human rights
dimension to the foreign policy’ (Sjursen 2007: 9). One would as
argued above thereby not expect a traditional great power to be
willing to bind itself to rules or norms that restrict its ability to act in
favour of its interests.
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At a contrast, while in an international system states are the
addressees of international law and the underlying main principle
governing their relations is sovereignty, in a cosmopolitan system,
individuals, and not states, are the addressees and right-holders of
binding and enforceable law. This law would be equally binding on
all and is what in this dissertation is called global law.

What a cosmopolitan system implies in empirical terms is however
not always clear on the basis of the existing literature.

In a cosmopolitan system, all international relations would
have to be subordinated to a common judicial order that
would transform the parameters of power politics and
redefine the concept of sovereignty (Sjursen 2007: 14),

but what this implies empirically in concrete cases of foreign policy is
seldom specified more precisely (Archibugi 1998; DeGreiff and
Cronin 2002; Ziirn 2000. Also see Sjursen 2007). This is challenging
when studying a putative humanitarian foreign policy empirically
not least because today’s world order is very far from being a
cosmopolitan system. Most of today’s international law regulates the
relations between states, building on the principle of sovereignty.
After the Second World War, the principles of state sovereignty and
non-interference were established in the UN charter with the aim of
securing the world from a new devastating war. At the same time,
the universality of human rights is established as a principle in the
UN charter. According to The United Nations Universal Declaration
of Human Rights of 1948, human rights are universal; they apply to
all human beings. To assure their universality ‘[e[veryone is entitled
to a social and international order in which rights and freedoms set
forth in this Declaration can be fully realized” (article 28). However,
individual rights are not institutionalised as positive legal rights and
there is no global system that regulates foreign policy actions,
including the use of force, in a way that is equally binding to all
countries. When the aim is to establish analytical tools that can help
capture a putative normative distinctiveness of EU foreign policy,
upholding and binding its foreign policy behaviour to global law is
thus not in itself a sufficient empirical indicator of a humanitarian
power.
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A second indicator of a humanitarian actor’s foreign policies is
therefore that it would be underpinned by the main aim of
‘domesticating’ world policies through a focus on strengthening
binding human rights law (global law) in the international system
(Sjursen 2007: 13). By linking the concept of a humanitarian foreign
policy to the promotion of a cosmopolitan system of rights, the
framework thus identifies a “critical difference” between a traditional
great power and a humanitarian model.

It is this emphasis on the “taming” of power politics - on a
transformation of the international system from a Westphalian
state order to a global cosmopolitan order that constitutes the
core, or critical, difference

between the two models (Sjursen 2007:14). A humanitarian actor
would not only bind its behaviour to existing global, i.e. human
rights law. A humanitarian would also be promoting a change from
power politics and ‘an exclusive emphasis on the rights of sovereign
states within a multilateral order to the rights of individuals in a
cosmopolitan order’ (Sjursen 2007: 215). One would expect a foreign
policy “underpinned by the idea that the principles of human rights
need to become positive legal rights that could be enforced at the
global level” (Sjursen 2007: 13-14).

The concept of humanitarian foreign policy is an attempt to establish
more precise expectations to what a putative cosmopolitan,
normative foreign policy would look like in empirical terms given
that the researcher’s aim is to explain or describe foreign policy in
concrete cases. The concept has however not been systematically
applied in empirical studies of the EU’s (or any other foreign policy
actor’s) foreign policy behaviour. An important aim of this
dissertation is therefore to contribute in further specifying and trying
out the concept’s relevance in studies of EU foreign policy. If one
accepts the claim that there might be more to foreign policy than the
promotion of self-interests, I find the concept of humanitarian foreign
policy particularly helpful as an analytical tool for empirical research
for several reasons.

First, the underlying distinction between types of norms helps
differentiate between a rights-based and a value-based foreign policy.
This makes it possible not only to explain more as it nuances the
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concept of norm-based policies - it is also a first step needed when
seeking to empirically control for whether a particular human rights
based policy in reality is an example of hidden imperialism.

Second, this concept can be applied to empirical cases independently
of the means by which it is conducted. Following the definition of a
humanitarian actor, when applied in explanatory empirical research,
the question is not whether or not the EU has military means to
enforce its perspectives but rather whether the EU in its foreign
policies seeks to strengthen a system of enforceable human rights that
are equally binding on all - including the EU itself. And moreover,
whether the EU binds itself to such global law when conducting its
foreign policy. The critical difference is that following the traditional
great power, the threat of force would be conceived of as means to
protect or promote its own interests. However, following a
humanitarian model, the threat of force would be conceived of as a
means to ensure that global law is respected and any use of force
would be applied as tools in a law-enforcement operation.

Third, the definition of a humanitarian actor as one who not only
promotes human rights but also binds itself to global law provides
me with a starting point for empirically controlling for rhetorical
action. Studies building on communciative theory are often accused
of being naive or of applying a perspective that is too far away from
empirical reality. From the outset, there is, however, no reason why a
humanitarian actor model should be less able to capture EU foreign
policy than a traditional great power model, unless one accepts the
rationalist claim that all normative behaviour is instrumental. To the
contrary, by focusing on the promotion of binding global law as the
critical difference between a humanitarian and a traditional great
power, a normative actor does not have to be ‘other-regarding’ or
altruistic in its behaviour. All foreign policy actors advance their
material interests as well as their particular values and beliefs on the
world scene. However, by linking the promotion of rights to law, it is
no longer a question of whether or not a foreign policy actor
promotes its material interests. Instead, the existence of enforceable
law allows for the legitimate pursuit of self-interests within the limits
of this law. Interests may be promoted, but not at the expense of
rights. By linking the definition of a humanitarian foreign policy to
promoting and acting in accordance with binding human rights law
one opens up to the analytical possibility of a norm-promoting policy
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without by this implying either altruism, rhetorical action or hidden
imperialism.

2.2.3.5 Summing up

Hypothesis 2: The EU acts as a humanitarian actor

To sum up, an alternative hypothesis of what characterises EU
foreign policy may be that it differs from foreign policy as it
conventionally is understood. Instead of acting as a traditional great
power, the EU’s behaviour might be in line with what one would
expect of a humanitarian foreign policy actor, promoting global
rights through binding law. If so, it adheres to different principles
than the ones coherent with the dominant perceptions of nation-
states’ foreign policy behaviour. There would be consistency between
the internal human rights standards and practices the EU has set for
itself in its foreign policies, and the policies conducted in empirical
cases of foreign policy. Instead of promoting its interests in whatever
way perceived as the most efficient, it would have promoted rights
also when this involves costs and it would have bound itself to global
law in its foreign policy conduct.

Part Ill. Why do they agree? Norms and EU foreign

policy decision-making processes

As already pointed out in the introduction to this chapter, the
empirical analyses suggest that there is evidence in support of the
second of the hypotheses outlined above. In both the cases studied
(articles 1 and 2), the EU’s policies were in line with what one would
expect of a humanitarian foreign policy actor. On this basis, the aim
of the third article in this dissertation is to contribute in further
developing analytical tools that may help account for why this is so -
why arguments referring to rights mobilised the common foreign
policies conducted in the two cases. In the third article in this
dissertation, I apply a communicative approach as an alternative to
the rationalist expectation that collective EU policies are reached
through processes of bargaining. In a rationalist perspective, norms
function only through the mechanism of interest-based behaviour.
Following a communicative approach, norms may influence
outcomes through the micro-mechanism of what I call argument-
based learning. One may however argue that argument-based
learning is not the only possible micro-mechanism through which
norms may influence actors” positions. There is also a constructivist
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literature arguing that norms may influence actors’ positions and
thus policy-outcomes through the mechanism of socialisation. In the
following, I therefore start by presenting and discussing some of the
literature that apply an alternative constructivist explanation as to
why norms putatively influence EU foreign policy due what happens
during the policy-making process, i.e. that norms influence collective
policies due to norm-internalisation following processes of
socialisation. The aim of this discussion is to further substantiate why
I believe that a framework based on Habermas’ concepts of
communicative rationality and deliberation provides a particularly
relevant alternative in studies of collective policy-making processes
and their outcomes to that of the rationalist perspectives. Lastly, I
present the basic assumptions underlying my own concept of
argument-based learning and discuss some of the indicators that are
not included in the analytical framework that is suggested in the
article.

