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What kind of power?
Helene Sjursen1

ABSTRACT The argument that the EU is a humanitarian – normative, civilian,
civilizing – power has gained considerable attention. Echoing discussions about
recent developments in the international system towards a post-Westphalian
order, the EU’s actual foreign policy is in many ways a test case for such develop-
ments. However, much remains to be done in terms of finding a satisfactory theor-
etical basis from which to examine this argument. The study of the putative
humanitarian dimension to the EU’s foreign policy may benefit from legal and nor-
mative theory and from sociological insights into modern politics. On this basis we
may find a better starting point for examining whether the EU’s humanitarian
dimension is comprehensible as well as justifiable.

KEY WORDS Communicative power; EU foreign policy; European security;
legitimacy; normative power.

INTRODUCTION

In the past decade the view of the European Union (EU) as a relevant and
important international actor has gained increasing acceptance. The EU is the
world’s largest trading power as well as a major donor of humanitarian assistance
and development aid. This, together with the fact that it is gradually building
capabilities in security and defence, does indeed make it difficult to neglect the
EU’s international role. Consequently, whereas much attention was traditionally
paid to the question of whether or not there is such a thing as a European foreign
policy (Bull 1982; Hoffmann 2000), analysis now tends to ask what characterizes
this European foreign policy. In this context, a number of authors have stressed
the ‘particularity’ of the EU. In developing their argument, they often build on
François Duchêne’s (1972) conception of the EU as a ‘civilian’ power. According
to Duchêne, the particularity of the EU’s international role is linked to the
‘nature’ of the polity itself. In his view, the EU’s strength and novelty as an inter-
national actor is based on its ability to extend its own model of ensuring stability
and security through economic and political rather than military means. A
number of authors have picked up on this idea and developed it further. What
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they have in common is an interest in a putative normative dimension to the EU’s
foreign and security policy (Rosencrance 1998; Whitman 1998; Stavridis 2001;
Smith 2000; Manners 2002; Delcourt 2003; Aggestam 2004; Diez 2004; Light-
foot and Burchell 2005). The argument in this literature tends to be that the EU
is distinguished from other actors because it is not only a civilian power (in the
sense that it does not have military instruments at its disposal) but (also) a nor-
mative, civilizing or ethical power within the international system.

On the one hand, the conception of the EU as a normative/civilizing power
has provided a fruitful avenue for research, which has moved the agenda a step
forward. It has not only taken the debate beyond the often rather sterile discus-
sion on whether or not the EU ‘actually’ has a foreign policy, but it has also gone
further than the more policy-oriented studies, which assess the strengths and
weaknesses of institutional arrangements and their consequences for policy
effectiveness. It raises different and important questions about the foreign
policy of the EU and the role this actor – which is less than a state and more
than an international organization – can and does play in international
relations. Many of the observations about the EU’s putative ‘normative’
power also connect to broader debates in international relations and foreign
policy. They have particular relevance for the discussion of the evolution of
the international system towards a post-Westphalian order where state sover-
eignty is constrained through legal developments beyond the nation state.

On the other hand, such descriptions of the EU also raise a number of new
questions. The conception of the EU as a ‘normative’, ‘ethical’ and particularly a
‘civilizing’, power is contested – not least because this conception is very similar
to that used by EU officials when describing the EU’s international role. This
leaves researchers vulnerable to the charge of being unable to distinguish
between their own sympathy for the European project and their academic
role as critical analysts. In order to assess if such conceptualizations of the EU
are simply co-optations of the agenda of those in power, it is important to inves-
tigate whether these claims fit with the empirical record or are merely based on
anecdotal evidence. More fundamentally, however, analyses should contribute
to a better grasp of the nature of the EU’s external policies as well as the
‘nature of the beast’ itself (Risse-Kappen 1996). In order to contribute to
such an endeavour, we have sought to address the following three questions:

1 What would be the criteria for identifying a ‘normative/civilian/civilizing’
power?

2 How can we theoretically account for the putative existence of the EU as such
a power?

3 Does the argument that the EU is a ‘normative/civilian/civilizing’ power
hold up to systematic empirical investigation?

It is even more pertinent to ask such questions against the backdrop of recent
developments in European security and defence. These are not only relevant with
regard to the development of EU military capabilities. It is also important to ask if
the EU is, or has been, a ‘normative’ power in other fields. Examples include

170 Journal of European Public Policy

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
C

am
br

id
ge

] 
at

 2
3:

52
 3

0 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
11

 



international trade, issues of global economic justice, the environment and the
EU stance when defending the interests of its agricultural producers. However,
the prospect of military power dramatizes the question. It also raises the issue
of the extent to which the putative particularity of EU foreign policy is linked
to the instruments at its disposal or is due to other factors as well. For
example, the establishment of military capabilities is often seen as signalling
the EU developing towards a state-like entity and, as a result, possibly losing
some of the particularities that are assumed to make it a ‘normative’ power.

Consequently, this is a particularly important point to re-examine the argu-
ment. Developments in the direction of autonomous EU military capabilities
have been considerable in recent years. On 31 March 2003, the EU launched
its first military mission, Operation Concordia. In June 2003 this was followed
by the United Nations’ (UN) request for assistance from the EU in the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). The ensuing Operation Artemis further
confirmed the impression of the EU’s capacity to deliver in the military field.
At the Thessalonica European Council in June 2003, the EU declared the
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) operational for the full spectrum
of Petersberg tasks. The EU has developed its own security strategy and is
expanding its concept of battle forces to further enhance its military capabilities.

Furthermore, the argument has gained particular actuality in the context of
transatlantic disagreements. A key issue here concerns the supposed differences
of approach by the United States (US) and the EU/European states to (norma-
tive) questions such as the legitimate conditions for the use of military force and,
more generally, how to deal with current security challenges such as international
terrorism. The EU is often described as a ‘normative’ or ‘ethical’ power in con-
trast to the US. Yet many would argue that US foreign policy is at least as norma-
tively driven and infused by moral argumentation as the EU. How can this be?

Several of the contributors here use these developments in security and
defence as a springboard for their analyses. The acquisition of military means,
or the EU’s ambition to acquire such means, might weaken at least the argument
that the EU is a ‘civilian’ power. It could provoke a shift, making EU policy
more akin to that of traditional ‘great powers’. It raises questions about
whether the EU can be considered a ‘normative’ or ‘civilizing’ power.

DEFINING AND ACCOUNTING FOR ‘NORMATIVE/CIVILIAN’
POWER EUROPE

Much remains to be done in terms of finding a satisfactory theoretical basis from
which to examine the argument that the EU is a ‘normative/civilian/civilizing’
power.

The need for theory

The concept itself requires some disentangling. Often, it seems to rest simply on
the rather vague notion that the EU is ‘doing good’ in the international system.
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This notion is built on three core claims. Firstly, as already noted, it contains a
claim about the EU being a different and even novel kind of power in the inter-
national system. Often, there is an implicit comparative element pointing to the
role of states and in particular great powers in international affairs as distinct from
that of the EU. Secondly, this difference or novelty is considered to consist in the
EU’s pursuit of the spread of norms and values and/or an emphasis on non-
military instruments in foreign policy. This can be seen, it is argued, through
the fact that the EU has traditionally disposed of only non-military instruments
in international affairs, and is considered to have a preference for ‘carrots’ rather
than ‘sticks’ in dealing with third countries. It tends to promote multilateral solu-
tions, to aim for conflict prevention and negotiation rather than enforcement; it
encourages regional co-operation and stresses the importance of principles of
democracy and human rights. Thirdly, the two previous claims about EU
foreign policy are seen as being linked to the type of organization or polity
that the EU is, but it is not quite clear what aspect of the polity is regarded as
most important in this respect. Sometimes the ‘normative’ dimension in the
EU’s external policy seems linked to the conception of the EU as a ‘post-
Westphalian’ entity in which there is no single authority, where territorial sover-
eignty is no longer crucial, and where borders are ‘fuzzy’. At other times, the
emphasis is more specifically on the organizational character of the EU (i.e. the
particular mix of supranational and international elements) and the decision-
making process. Elsewhere, the particular values and principles that constitute
the EU are highlighted. In order to investigate the empirical relevance of the con-
ceptualization of the EU as a ‘normative’, ‘civilizing’, ‘civilian’ power, we need a
clearer definition. We need to be sure both of what it is and what it is not.