3.1. Alternative micro-mechanisms

According to Warntjen (2010), one can distinguish theoretically
between two main ways in which norms may influence common
policies due to what happens during the policy-making process
(2010). One builds on the communicative approach applied in this
dissertation, namely that the actors involved reach agreement ‘on the
right thing to do” on the basis of normative arguments presented
during deliberative processes. The other explanation is that norms
may be constructed into foreign policy-making outcomes due to
norm internalisation following processes of socialisation. Defined as
the process whereby “actors internalise norms which become part of
their identity and prescribe appropriate behaviour for certain types of
situations,” socialisation might affect the actors’ identity or role-
perceptions, or it might cause the actors to act on the basis of
particular norms. In both cases, the consequence of socialisation is
norm-guided behaviour, meaning that the actors ‘follow norms
without making a conscious choice” (Warntjen 2010: 670).

3.1.1. Studies in socialisation and role-adaptation

The link between socialisation, changing role-conceptions, norms and
EU foreign policy has been discussed by amongst others Elgstrom
and Smith (2006). In their edited book from 2006, several of the
authors aim at contributing to a better understanding of why the EU
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conducts a particular ‘normative’ foreign policy by the use of role
theory. Roles refer to “patterns of expected or appropriate behaviour’,
to how actors ‘believe they are expected to behave in a particular
context or situation” (Elgstrom and Smith 2006: 5). Roles in other
words define expectations to behaviour in line with what March and
Olsen (1989; 1998) argue follow from the logic of appropriateness.
Following this logic, one would expect that in any given situation,

actors seek to fulfill the obligations encapsulated in a role, an
identity, a membership in a political community or group, and
the ethos, practices and expectations of its institutions.
Embedded in a social collectivity, they do what they see as
appropriate for themselves in a specific type of situation
(March and Olsen 2006: 689).

Applied to EU foreign policy, Elgstrom and Smith hypothesise that a
possible reason why the EU conducts a ‘normative foreign policy’
may be that the member states share a particular role-conception of
the EU as a foreign policy actor, which defines what would be an
appropriate EU foreign policy behaviour in any given situation. The
member states learn and internalise this role during the policy-
making processes. “The roles an actor engages in are in part and effect
of learning and socialisation in interactive negotiation processes’
(Elgstrom and Smith 2006: 5). Similarly, Hill and Wong (2011) suggest
that norms might influence collective EU foreign policies due to
particular identity-building processes or Europeanisation processes
that take place within the EU foreign policy machinery. Following
their broadest definition, these processes might be important for
understanding why norms matter in EU foreign policies as they may
result in

a) “[the e]mergence of shared norms/values among
policymaking elites in relation to international politics”; b)
“[s]hared definitions of European and national interests” and
c) “[a] coordination reflex and “pendulum effect” where
“extreme” national and EU positions are reconciled over time
via bilateral and EU interactions (Hill and Wong 2011: 3).

Also, studies on the role of socialisation in Council group decision-
making processes have focused on how norms effect EU common
polices because the member states” officials during the policy-making
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processes internalise particular norms of appropriate behaviour (see
amongst others Beyer 2005; Joerges and Neyer 1997; Juncos and
Reynolds 2007). Though not writing about EU foreign policy in
particular, one of the most quoted attempts to theorise the concept of
socialisation in studies of IR is Checkel’s (2006) distinction between
two types of socialisation, called type I socialisation and type II
internalisation, and between three types of social mechanisms leading
to changes in state interests and/or identities (strategic calculation,
role playing and normative suasion). Type I socialisation and type II
internalisation are processes of cognitive change that happen due to
social interaction mediated by political institutions and are identified
by changes in actors’ behaviour. When actors within an institutional
setting move from conscious strategic calculation to conscious role
playing, this would according to Checkel suggest that Type I
socialisation has taken place, i.e. that they changed their behaviour
due to socialisation within this institutional context. If they not only
start role-playing but also accept the collective norms of the group as
their own, ie. internalise them as norms defining appropriate
behaviour, there is evidence to suggest what he calls Type II
internalisation. Norms may thus influence common EU foreign
policies because of Type II internalisation, i.e. because the EU
member states during their interaction within particular institutional
structures have internalised norms of what would be “the right thing
to do” when conducting a collective EU foreign policy (also see Lewis
2005, 2010).

3.1.2. Some analytical challenges

Though the aims, focus and questions raised and the approaches
applied in these studies as shown vary considerably, they all share
the basic assumption that norms are constructed into EU policies
because the actors involved due to socialisation processes internalise
particular norms or roles defining appropriate behaviour. Once
internalised, one assumes that the actors act upon these norms
automatically, which would be why the collective EU foreign policies
in different cases are based on norms.

Clearly, these different studies on how norms are constructed into EU
policies through socialisation processes affecting foreign policy roles,
identities and norms of appropriate behaviour have increased our
knowledge both about the actual level of EU foreign policy
integration and about the role of norms in this process. Their findings
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are helpful not least because they by linking policy behaviour to the
policy-making process, point to the need to find alternative ways of
theorising how policies and decision are made in the EU to that of the
rationalist perspectives. While rationalist perspectives treat
preferences as exogenous to what happens during the EU policy-
making process, these scholars point to how the member states’
preferences might change due to what goes on during the policy-
making process, affecting not only their interests but also their
identities and role-perceptions and thus the common policies
conducted. Hence, they “allow both for the development of
approaches relating to the ideational basis of policy and for the
evaluation of material policy concerns and actions” (Elgstrom and
Smith 2006: 5).

The micro-mechanisms by which norms may influence policy-
making outcomes are however analytically underspecified in much of
the above-mentioned literature. When the aim as in this dissertation
is to say something about why norms influence collective policy-
making processes and their outcomes, this is problematic because
without clear analytical micro-mechanisms, it becomes difficult to
trace the impact of a norm on a particular policy empirically. In the
literature referred to, it is often unclear why a particular norm is
internalised in the first place instead of any other possible norm:; it is
sometimes unclear how a particular identity-based or contextual
norm is spread or learned amongst a group; and it is sometimes
unclear by what mechanisms an internalised norm is acted upon in
any given policy-making situation.

The concept of socialisation and its consequences provide a good
illustration of some of these challenges (also see amongst others
Beyer 2010 for an overview). It is often unclear whether socialisation
is an end product, the outcome of a particular process, or if it instead
is a mechanism leading to something else. Using Checkel’s above
mentioned study to illustrate, it is unclear whether these are
mechanisms that may cause socialisation, or if they are mechanisms of
socialisation, i.e. mechanisms causing norm internalisation.
According to Checkel (2006: 364)

socialisation refers to the process of inducting new actors into
the norms, rules, and ways of behavior of a given community.
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Its end point is internalization, when the community norms
and rules become taken for granted.

This internalisation takes place due to the mechanism of normative
suasion or persuasion, defined

as a social process of communication that involves changing
beliefs, attitudes, or behaviour in the absence of overt
coercion. It entails convincing someone through argument
and principled debate [...] it is a social mechanism through
which the interactions between individuals may lead to
changes in interests or even identities (Checkel (2006: 364).

The outcome of socialisation is thus norm internalisation, but at the
same time this outcome, norm-internalisation, is also an indicator of
socialisation, as it is through norm internalisation that someone
becomes socialised. Socialisation thus ends up being the same as a
process of norm-internalisation and we are still left with the puzzle of
what micro-mechanism that may actually cause norm-based
behaviour. What are the micro-mechanisms by which ‘arguments and
principled debate” lead to a particular collective outcome? In
Checkel’s framework, socialisation either becomes the outcome of the
mechanisms he describes (instead of the mechanism leading to norm
internalisation), or ‘everything’ going on during a social process that
somehow effects the outcome ends up being described as an example
of socialisation. Both the definitions and the micro-mechanisms
leading to change needs to be made more specific if the concept of
socialisation shall help us understand why EU foreign policy
putatively is based on norms.

This leads me to another analytical problem when applying concepts
like socialisation or norm internalisation in studies of EU policy-
making processes, namely why one particular norm is internalised
and acted upon in any particular case instead of any other particular
norm. Studies focusing on how socialisation and norm-internalisation
define actors’ identities and roles expect that, once internalised, one
would assume that the member states in any particular case will
adapt their behaviour automatically to their roles or identities, in line
with what one would expect following a ‘logic of appropriateness’
(March and Olsen 1998). It is however somewhat unclear why in any
concrete case a particular norm has a particular behavioural
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consequence - why do norms enter policy-making processes in the
first place and what are the mechanisms by which norms are spread,
learned and internalised so that one can say that a norm had
behavioural consequences? Concepts such as socialisation and norm
internalisation build on the analytical assumption that a particular set
of norms that new actors can learn or be socialised into already exists.
The well-known critique against scholars explaining outcomes due to
an internalised logic of appropriateness is thus that it is difficult to
explain change (Risse 2000; Sending 2002). As all actors learn and
internalise the same appropriateness norms, it is difficult to explain
why these norms of appropriateness change.

In sum, the main problem when seeking to apply these concepts in
empirical research is the lack of precise alternative analytical micro-
mechanisms to those of the rationalist perspectives.

These alternative conceptualisations of the EU’s international
actions are not explicit in identifying the driving forces in the
political process or in specifying an alternative set of micro-
foundations to that of the rational choice/ interest based
model. In other words, they suggest alternative ways of
conceptualising the EU but do not help us that much in terms
of explaining how we got to this peculiar international “actor”
[...] What are the mechanisms of change? (Sjursen 2003: 43).

Neither norms nor interests transfer automatically into collective EU
policies.

3.2. Why do they agree? An analytical approach for
studies of international policy-making outcomes

The added value of applying a communicative approach is that it
helps to specify the micro-mechanisms by which norms influence
policy-making outcomes. ‘It is through a communicative process in
which norms are rationally assessed that the relevance and binding
character of norms is established” (Sjursen 2004: 115). By providing
the analytical micro-mechanisms by which norms may lead to
changes in behaviour, it provides a particularly relevant alternative
approach in studies of collective policies to that of the rationalist
perspectives. Communicative theory may moreover help us
understand why norms of appropriate behaviour are established and
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why such appropriateness norms may change. Norms are not taken
as given but are instead rationally assessed. By focusing on the
process by which normative arguments are presented and considered
legitimate so that they are acted upon, it helps us understand how the
actors are able “to establish new international norms (or) to socialise
actors into existing ones” how they ‘develop a common knowledge
concerning both a definition of the situation and an agreement about
the underlying “rules of the game”- a necessary condition also in
bargaining processes’ (Risse 2000: 2). Through the communicative
process, they may ‘acquire the social knowledge to function
appropriately in a given society” (Risse 2004: 293) or learn of new
norms that if considered valid and relevant in a particular policy-
making situation may lead to agreement on the normative basis of a
particular policy:

Contrary to rational choice perspectives, the theory of
communicative action can thus show how shared respect for
norms and institutions is established as the outcome of a
process of deliberation in which different viewpoints are
communicated and scrutinized (Sjursen 2003: 45).

It also follows from this argument that one would assume that “social
norms and institutions are upheld because the actors consider them
valid" (Sjursen 2003: 45). Without assuming that actors are
communicatively rational, that they have the competence to explain
and justify their positions and proposals and evaluate arguments
presented by others, ‘collective norms will not be produced in the
first place. Neither will they be adhered to and reproduced in
concrete situations’ (Eriksen 2000).

3.2.1. Challenges in the existing communicative

literature

For these reasons, constructivist scholars are increasingly applying
elements of Habermas’ theory of communicative action in studies of
IR and European integration. Empirical studies have shown that
deliberation is important for understanding a wide area of different
European and international policies.8 However, in studies of EU

8 See amongst others Béachtiger et al 2008; Deitelhoff 2009; Deitelhoff and
Miiller 2005; Diez and Steans, 2005; Eriksen 2005, 2009; Eriksen and Fossum
2000; Eriksen and Weigérd, 2003; Jacobsson and Vifell, 2005; Janssen and
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integration, most scholars applying a communicative approach have
studied policy-making in the Council and the Commission and their
committee structures (for an overview, see JEPP special issue 2010).
Few empirical studies use insights from communicative action theory
when studying integration in the field of European foreign policy.
This is puzzling since this seems to be precisely the kind of area
where we could need better tools in order to explain common policy
outcomes (see however Deitelhoff 2008; Mitzen 2006; Sjursen 2003).

A reason may however be that a main challenge facing researches
applying the concepts of communicative rationality and deliberation
in studies of international decision-making processes has been to
make these concepts relevant for empirical research. There is little
scholarly agreement on to what degree deliberation takes place, not
to mention what is meant by the concept of deliberation or arguing
and thus how to define, specify and empirically measure the concept
of deliberation. Few explicitly define the concept when applying it to
empirical research (see Bachtiger et al. 2008 and Thompson 2008 for
overviews). With so many different approaches and
operationalisations it is thus hard to make general conclusions about
the role and impact of deliberation in EU policy-making. It makes it
hard to draw comparisons across different case-studies, and it makes
it more difficult to evaluate the validity of the findings (Janssen and
Kies, 2005). Most importantly, there is little agreement on why and
how deliberation affects policy outcomes (see amongst others
Béchtiger et al. 2008, Janssen and Kies, 2005; Thompson, 2008). “The
black-box” of deliberation is seldom opened. How reason-giving
affects outcomes remains underspecified both analytically and
empirically. Even if a main strength of applying a communicative
approach in studies of collective policy-making processes and their
outcomes as argued is that it provides us with alternative analytical
micro-foundations to those of the rationalist approaches, this is
seldom reflected when scholars apply the theory in empirical
research. In the existing literature, few scholars applying
communicative action theory in studies of international negotiations
specify and study the micro-mechanisms by which deliberation has

Kies 2005; Landwehr 2009; Lerch and Schwellnus 2006; Lose 2001; Miiller
2004; Naurin 2007; Neyer 2006; Risse, 2000, 2004; Risse and Ulbert 2005;
Risse and Kleine 2010; Sjursen 2003, 2004, 2006a; Thompson, 2008.
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an effect on policy outcomes (exceptions are Deitelhoff 2009, Sjursen
2003).

Furthermore, claiming that it is difficult to trace the impact of
deliberation empirically, scholars of European integration have
recently focused not on ‘whether arguing takes place in EU
negotiations but under which circumstances arguing affects actor
preferences’(Diir et al. 2010: 616). The reason for this focus is arguably
that ‘it is impossible to ascertain actors’ true motivations [...] and to
observe persuasion and the effects of arguing directly’ (Risse and
Kleine: 711). When studying international negotiations, it is
contended that researchers therefore should seek to identify ‘the
institutional scope-conditions that are conducive to arguing to prevail in
multilateral negotiations, and thus, to affect both processes and outcomes’
(Risse and Kleine 2010: 711). Researchers should seek to ‘unveil
institutional scope conditions for endogenous changes in actors’
preferences resulting from persuasion’ (Risse and Kleine 2010: 712).

This research has clearly increased our understanding of
international and European policy-making processes and their
outcomes. It has contributed to a much higher understanding of
international policies by specifying the importance of language and
thus process for understanding why agreements on collective action
is reached as well as how we can understand the outcome of these
processes. It has moreover increased our knowledge of how different
contextual factors influence EU integration. Policy-making always
takes place in a social context and this context is important also for
understanding policy-making outcomes. This is not least so in the
EU, where common institutions, different types of institutional
arrangements, and, as argued above, processes like socialisation and
learning have been shown to influence EU integration. °
Communicative practices are inter-subjective, and learning and
policy diffusion should in this context be conceived of ‘not just as
cognitive processes “inside the human brain”, but as inherently social
and intersubjective processes’ (Risse 2004: 288).

To understand EU foreign policy, it is thus important to identify
contextual factors that may increase the likelihood of deliberation or

?See amongst others Egeberg 2006; Elgstrom and Smith 2006; Olsen 2007;
Pollack 2009; Tonra and Christiansen 2004; Trondal 2010
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that may influence the possible effect of different types of norms on
policy-making outcomes.

However, if we want to know why a particular norm influenced a
particular outcome we must also analytically specify and empirically
study the micro-mechanisms by which arguments have behavioural
consequences. One cannot know if a particular outcome was based on
particular norms (or interests) without also studying the micro-
mechanism behind it. When applying elements of communicative
action theory for the purpose of explaining outcomes of international
policy-making processes, the empirical question is not only “whether
actors use arguments and reason to justify their actions and their
interests” (Risse 2004: 299). It is equally important to identify whether
or not particular arguments also lead to agreement on collective
actions so that these arguments have behavioural consequences.
Without tracing the impact of arguments on collective outcomes
empirically, we risk conducting an explanation that resembles what
Hedstrom and Swedberg (1998: 9) call a black-box explanation of
political outcomes. In a black-box explanation,

the link between input or output, or between explanans and
explanandum is assumed to be avoid of structure or, at least,
whatever structure there may be is considered to be of no
interest (perhaps because it cannot be observed or because O
(the output) can be predicted even though the mechanisms
linking I (the input) and O are unknown.

The reason why such explanations are problematic is that although
one knows the output (O; for instance agreement on a particular
norm-based foreign policy) and has identified the input (I; in this case
the scope-conditions present in a given case), one cannot say what
caused the output, what links I and O. One

says nothing about why this is the case [...]. To answer such
questions it is necessary to introduce and explicate the
generative mechanisms that might have produced the
observed difference

or outcome (Hedstrom and Swedberg: 11). In other words -the fact
that there is evidence of deliberation or scope-conditions conducive
of deliberation does not in itself tell us why the actors reached an
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agreement, or why they reached the agreement they did. To know
this we must also study the micro-mechanisms by which particular
arguments lead to particular outcomes.