However, the problem is not only that there is a certain vagueness concerning
the specific characteristics of the EU’s putative ‘normative’ or ‘civilizing’ power.
At a more fundamental level, one might question the meaningfulness of the
concept as such. If power is, as it is usually defined, the ability to make
others do what they would not otherwise do, the concept of normative power
appears a contradiction in terms. ‘Power’ alludes to ‘coercion’; ‘normative’
alludes to ‘legitimacy’. How do we know that the EU’s use of – normative –
power is legitimate, as is implied in this concept? And how can we account
for a normative dimension to the EU’s international role? The argument is
under-theorized and another concept may be more appropriate. In short,
what is needed in order to assess the nature of the EU’s foreign and security
policy is meticulous empirical research, based on well-developed criteria and
indicators within a broadened theoretical frame of reference. In order to
address these concerns, much may be gained from normative theory and from
sociological insights into modern politics.

The need for critical standards

Foreign policy-makers face normative dilemmas every day. Thus, it is a paradox
that most of the theorizing about foreign policy is focused on tools that from the
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very outset of the analysis exclude the possibility that normative considerations
have influenced decisions and processes. It is not at all clear that the need for
parsimony or simplicity is a satisfactory reason for doing so. When it comes
to claims about the EU as a ‘normative’, ‘civilian’ or ‘civilizing’ power, it
would seem that the very nature of the argument calls for theories that take
the normative dimension in international affairs and foreign policy seriously.
This is so even if one doubts from the outset the reality as well as the validity
of norms. If we do not have a conceptual apparatus that allows us to at least
theoretically account for their possible relevance, such doubts will simply turn
into self-fulfilling prophecies.

This should not be interpreted as a call, or a desire, for normative theory of
the type prescribing, or seeking to define, what ‘ought to be done’. Rather, what
is needed is a theory that can deal with the criticism that the ‘normative’ power
argument is simply apologetic and uncritical. To some, the ‘solution’ is to return
to the realist perspective and to (re-)introduce the concept of ‘power’ in order to
produce a more ‘realistic’ analysis of political processes (Hyde-Price 2006).
However, this would only work if power in any shape or form, even that exer-
cised within the legal bounds of a liberal democratic Rechtstaat, is seen as based
purely on will without further justification. A better solution would be to estab-
lish explicit normative standards. It is only if we are clear regarding the basis on
which criticisms are made, that normative claims may be critically assessed and
vindicated – or rejected. This also makes it possible to discuss whether or not
the standards themselves are the correct ones, hence linking in with normative
political theory.

A broadened theoretical frame of reference

However, we also need to be able to account for the influence of norms on (the
EU’s) political processes. In other words, we need to find a plausible theoretical
explanation for the EU’s putative ‘normative’, ‘ethical’ or ‘civilian’ characteristics
– to capture the important undergrowth of norms in the international system and
its potential relevance for and influence on political processes. Basic sociological
insights have taught us that common norms, values and social conventions are at
the basis of a stable social order. It is such common understandings, established
through intersubjective processes of communication, that keep society together.
Norms and preferences are not exogenous to the social order, but developed in a
social and cultural context. And norms are not mere ‘oughts’. They are rooted in
practice – through socialization and internalization processes – and as such they
have behavioural consequences even in the absence of external sanctions (cf. Dur-
kheim 1973; Weber 1978). These insights have also filtered through to and been
recognized in the international relations literature (Finnemore 1996; Katzenstein
1996; Adler 1997; Wendt 1999) and the literature on European integration
(Christiansen et al. 1999; Risse 2004).

Applying this to the study of the EU’s foreign and security policy, it could
signify that understanding how the EU can be a ‘normative’ or ‘civilian’
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power requires us to study how it inserts itself into an existing normative order.
Alternatively, a ‘normative’ power EU could be one that pursues policies that are
considered appropriate given its particular role or identity (for example, as
representative of the member states or of a particular idea of ‘Europe’)
(March and Olsen 1989, 1998). Analyses with such starting points are indeed
likely to provide new and important insights into developments in the EU’s
foreign policy and international role. They would contribute to a better under-
standing both of how the EU might be constituted by norms, and why it pursues
norms in its external policies.