For the purpose of explaining policy outcomes at the international
level, such as EU foreign policy, there is thus a need to develop more
precise analytical tools that can help identify the micro-mechanisms
by which arguments may have behavioural consequences analytically
so that they can be studied empirically.

3.2.2. Basic assumptions in the analytical approach

On this basis, the aim of the third article in this dissertation is to
contribute in this regard by further specifying analytical tools
building on Habermas” conceptions of communicative rationality and
deliberation. Below I in more detail elaborate on the basic
assumptions underlying this analytical framework. In doing this, I
build on elements of Habermas” distinction between different types
of arguments found in his writing on ‘Some Further Clarifications of
the Concept of Communicative Rationality” from 1996 (pp. 307-342 in
‘On the Pragmatics of Communication’, edited by Maeve Cooke from
1998, i.e Habermas 1998 (1996)). I also build on Deitelhoff (2009),
Elster (2007), Eriksen (2005, 2009b), (Eriksen and Weigard 2003), Risse
(2000, 2004) and Sjursen (2003, 2004).

3.2.2.1. A wish to cooperate

First, as a background factor, I assume that when the aim is to reach
agreement on a collective action, the actors involved must have the
ability to understand each other. The actors must further enter
international negotiations with ‘an initial motivation to work
together” (Deitelhoff and Miiller, 2005: 169). Without this, neither type
of communication, neither bargaining nor deliberation, are possible.
They will not be able to share a common language and they will not
be able to agree that the results are acceptable -independently of
whether acceptability is linked to considerations of credible power or
resources, on individual preferences, or are based on considerations
of the validity of norms. Nor would they be able to ensure that the
agreement also is put into practice (Sjursen 2007: 12-13).

3.2.2.2. Always communicatively rational actors
Second, I build on the assumption that all actors who engage in
political processes where the aim is to find some sort of common
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outcome are communicatively rational. According to Habermas (1998
(1996): 315) this form of rationality is ‘inherent not in language as
such, but in the communicative use of linguistic expressions.” Thus,
though bargaining and deliberation/ arguing are characterised by
different types of arguments and agreements are reached through
different micro-mechanisms, in the analytical framework I assume
that the actors” underlying rationality always is communicative. This
implies that actors have the ability to give reasons for their positions
and proposals and that they can change their positions on the basis of
what others say. Actors can use arguments in a purposive-rational or
strategic way, seeking to promote certain interests or use reference to
norms strategically; they can adapt to existing norms, or they can
explain their positions and change behaviour due to learning from
presented arguments. However, in the framework as it is specified in
this dissertation, the underlying assumption of actors’ rationality
remains the same. They don’t lose the ability to evaluate what others
say or lose the ability to justify their own positions, views or
proposals. Instead, in my opinion it is precisely this basic assumption
of communicative rationality that allows for different types of
behaviour being equally rational and thus being considered as equal
analytical possibilities when studying collective decision-making
processes. Without this ability, political agreements cannot be
reached through the use of language, neither through deliberation
nor bargaining. As long as one accepts the claim that actors who take
part in political negotiations have the ability to present positions and
consider the credibility or validity of what others say - independently
of whether the speech-acts take the form of threats or promises or if
they refer to some sort of norms or any other thinkable justification -
one accepts the claim that actors are communicatively rational.
Starting from the assumption of communicative rationality increases
the range of action-types that are analytically possible. Why they
reach agreement in any given case then becomes a question for
empirical research.

3.2.2.3. Communicative processes

Third, the analytical framework builds on the assumption that all
voluntary and non-violent political decision-making processes are
communicative processes, by which I mean that the actors seek to
reach some sort of inter-subjective understanding or agreement on
collective outcomes on the basis of the arguments presented. This
would be in accordance with Habermas” (1998 (1996): 315)
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specification of what is meant by the communicative use of language.
The communicative use of language is composed of three parts; it is
about ‘a) an actor reaching understanding b) with someone c) about
something’. When communicating, the actor ‘utters her intentions
with the illocutionary aim of having others take them seriously and
count on their being carried out” (Habermas 1998 (1996): 319). This
definition applies both to processes of bargaining and deliberation/
arguing. Both in arguing/ deliberation and in bargaining processes,
“actors try to gain agreement by proposing and evaluating
arguments” (Deitelhoff and Miiller 2005: 168). In both types of
processes or communication it is reasonable to assume that

the speech act is first of all supposed to be understood by the
hearer and then - as far as possible - accepted. The rationality
of the wuse of Ilanguage oriented toward reaching
understanding then depends on whether the speech acts are
sufficiently comprehensible for the speaker to achieve
illocutionary success with them (or for him to be able to do so
in normal circumstances) (Habermas 1998 (1996): 315).

Building on this definition, it is hard to imagine any decision-making
processes where there is no communication before a settlement is
reached, except in outcomes settled through the use of direct force or
in cases where threats of force leads to direct surrender, which do not
count as communication according to the definition. Applying this
assumption seems like a relatively uncontroversial claim in studies of
most international and not least of EU negotiations.

However, this distinction, between actors’ rationality, on the one
hand, and type of communication, on the other, is not always shared
in the literature applying the concepts of deliberation/ arguing and
communicative rationality in studies of international negotiations.
Instead, one type of action is often linked to one type of rationality,
typically linking strategic rationality to bargaining and
communicative rationality to deliberation. An example is how it is
sometimes implied that the actors change from a strategic to a
communicative rationality. For example, Risse and Kleine (2010: 711)
write about ‘the logic of communicative rationality (“arguing”)’ and
hold that we need to investigate the institutional scope-conditions
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enabling communicative rationality so that arguing actually
leads to persuasion and gives rise to outcomes that one would
not have expected on the basis of pure bargaining.

3.2.2.4. Actor-relative and actor-independent arguments

Fourth, the framework builds on the assumption that some
justifications or arguments can be accepted as valid by all the actors
involved in any given social process, including in policy-making
processes. To develop clear analytical definitions of deliberation and
bargaining that can be applied in studies of international decision-
making outcomes, I build on Habermas’ distinction between weak
and strong communication identified by actor-relative and actor-
independent arguments respectively (Habermas 1998 (1996): 307-
342). According to Habermas, when communicating, as defined
above, the actors justify their positions by what he defines as rational
arguments or speech-acts. Rational arguments are

all comprehensible speech acts, for which the speaker can take
on a credible warranty in the given circumstances to the affect
that the validity claim could, if necessary, be vindicated
discursively (Habermas 1998 (1996): 315-316).

These rational arguments can take two forms; they can be actor-
relative or they can be actor-independent (Eriksen 2009b calls these
different types of arguments ‘desire-dependent’ and ‘desire-
independent” arguments respectively). Actor-relative arguments
‘constitute good reasons only for the one or the other of them’
(Harbermas 1998 (1996): 321). These are arguments that ‘can qualify
as good reasons only according to premises that are valid for the
actor but not for the addressee’ (Harbermas 1998 (1996): 322). They
are the types of arguments you would expect to find in bargaining
processes, when actors engage in weak communication. Deliberation
is instead a type of strong political communication, characterised by
the actors justifying their positions and proposals by the use of actor-
independent arguments. Such arguments refer to something that
could be accepted by all affected participants in an open and free
debate. The premise of these arguments is not only valid to the
person who utters them, but can be accepted by all the actors
involved - one can replace the speaker and it would still be valid.
They can refer to factual statements or they can refer to commonly
acceptable norms, resting on Habermas’ discourse principle for
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establishing valid action norms: ‘Just those action norms are valid to
which all possibly affected persons could agree as participants in
rational discourses” (Habermas 1996: 107).

3.2.2.5. Different micro-mechanisms

Lastly, the framework builds on the assumption that both of these
types of arguments may lead to agreement on a collective policy
(Deitelhoff 2009; Elster 2007; Eriksen 2009b, Risse 2004; Sjursen 2003).
The actors may agree on a collective action due to a presented actor-
independent argument, ie. they may agree on the basis of
justifications that in principle can be accepted as valid by all actors
involved, for reasons that are intersubjectively shared. Alternatively,
they may agree on the basis of an actor-relative argument, which is
valid only to the person who utters it. In both cases the actors must
present justifications or arguments and the audience must accept at
least the credibility of the argument for agreement on a common
action to be reached. However, when agreement is reached through
weak communication or bargaining, characterised by actors using
actor-relative arguments, they must do only this - ie. the only
requirement is that they accept that it is likely that the actor who
utters a claim also means it and has the ability and the intention to act
upon what she said. These are ‘the conditions that have to be met for
the actors to interact in a success-oriented and strategic manner’
(Eriksen and Weigard 2003:41). As a difference to this, when
agreement is reached on the basis of an actor-independent argument,
the actors involved reach agreement because they accept the
argument as valid according to inter-subjectively shared standards.

On this basis, it follows that the (analytical but empirical traceable)
micro-mechanisms by which agreements on collective policies are
reached are different in ideal bargaining and deliberation processes.
In typical bargaining processes and in line with conventional
rationalist perspectives on international negotiations, the actors use
arguments in a purposive-rational or strategic way (Eriksen 2009b;
Elster 2007). Actor-relative justifications or arguments are
“pragmatically used intentional sentences’; they are oriented towards
success for the person who utters them (Habermas 1998 (1996): 319).
The aim is to get others to accept the actor-relative arguments
presented.
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In bargaining processes, it is assumed that the preferences actors
bring to the negotiating table are pre-set and fixed; they are thus also
independent of what goes on during negotiations (Moravscik and
Schimmelfennig 2009). Having entered the negotiation, the rationalist
assumption is that all actors aim at maximising their interests.

To bargain is to engage in communication for the purpose of
forcing or inducing the opponent to accept one’s claim. To
achieve this end, bargaining relies on threats and promises
[...] Bargaining power does not derive from the “power of the
better argument, but from material resources, manpower and
the like” (Elster 1992:15-16).

The effect of these threats and promises (which are actor-relative
arguments) depend on the extent to which they are considered
credible by the other actors involved in the negotiations. What
matters for such credibility is thus the relative resources or powers
possessed by the different actors. A country’s resources could be
linked to economic or military size, but it could also be linked to so
called ‘institutional power’, i.e. to its ‘ability to exit, veto and set
institutional agendas’ (Bailer 2010: 746. Also see Tallberg 2008;
Warntjen 2010). To reach agreement, the main point is however first,
that actor-relative arguments are presented, and second, that they are
accepted as credible by at least enough co-decision makers for
agreement on an outcome to be reached. In other words that
particular powers or resources are first, activated, either by
threatening to use these powers or by offering rewards on the basis of
existing resources, and second, that they are considered credible by
the other actors so that they actually act upon them and as such lead
to agreement on a common policy. Agreements reached through
bargaining are, in other words, reached because the other actors
involved find these actor-relative arguments credible and evaluate
them against their own interests and resources. The micro-
mechanism leading from an actor-relative argument to a collective
outcome is thus strategic adaption or credibility/ resource-based
learning. By this I mean that the actors involved accept a presented
actor-relative argument as credible so that they act upon them.

In contrast, the mechanism leading to agreement in ideal-typical
deliberative processes would be what I call argument-based learning.
Having defined deliberation as a policy-making process where the
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actors involved justify their positions and proposals by actor-
independent, i.e. mutually acceptable arguments, by argument-based
learning I mean that an actor accepts the validity of a presented actor-
independent argument, so that (s)he acts upon it. In the article, I
further specify three types of actor-independent arguments that I
argue are relevant in the EU context and that when accepted as valid
and acted upon might lead to agreement on a given policy. These are
law-based arguments, i.e. arguments referring to already existing
EU/Community legislation; factual arguments, ie. arguments
referring to scientific or specialist knowledge and lastly norm-based
arguments, i.e. arguments referring to commonly shared norms. If
any of these actor-independent arguments can explain EU foreign
policies, one would expect to find evidence suggesting that three
corresponding types of learning led to agreement on common
policies.

The main components in the suggested framework are summarised
in table 1 and figure 1.

Table 1: Bargaining and deliberation, ideal characteristics.

Type of decision-making process

Decision-
making mode Type of communication  Type of arguments used
Bargaining Weak communication Actor-relative arguments

Deliberation/arguing | Strong communication Actor-independent arguments
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Bargaining

Input Mechanism Outcome
Accepted as 2 Agreement
credible

Actor-relative

argument
Not accepted Non-agreement
as credible

Deliberation
Input Mechanism Outcome

Accepted
as valid

Agreement

Actor-independent
argument

@ Not accepted @ Non-agreement

as valid

Figure 1: Bargaining and deliberation, the communicative micro-mechanisms
behind agreement/non-agreement (actor-level).

3.2.3. Why not outcome as an indicator of
bargaining/deliberation

In contrast to much of the literature applying Habermas” concept of
deliberation in studies of policy-making processes, I do not apply
Habermas’ distinction between types of outcomes of communicative
processes as indicators of whether a process has been characterised
by bargaining or deliberation/arguing. According to Habermas, the
outcome of a communicative process can take different forms
depending on whether the actors accept a presented validity claim for
the same or for different reasons. If all actors involved in forming a
collective outcome accept a validity claim for the same reasons, this is
what Habermas calls an agreement (Habermas 1998 (1996): 321.
Eriksen 2009b calls this a rational consensus). Mutual understanding
instead comes about when ‘one participant sees that the other, in light
of her preferences [...] has good reasons that are good for her -
without having to make these reasons his own in light of his
preferences’ (Habermas 1998 (1996): 321). l.e. when the actors
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understand each other’s reasons for accepting a validity
claim/justification/argument but do not share them, the outcome is
what Habermas calls a mutual understanding (which is what Eriksen
2003, 2009b calls a working agreement).

If the researcher’s aim is to categorise different ideal-typical outcomes
of deliberation, this distinction between agreements and mutual
understanding may be important. This could for instance be the case
when studying the democratic qualities of particular outcomes (see
Stie 2010 and Thompson 2008 for overviews). However, also scholars
applying the concept of deliberation to explain international policy-
making use type of outcome as an indicator of whether a policy
process was characterised by bargaining or arguing/ deliberation.
Risse (2004: 297, figure 2) for instance argues that the observable
outcome of arguing is a ‘reasoned consensus, actors submitting to the
better argument and changing interests/ preferences accordingly’
while the outcome of bargaining is a ‘compromise without change in
preferences/interests.” Also Eriksen (2009b: 26) argues that “type of
agreement is an indicator for the distinction of bargaining and
deliberation when linked to the type of reasons that go with them’. I
agree that ideal-typically, one might expect that there is such a link
between the type of arguments used and the type of outcome
reached. This follows from the very definition of actor-independent
arguments, as these are arguments that all participating actors in
principle could accept, and is why actor-independent reasons “permit
a stronger mode of reaching understanding than actor-relative
reasons’ (Habermas 1998 (1996): 321). Outcomes following bargaining
will instead typically be compromises. Here, having agreed on the
basis of actor-relative arguments, the actors accept the outcome for
reasons valid only to themselves.

However, for the question raised in this dissertation, aiming to
contribute in developing tools that can help us better understand
why norms putatively matter in EU foreign policy, I do not find it
helpful or necessary to apply a distinction between compromise, on
the one hand, and agreement/reasoned consensus and mutual
understanding/working agreement, on the other, in order to develop
indicators of bargaining and deliberation/arguing. This is so for two
methodological reasons.
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First, as I will elaborate on in the methodology section, we can never
know the actors’ true motives. However, by using the outcome of a
process as an indicator of the type of process preceding it, one may
easily end up with claiming to say something about the actors’
motives. This is so as one must be able to say something about the
actors’ preferences in order to know if the actors during the
negotiation process come to share the same reasons for accepting the
outcome. However, if one expects that deliberation must lead to
observable preference change and that its outcome should be that the
actors share the same reasons for agreeing, it follows that one must
also be able to say something about the actors’” motivations at the
cognitive level. Without such a cognitive focus, one cannot know
whether or not preferences really change and thus whether the actors
actually agree for the same or different reasons. This was also the
conclusion drawn by Deitelhoff, Miiller and Risse following their
project on deliberation. Precisely because of this reason, because
‘[t]he authenticity of a “persuasion conversion” as proof of actors’
orientation [...] [is] impossible to confirm’ (Deitelhoff and Miiller
2005: 171), which would be needed in order to say whether actors
change their preferences or not, they concluded that ‘arguing, then, is
simply reason-giving’ 10 (Deitelhoff and Miuller 2005: 176). This
conclusion followed partly (in addition to the challenge of data
collection) from the use of outcome as an indicator of deliberation - it
rests on the idea that deliberation should, ideal-typically, lead to a
consensus, which would need at least some of the actors” to change
their preferences in cases of initial disagreement. However, when
applying a communicative approach for explaining collective
agreements and outcomes, I do not see any reason why the researcher
needs to identify actual preference change in order to provide an
alternative analytical explanatory framework to those of the
rationalist perspectives. Rather, this is in my opinion precisely one of
the main points of applying a communicative approach for
explanatory purposes: As I will elaborate on in the methodology
section, what matters for understanding an outcome is the effect of
arguments on actors” behaviour - not whether or not one (also) is able
to specify the extent to which the preferences actually change due to

10 As shown, I suggest a different definition, where deliberation is not only
defined as reason-giving but a particular type of reason-giving, namely one
where the actors justify their positions and proposals by mutually
acceptable, i.e. actor-independent arguments.
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presented arguments. The effect of arguments can only be indicated
by changes in behaviour - by the extent to which actors actually act
upon a presented argument.