However, it is one thing to interpret a tradition and act in accordance with it.
It is quite a different matter to be able to criticize this same tradition and work
towards changing or transforming it. The literature on the EU as a ‘normative’
or ‘civilian’ power is ambiguous regarding which of these roles the EU is con-
sidered to play. Sometimes it seems to suggest that the EU not only interprets
and/or writes itself into a given normative context or order, but also that it chal-
lenges this order and the norms that constitute it. In fact, in so far as the EU’s
‘normative’ dimension is linked to the idea of the EU as a ‘particular’, ‘novel’ or
‘different’ actor, this would suggest that it breaks with the established normative
order. If we are to account for a ‘normative’ power that actually contributes to
shape norms and rules at the international level, a theory that both takes the
putative normative dimension to political processes seriously and considers
norms to have a rational basis is useful (Eriksen and Weigård 2003). We
would need to be able to identify the mechanism that could explain this
‘norm-shaping’. This can be done by conceiving of the EU as an actor
capable of ‘criticiz[ing] the norms that [it is] socialized under, and [of]
choos[ing] different modes of action from what [it is] expected to and used
to’ (Eriksen 1999: 226). This takes us further in terms of understanding not
only the influence of norms, but also why the EU might respect certain
norms – or consider certain norms as valid – as well as why it would put less
emphasis on others. By providing an account of the validity of norms, clearer
theoretical underpinnings for the ‘normative’ power argument are established.

This discourse theoretical path is pursued by several of the contributors here
(Eriksen 2006; Mitzen 2006; Sjursen 2006). From this perspective, political
orders are not only practical arrangements, held together through ‘mutual agree-
ment about their advantageousness or through the use of coercive power’
(Eriksen and Weigård 1997: 224–5). Social orders are normatively integrated
and norms are held to be autonomous sources of motivation owing their validity
to their impartial justification – meaning that they can be defended in an open,
free and rational debate (among all affected parties). It is through a communi-
cative process in which norms are rationally assessed that their relevance and
binding character is established (cf. Habermas 1984). The mechanism that
would allow us to account for the EU’s ‘normative’ or ‘civilian’ power in its
external policies would be that of the better argument. The concept of ‘norma-
tive’ power could be replaced by that of ‘communicative’ power, which depicts
its policies and principles as able to endure critical public scrutiny.
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To communitarians, however, communicative processes are context-bound;
they are only possible in collectivities that have a ‘thick’ sense of identity
(Miller 1995). In such collectivities, the relevant form of justification of a
policy would refer to the appropriate conduct, given the particular identity of
the community in question. Norms would express common understandings
of the ‘good life’. It would be the thickness of the social environment – a
common cultural identity – that would explain the emergence of, and commit-
ment to, common norms. Whereas much of the relevant international relations
literature highlights the potential role of identity-shaping norms, the conception
of actors as communicatively rational is important. The latter allows us to
capture those processes in which actors rely on arguments that have a certain
universal validity, as well as the possibility that arguments can function as a
mobilizing force for change. It points to a distinction between, on the one
hand, culturally or socially specific values or conceptions of what is good (for
example, those which are particular to a specific community or collective iden-
tity) and, on the other, a conception of what is right, fair or just, which can be
kept separate from this:

The question of fairness does not refer to an axiological value, but to a moral
norm – a deontological principle. It is concerned with what we are obliged to
do when our actions have consequences for others. Rights then refer to higher
order principles and claim universal validity.

(Eriksen and Weigård 2003: 134–5)

This distinction is important with regard to the ‘normative’, ‘ethical’, ‘civilian’
power argument. It highlights the risk that, if we present an indiscriminate view
of norms, failing to distinguish between different types and their validity and
legitimacy basis, we cannot really tell whether or not the EU’s ‘normative’
power is simply an expression of Eurocentric cultural imperialism.

The EU and international developments

The arguments about the EU as an actor which is not only conditioned by nor-
mative structures but also contributes to shape them, echo discussions about
recent developments in the international system. And the study of the EU’s
foreign policy can benefit greatly from the theoretical developments in inter-
national relations and foreign policy more generally (Gilbert 1999; Wendt
1999; Jackson 2000; Risse 2000; Müller 2004; Diez and Steans 2005; Linklater
2005). Many observers today point to the emergence of new forms of governance
beyond the sovereign states. Problems and their solutions are often defined and
solved in transnational and international, rather than exclusively national,
contexts. Political authority increasingly cuts across national borders. A strength-
ening of international law and international institutions beyond the nation state
is seen as challenging the principle of external sovereignty and the assumption of
international ‘anarchy’ (Fassbender 1998; Zürn 2005; Eriksen 2006). Develop-
ments in the direction of a civil society at the international level, involving
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transnational movements and non-governmental organizations, are also increas-
ingly highlighted (Bohman 1999; Falk et al. 2002; Held and Koenig-Archibugi
2005). A number of non-state actors justify their actions and initiatives with
regard to norms and principles developed at the international level – and by
doing so, contribute to reinforcing their importance and relevance.

Whereas such changes have mostly been discussed with regard to issues of
economics or ‘low politics’, they are now also increasingly relevant in the
‘high politics’ sphere of security. The boundaries between the domestic and
the international have become increasingly blurred here too. The international
security context is increasingly discussed as ‘global’ and de-linked from states,
borders and territories. Security challenges are considered to emerge not only
from other states, but also from non-state actors. War is no longer only an inter-
state affair, carried out by state armies (Beck 2005). In parallel with these devel-
opments, the normative basis of security policy has been shifting. Increasingly,
human rights have become a core reference for security policy, supplementing
the principle of territorial sovereignty. The Westphalian order is also under chal-
lenge in this domain.

The emergence of transnational governance structures in ‘low politics’ raises
questions about the democratic legitimacy and protection of rights beyond the
national state. Current developments in the security sphere make such questions
even more acute, by bringing to the fore the fundamental dilemma between
human rights as universal principles, on the one hand, and external sovereignty,
on the other. Urgent and crucial questions about the legitimacy basis for the use
of force are raised. As in the economic sphere, the normative challenge with
regard to international security increasingly becomes how to secure democracy
and fairness, some form of accountability of power, in a context where there is
no ‘community’ – no demos – and where the rule of law is limited. Unchecked
power, exercised in the name of ‘humanity’, as such may easily lead to total-
itarianism (Eriksen 2006).

It is in the EU that the challenges to the Westphalian order have been taken
the furthest. In relations amongst the Union’s member states, the principles of
external sovereignty and territoriality are no longer decisive. They have been
replaced by a common legal structure above the member states, which is consti-
tuted on democratic principles and a charter of rights. Hence, the EU is often
described as an experimentarium for a number of questions of broader
theoretical and empirical relevance. EU foreign policy is less often considered
in this way. Nevertheless, it is in a sense a test case for broader international
developments. The question is not only if the EU in its external policy reflects
similar trends of ‘domestication’ as those observed in its internal relations, but
also if it can be seen as representative of, or reflecting, broader changes in the
international system.

To be sure, the trend towards strengthening international law and inter-
national institutions does not go unchallenged in today’s international
system. And as noted earlier, the possibility should not be overlooked that the
EU itself is moving in a different direction from that of a ‘normative’ or ‘civilian’
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power, due either to internal developments such as the establishment of military
capabilities, the strengthening of border controls, and the introduction of judi-
ciary and policing capabilities, or to external pressures. Some of the contri-
butions here also reflect such assessments (Manners 2006; Wagner 2006).
Nevertheless, such tensions by no means reduce the need for and interest of a
close examination of the ‘normative/civilian/civilizing argument’. Rather, the
contrary is the case. And important insights may be gained by allowing, for
example, for comparisons between the EU and other international actors.

A second question concerns what is required in order to analyse these putative
developments. Concepts and standards developed independently of the EU may
be helpful here. As noted, turning to insights from sociology, normative or legal
theory, we may find a better starting point for examining whether the transforma-
tions are comprehensible as well as justifiable. Without these insights, the
analyst might miss an important dimension, which has to do with the potential
validity of different kinds of norms, with why particular norms or principles
might emerge as important and crucial, and why actors adhere to them. If we
conceptualize norms as having a rational basis, this may provide us with a
better understanding of why developments have gone in a particular direction.