This leads me to the second and most important reason why I do not
use type of outcome as an empirical indicator of the type of process
preceding it. Analytically, there is no necessary causal link between
process and outcome, and outcome can thus not function as an
indicator of process. Deliberation may result in mutual
understanding/working-agreements or consensuses as opposed to
compromises following bargaining, but from an analytical
perspective there is also the possibility that it might not, that there is
no such link between process and outcome. One may observe perfect
deliberation, where everyone justifies their positions by actor-
independent arguments without this therefore resulting in a
working-agreement or consensus. The fact that a process is
characterised by deliberation may even have no effect on the outcome
as all. Thus, outcome cannot be used as an indicator of the process
preceding it.

A contributing reason why many scholars nonetheless apply outcome
as indicator of process may however be that they build on Habermas’
concept of the ideal speech situation and its ideal outcome, rational
consensus. However, by applying Habermas’ concept of the ideal
speech situation and its ideal-outcome (rational consensus) also when
having an explanatory aim, many scholars apply criteria and
definitions that are relevant when assessing democratic legitimacy or
when developing democratic theory but that should not be the main
focus when seeking to explain why a collective outcome is reached
through communication. Instead, I agree with Stie that by doing this,
scholars mix up the use of deliberative theory in studies of policy-
making systems’ normative validity with the use of communicative
action theory as an explanatory theory of collective action (Stie 2010).
In my opinion it does not follow from Habermas’ link between the
ideal speech situation and the ideal type of reasoned consensus that
one therefore also can apply a general link between process and
outcome when studying collective policy-making outcomes.

It follows that I do not apply another criterion that is often applied in
studies of deliberation, namely that everyone participating in
deliberation actually expresses his or her beliefs and views truthfully.



56 Marianne Riddervold

This claim is analytically interlinked with the analytical distinction
between type of policy-making process and type of policy outcome,
as it is only by assuming truthfulness and sincerity that you can
know the actors ‘true’ reason for accepting an argument and thus be
able to say something about whether or not an argument is accepted
for the same or different reasons. As opposed to Steiner et al. (2004:
20) who claim that a criterion for deliberation must be that ‘all
participants are open about their true preferences and do not try to
deceive and mislead others about their true intentions” (Steiner et al,
2004: 20), I agree with Bachtiger et al. (2008: 3) that we can never
know whether participants in communication actually mean what

they say.

Part IV. Methodology

4.1. A particular explanation

Following a rationalist understanding of causality, a social/political
phenomenon is explained when we are able to establish correlations
between events across several cases (King et al. 1994; Parsons 2002).
From theoretical assumptions, models are developed and hypotheses
drawn which can be tested against reality to find the best explanation
of a given outcome. The aim is to generalise, to find correlations that
are present across different cases. One ‘establishes causality by
subsuming the explanandum under a covering-law or law like
generalisation” (Ruggie 1998: 880). Aiming at generalisability also
means that one aims at predicting outcomes. On the basis of
previously generalised findings, given the existence of certain
conditions, one would expect that actors behave in a particular way,
resulting in a particular political outcome. In sum, the claim is that
‘scientific theory must be grounded in a set of positive assumptions
from which arguments, explanations, and predictions can be
derived.” (King et al. 1994): 514). A well-known argument is,
however, that there are no generaliseable facts in the social world of
human behaviour (Olsen 2010; Kratochwil 1989; Ruggie 1998).
Another is that by simplifying, rationalist explanations easily end up
being unclear about what it is that explains what, which, after all, is
what any explanatory claim is about (Parsons 2007). Rationalist
explanations are based on the assumption that action is interest-
based, but it easily becomes tautological if the same interest is said to
explain behaviour. Most importantly, rationalist explanations are
critisised for the often wide gap that exists between the rationalist
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models used for explanation and the empirical world. By assuming
that foreign policy action is always interest-based, contextual factors
like the existence of formal or informal norms are not taken in to the
analysis, and as a consequence much of what goes on in the social
world cannot be captured by the theoretical models.

[M]any significant elements of political reality can not be
systematically accounted for within the framework of these
utilitarian theories, for example the importance of implicit or
explicit conceptions of justice on the part of the actors, the
meaning of trust or the phenomenon of “learning through
negotiation” (Miiller 2001: 160).

In this dissertation I make a different explanatory claim than the one
made by rationalist scholars. I aim at providing what Parsons (2007)
calls a particular explanation. While a general or covering-law like
explanation stipulate ‘that any human acts in certain ways under
certain conditions” will resemble a general pattern of behaviour,
either deterministically or with an often quantified probability, a
particular logic ‘explain(s) certain actions as the result of earlier
contingent developments that we would not expect to turn out the
same way even under identical conditions’ (p. 5).

Importantly, however, this is not to say that all outcomes are random.
Though aiming only at a particular explanation, this does not exclude
the possibility that there are certain behavioural regularities. To the
contrary, following different types of constructivist perspectives one
would expect to observe regularities, as one expects precisely that
factors like norms and institutions -factors that are often relatively
stable over time - may influence actors’ behaviour and social
outcomes (Eriksen 2009; Olsen 2010; Ruggie 1998; Parsons 2007).

4.2. Actor-oriented research

Studying the putative effect of norms on policy outcomes is, needless
to say, based on the assumption that normative factors are equally
likely (or not likely) to influence collective action as so-called material
factors. ‘Cultural norms make possible or legitimise certain actions,
but do not push anyone to anything. But neither does economic
competition (or) a threat of war’ (Parsons 2007: 29 footnote 5).
However, if one says that norms may explain outcomes they must
also be traceable empirically. Thus, though I expect that norms are
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important for understanding political and societal outcomes, I do not
think that explanation of such phenomena somehow or sometimes
can be found outside actors” behaviour. Even if norms/contextual
factors are important for understanding policy outcomes, in order to
explain an outcome I thus agree with amongst others Elster, Little
and Parsons that only actors act, which is what Little call ‘trivial
individualism” (Little 1991: 183 in Parsons 2007: 24.) This means that
when studying social phenomena, ‘the action being analysed is
always action by individuals that is oriented to the behaviour of
others’ (Hedstrom and Swedberg 1998: 13). This also means that I
make a slightly different argument than the one made by for instance
Ruggie (1998) regarding the analytical status of norms or ideas.
According to Ruggie (1998: 869) norms or ideas, such as the impact of
legitimacy and the ‘power of rights’, are

reasons for actions, which are not the same as causes of actions
[...] the aspiration for a united Europe has not caused European
integration as such, but it is the reason the causal factors
(which presumably include bipolarity and economic interests)
have had their specific effect [...] Absent those “reasons,”
however, and the same ““causes’” would not have the same
causal capacity.”

In comparison, I start from the assumption that norms may function
not only as underlying variables but also as factors that can have
independent effect on action and thus policy-making outcomes. I thus
start from the assumption that norms or ideas cannot exist
independently of persons somehow reacting or acting upon them,
and that their effect cannot be empirically identified other than at the
actor level. Showing that an outcome would not have been the same
had it not been for the existence of certain contextual factors does not
therefore, in my opinion, provide a full explanation of a particular
policy. If a norm explains an outcome there must also be evidence
that the actors acted upon these norms in a given case. The action
might be the result of some sort of automatic adaption or it could be
an intersubjective reflexive process, but it takes place at the micro-
level and it is causal in the sense that something causes something
else. To explain, one must find evidence of causal mechanisms
linking the norms to the outcome; one must trace ‘causal mechanisms
that pass through individuals but involve components that do not
reduce to them’ (Parsons 2007: 25).
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4.3. Mechanism explanation

When seeking to explain an outcome by identifying the mechanism
behind it, causal relationship has a different understanding than what
follows from a general-law based claim to explanation. Saying that
one seeks to identify the social mechanism that caused a particular
outcome does not mean than one thereby aims at also being able to
predict behaviour on the basis of an observed factor. However, it
means that the researcher aims to say something theoretically
informed about what leads the actors to act in one particular way, or
more precisely, to specify ‘the well-articulated set of causes
responsible for a social phenomenon” (Boudon 1998: 172). It follows
that the existence of a norm may be a necessary condition for action
but it is not sufficient to identify this norm to fully explain the
outcome. Without the pre-existence of a norm, the actors cannot act
upon this norm. However, even if the norm exists, it does not mean
that the actors therefore act upon it. One cannot say that the existence
of a particular norm (or power structures) as such explains the
particular policy outcome. To see if a norm had behavioural
consequences or not one must be able to trace behaviour back to this
norm. ‘The mechanism linking explanans and explanandum must be
specified in order for an acceptable explanation to be at hand’
(Hedstrom and Swedberg 1998: 6). Identifying causal variables or
statistical correlations is not enough to explain a social phenomenon
or collective EU foreign policy, ‘the causal mechanism must also be
provided, or at least suggested.’(Elster 2007: 21). To explain one must
seek to identify the link between explanandum and explanans.

In other words, to explain EU foreign policy behaviour in any
concrete empirical cases, I apply what is called a mechanism based
explanation, where explanation is linked to the tracing of
theoretically informed mechanisms by which certain conditions or
variables lead to an outcome within a case (instead of across cases, as
is the case when aiming at generalisation) (Hedstrom and Swedberg
1998; Parsons 2007). A social mechanism is

a plausible hypothesis, or a set of plausible hypotheses, that
could be the explanation of some social phenomena, the
explanation being in terms of interaction between individuals
or between some individuals and some social aggregate
(Schelling 1998: 32).
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4.4. Methodological approach

Having established the basic explanatory claims, the next step is to
elaborate on how I proceed to trace the impact of norms (or interests)
on a particular EU foreign policy empirically - how to ‘give an
account of why it happened” (Elster 2007: 9) by tracing the
mechanism behind a particular policy.

4.4.1. Interpreting meaning from the actors’ point of view
To say something about the putative role of norms in foreign policy, I
seek to explain policy outcomes through interpretation in the
Weberian sense, seeing social science as ‘a science concerning itself
with the interpretative understanding of social action and thereby
with a causal explanation of its course and consequences’ (Weber
1922 in Eliaeson 2002:43). I assume that a fruitful ‘route to
explanation goes through the interpretation of meaning’, where the
basic assumption is that social action can be explained by interpreting
what it was that made it intelligible to the actors involved (Eliaeson
2002: 52). As argued by Parsons (2002: 51) ‘it is the actors, not the
observers, who define the range across which ideas matter’. Thus, I
argue that to understand outcomes and behaviour, one must take the
actors seriously and look at their own reasons for behaviour - try to
understand the meaning of it from the actors” own perspective.

More precisely, to interpret policy outcomes ‘from the actors’ point of
view’ I look at the meanings expressed by the involved actors
through language, to find out why the particular actions that were
chosen made sense to the actors involved. In doing this, the
methodological approach applied in this dissertation is to interpret
the arguments the actors give for their actions and positions, in order
to discover the arguments that mobilised the actors to agree to and
conduct a certain common EU foreign policy (Sjursen 2002). When
explaining EU policies, the aim is to discover the reasons behind the
outcomes, meaning to identify the arguments that were accepted as
credible or valid and therefore acted upon, thus leading to agreement
on a particular policy.

This approach builds on the basic assumption made above of actors’
communicative rationality (Eriksen 2005, 2009; Habermas 1998 (1996),
Sjursen 2004, 2006a). It also builds on the assumption that
empirically, social and political ‘relationships can be broken down
into at least partly observable processes to see mechanisms at work’
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so that one can explain what lies behind a particular collective policy
(Parsons 2007: 22). The approach relies on the possibility to trace
empirically the impact of norms in contrast to other possible factors.
However, when applying a communicative approach in empirical
research, rather than focusing on monological actors with fixed
preferences, the analytical focus is put on what goes on between
actors who co-ordinate their behaviour and plans through
argumentation. Instead of focusing on the actors’ motives when
interpreting their reasons for behaviour, speech-acts/arguments are
treated as the empirical identifiable evidence. It is the argument, what
Is said during the negotiations, that is important for understanding a
particular policy or outcome.

4.4.2. Motives

Importantly, as policy is sought explained through the arguments
that have been presented in order to justify it, I make no claims
regarding the real or true motives of the actors in the decision-
making process. As rational choice theorists argue, we can never get
into the actors’ heads and discover their “true” behavioural
motivations and motives as reasons for behaviour are therefore
impossible to discover. This is why, when wanting to explain policy
outcomes at the international level, rational choice perspectives
simply presuppose that actors’” motives are material, seeking to
maximise self-interest, and further consider these interests as
exogenous to the analysis.

Many constructivist scholars to the contrary focus on cognitive
factors in their analytical schemes, arguing that any norm-based
explanations of social action must be linked to identifying changes in
the actors’ actual motives. Instead of assuming instrumentally
rational actors, norms are given the same status as interests in the
analytical scheme, but to study their respective effects on policy
outcomes it is argued that one must study the motives behind the
actors’ behavioural choices. Tonra and Christensen for instance
describe a constructivist approach as a ‘hard-core cognitivist
approach’” (2004: 8) while according to Checkel, to trace the social
mechanisms by which norms may influence outcome, one must
consider not only



62 Marianne Riddervold

the observable degree of compliance among agents but also
the motives and attitudes that lead actors to abide by
normative prescriptions (Checkel 2001: 554).

Using what he calls the mechanism of persuasion as an example, he
argues that the key analytical question is whether or not persuasions
‘change(s) people’s minds, acting as a motor and a mechanism of
socialisation” (Checkel 2005: 364). This view is also shared by Parsons
(2007: 112), who argues that one cannot study the behavioural impact
of norms without thereby also trying to identify actors” motivations.

Clearly, when studying the putative influence of norms on foreign
policy behaviour, one cannot assume that actors are instrumentally
rational, as this would imply that one does not include the possible
impact of norms in the analytical scheme. However,
methodologically, it may also be problematic to argue that norms
may influence behaviour but that one can only study this from the
perspective of actors’ motives. This is so for several reasons. First, it is
as argued it is difficult, if not impossible, to know the actors’ real
motives empirically. Second, even if it would be possible to observe
actors’ true motives, it might in many cases be difficult to distinguish
the motives of individual state officials or representatives from the
preferences of the state they are representing. Lastly, it is in many
instances not least difficult to verify the actual importance of norms
in any particular case by studying the cognitive level. Arguing that
‘the fact that the adherent perceive it and attribute certain meaning to
it are potentially as objective as anything else we might claim’
(Parsons 2007: 115) does not solve these methodological problems.

Whereas constructivist approaches focus on the actors” motives when
explaining behaviour, following a communicative approach as it is
applied in this dissertation, the actors’ individual reasons at the
cognitive level are not relevant as such. Instead ‘actual arguments are
what matter, not motives” (Thompson 2008: 6). Instead, identifying
why the different actors agreed to a particular outcome means to
identify the reasons that lead to agreement - the arguments that were
acted upon. By this, one can study the putative impact of norms
without therefore having to identify the actors’ motives at the
cognitive level. By defining actors as communicatively rational, the
analytical focus is taken from the actors’ individual (or, at the
international level - states’) motivations to the ‘intersubjectivity
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which is formed between several persons who participate in a
communicative relationship” (Eriksen and Weigard 2003: 35). For the
coordination of action, what is important is not whether an actor is
strategic or not, but that ‘the arguments and reasons in themselves
are such that other reasonable actors can support them” (Sjursen 2002:
496), that these are arguments and reasons that are considered
legitimate or reasonable, and that as a consequence they can lead to
agreement on a given policy - independently of whether the
individual actors actually believe in these reasons or not. Instead of
studying actors” motives, explanation of action is sought in the
perceived legitimacy or credibility of the arguments presented,
identified by the extent to which they are acted upon.

4.4.3. Arguments are the main units of analysis

By this, in the methodological approach applied in this dissertation,
the analytical focus is not on the individuals but on the arguments
and justifications they provide in favour or against particular
outcomes - the observable data are the arguments presented by the
actors involved, controlling for actual behaviour. Thus, when
applying a communicative approach in this way, it is the arguments
that are the units of analysis, not the individual actors’ cognitive
beliefs or preferences. When applying this framework in empirical
analysis to explain an outcome, the aim is to discover what was said
that led to an outcome - whether it was threats or promises, or
reference to different types of norms. Independent of the actors’ “true’
motives, the explanans are the arguments that were considered
credible or valid and therefore were acted upon; that persuade at
least enough actors to change their positions so that agreements
could be reached and a collective policy conducted.

In this way, treating arguments and justifications as the analytical
units under study, communicative action theory thereby helps
resolve the dilemma between, on the one hand, assuming that actors
are instrumentally rational, and on the other hand, claiming that the
explanation must be found on the basis of actors’ motives. Thus,
when applying the theory of communicative action as an analytical
tool I avoid the claim that any ideational theory (or of action in
general) must say something about the actors’ motives, as this is
always impossible or at least difficult to detect. Instead - it is what
they say and whether or not this is accepted by others that is
important for understanding collective outcomes. By focusing on
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how the actors base their collective actions on presented arguments, it
becomes possible to trace the putative effect of norms on policy
outcomes empirically. It provides me with tools necessary to
demonstrate ‘that the ideational elements do not just reduce to other
immediate conditions” but it also provides me with at possibility to
‘focus on conditions just prior to the action in question’, namely the
actors” arguments (Parsons 2007: 109). Norms are complied with
when the actors accept their legitimacy so that they act upon them,
and the mechanism through which this happens is learning through
the exchange of arguments, what I in part III of this dissertation
called argument-based learning.

4 5. The articles

4.5.1. The two empirical case-studies

In the empirical case studies (articles 1 and 2) I develop hypotheses
on the basis of the analytically distinct types of foreign policy
developed above - the traditional great power and the humanitarian
model. Having established two ideal-typical models of foreign policy,
I seek to systematically identify the arguments that may have
mobilised member states to conduct a particular collective policy.
Some might however question whether EU policies towards the MLC
constitute a good example of EU foreign policy. Seafarer’s social and
labour rights may not be considered a typical foreign policy issue in
the classical sense, where foreign policy issues have been considered
distinct from domestic policy issues (Carlsnaes 2002). The case does
not concern the EU’s “vital interests’ and the policy-making process
was not dominated by typical foreign policy actors, such as foreign
and defence ministers or heads of states and governments. As also
referred to in the introduction to this chapter (footnote 1), in this
dissertation I however apply a much broader definition of foreign
policy. Understood as ‘the ensemble of the international activities of
the European Union, including output from all three of the EU’s
pillars” (Hill 2004: 145), the focus is on ‘the EU’s international actions’
(Aggestam 2006: 11), on its ‘relations with the outside world” (Ewans
and Newnham 1998). In that context, international organisations are
clearly arenas for EU foreign policy (Jergensen 2009: 3). Hence, rather
than being outside the realm of foreign policy, studying the MLC case
in addition to the Atalanta case, to the contrary increase our
knowledge of EU foreign policy as they cover very different areas of
EU foreign policy.
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4.5.1.1. Picking cases on the dependent variable

Given the question of if and if so how EU foreign policy differs from
foreign policy as it is conventionally understood, what I investigate in
the empirical case studies (articles 1 and 2) is primarily whether EU
policies were based on normative arguments of a certain kind. More
precisely, the question is whether they were in line with what one
would expect of a humanitarian actor.

The cases used to study the role of norms in EU foreign policy have
therefore been picked on the dependent variable. That is, they are
both examples of EU foreign policy cases where the EU claims that its
policies are based on normative considerations, but where one
following a rationalist perspective would expect that in reality, norms
were used instrumentally to achieve certain material goals. In the first
case, EU policies towards the MLC, the EU was the main promoter of
high standards in the convention and argued that this was due to
concerns for seafarers’ social and labour rights. In the case of
Atalanta, the EU’s anti-piracy operation off the coast of Somalia, the
EU has claimed that its main concern is to secure the needs of the
Somali population. In both cases, it however follows from the core
rationalist assumptions that one would expect that these references to
rights were used strategically or rhetorically only. In the MLC case,
one would expect that high standards were promoted to increase the
EU’s economic maritime competitiveness by exporting already
existing EU rules to the global level. In the case of Atalanta, following
a rationalist perspective, one would expect the EU to use its military
capabilities to protect its own economic interests, or to balance
against other great powers having an interest in the area.

4.5.1.2. Critical cases

Both of the cases may also be seen as critical cases with regard to the
debate on what characterises EU foreign policy, and in particular
whether or not it has a particular normative distinctiveness, as in
both cases, there is a clear conflict between EU interests on the one
hand, and pursuing human rights in line with global law on the other
(Andersen 1997; Eckstein 1975). In both cases, acting as a
humanitarian actor would involve costs to the EU, making them
suitable cases in order to study if and if so how the EU differs from a
traditional great power in its foreign policies. In the MLC case, there
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is a potential conflict between the goals of global European economic
leadership and competitiveness in maritime activities, on the one
hand and, in the field of shipping, to many of the member states the
often costly social and labour rights, on the other. In the Atalanta
case, there is a potential conflict between balancing against other
great powers and/or protecting European shipping interests and
ships from piracy, on the one hand, and securing aid to the Somali
people and treating pirates in line with their human rights, on the
other. If the EU acts in line with what one would expect of a
humanitarian actor in both these cases, it strengthens the hypothesis
that the EU foreign policy differs from foreign policy as one
conventionally understands it, and it can help us contribute to say
something about how, if in any way, it is different.

4.5.1.2. Empirical overlaps: Counterfactual approach™

In studies of social phenomena, empirically, there will always be
support for more than one hypothesis. In studies of EU foreign
policy, in any concrete case, I will find evidence both of a traditional
and a humanitarian policy. A reasonable question to ask someone
studying the putative role of norms (or interests) in EU foreign policy
is thus how to know what factor is the most important. If I find
evidence suggesting a fit with both models, how much do norms then
matter in EU foreign policy? Expect from the fact that I do not think
that the effect of different factors can be quantified (Parsons 2007), I
seek to solve this problem by focusing on whether there is more to
EU foreign policy than the promotion of interests, where norms are
used instrumentally. In the two articles (articles 1 and 2), the focus is
on if and if so how EU foreign policy differs from foreign policy as
we conventionally understand it, and if so whether it acts as a
humanitarian actor - which as we recall does not mean that the EU
cannot also promote its interests. The question is thus not whether or
not interests mattered 20 or 50 per cent. Instead, I am concerned with
whether or not human rights norms have an independent effect on
the policies conducted and if the EU has bound itself to such norms
when conducing its foreign policies, in line with what one would
expect of a humanitarian actor. Given the dominance of rationalist
approaches in studies of EU foreign policy, I therefore as argued pick
cases on the dependent variable and then take a counterfactual
approach (Deitelhoff 2009). This means that I first study the extent to

1 The term is from Deitelhoff 2009.
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which the data support the hypothesis that EU policies were
conducted due to particular interests. If this does not provide a
sufficient explanation, I go on to study the extent to which an
alternative norm-based explanation is substantiated by the empirical
data. An important tool in this regard is to find ways to empirically
control for rhetorical action, i.e. for the rationalist expectation that
norms in reality are referred to and promoted in order to promote or
justify particular interests. Following the two foreign policy models,
this can be studied by looking at the extent to which the EU is willing
to bind itself to human rights norms, even where it involves costs to
the EU or to any of the member states. In addition, the possibility of
hidden agendas is controlled for by looking at developments in the
argumentation over time and by looking at consistency; between the
reasons given for a particular policies by different actors; by
triangulating across the different data sources; and not least between
what is said and what is done, i.e. between words and actual
behavior (Checkel 2005).

4.5.2. The theoretical article: Specifying the micro-
mechanisms of deliberation

The two first articles, the case-studies, suggest that EU foreign policy
in these cases do differ from a conventionally understanding of
foreign policy as its behaviour was in line with what one would
expect of a humanitarian actor. The third and last article is an attempt
to contribute to further developing analytical tools that may help us
to better account for such a move. To explain EU policies, in the two
empirical articles (1 and 2) I build on the assumption that agreements
were reached through the exchange of arguments. To explain, the
approach was to identify the arguments behind the policies
conducted - the arguments that were not only presented but also
acted upon, thus functioned as what I, following Sjursen (2002),
called mobilising arguments. In the third article I more explicitly
specify and trace the micro-mechanisms by which arguments may
lead to changes in positions and thus have an action coordinating
effect, building on the basic assumptions more thoroughly elaborated
on in part III of this chapter. In addition to the distinction between
different types of normative arguments applied in the two empirical
case-studies, I here differentiate between two other types of mutually
acceptable arguments that may be presented during deliberative
processes, namely law-based and factual arguments. The micro-
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mechanism by which they may have an effect on policy outcomes is
argument-based learning. In the article, I elaborate on and
operationalise the framework, before I try out the relevance of
argument-based learning in one of the empirical cases already
studied, namely EU coordination towards the MLC.
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