To sum up, the very nature of the subject requires attention to two aspects:
the more abstract theoretical discussion of the justification of norms and how to
conceptually clarify and disentangle the various dimensions of the proposition
that the EU is a ‘normative’ power. At the same time, the empirical grounding
is pivotal, as the main aim for the discipline is to develop tools to grasp actual
developments as they unfold, rather than develop abstract theory for its own
sake. Hence, it is necessary to work at both ends of the spectrum – the empirical
and the conceptual – and to ensure a dialogue between them.

THE ARGUMENTS MADE

It is against this broader backdrop that this project was launched. The concrete
aim here is more modest, as we seek mainly to address the three core questions
outlined in this introduction. By doing so, we hope most of all to promote and
provoke further debates about the intersection of the EU’s foreign policy, Euro-
pean studies and questions of relevance to developments in the international
system more broadly. The various contributions differ in their assessment of
the ‘normative power argument’, both with regard to its empirical relevance
and its theoretical foundations. In fact, the aim has not been to impose a
coherent theoretical framework on the contributors, nor to encourage them
to reach agreement on how best to conceptualize the EU’s international role,
but to clear the ground for further discussion.

In the first contribution, Ian Manners restates his argument about the EU as a
‘normative’ power and discusses its continued relevance against the backdrop of
developments in security and defence. He is sceptical about the EU’s ability to
remain a ‘normative’ power, due to the increasing militarization of its external
policies. Similarly, Wolfgang Wagner considers that the Europeanization of
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defence policy weakens the prospects for ‘civilian power’ Europe. Identifying
parliamentary control as an important element of a civilian power, he shows
that little room is left for parliamentary deliberation as defence policy is increas-
ingly made at the transnational and supranational level.

Adrian Hyde-Price considers that neither ‘normative’ nor ‘civilian’ power is a
viable way to conceptualize the Union. Instead, he argues, the evolving inter-
national role of the EU can best be understood by utilizing a structuralist
approach rooted in neorealist theory. From this perspective, he claims, it
becomes clear that the EU acts as a collective hegemon, shaping its external
milieu by utilizing both hard and soft power. The subsequent three contributions
follow up the conceptual and theoretical discussion. However, rather than
rejecting the idea of civilian or normative dimensions to the EU from the
outset, they seek to reconceptualize, and to specify the theoretical tools that
might be used to account for the putative existence of such dimensions. Helene
Sjursen argues that the existing literature lacks the necessary criteria and assessment
standards to qualify or substantiate the claims that the EU is a ‘normative’ or ‘civi-
lian’ power. She suggests that the main issue is to find a criterion for what might be
legitimate action in the international system (for both military and non-military
action). In line with this, Erik Oddvar Eriksen argues for an analytical approach
that does not rule out the development of a form of ‘civilian’ power as a logical
possibility when analysing the EU’s foreign policy. Further, he suggests a cosmo-
politan order, defined as one where actors subject their actions to the constraints
of a higher ranking law, as a normative standard for assessing such dimensions. Jen-
nifer Mitzen turns her attention to the Union’s internal dynamics and the way in
which they may contribute to sustain its ‘civilian’ identity. She suggests that the
publicity and deliberation inherent in the routines of interstate interaction
within the Common Foreign and Security Policy have helped to stabilize
healthy security relations both among EU member states and in Europe’s external
relations, thus strengthening the EU’s role as a normative power.

Finally, the last two contributions assess the strengths and weaknesses of the
‘normative power’ argument with reference to the concrete cases of the Mediter-
ranean and the EU’s human rights policies. With regard to the former, Federica
Bicchi stresses the need for nuancing the conception of the EU’s normative
power, and for asking what kinds of norms the EU exports and promotes in
its external initiatives. Highlighting the phenomenon of institutional isomorph-
ism, she argues that much of the EU’s action can be characterized as an attempt
to promote its own model. Hence, in the case of its Mediterranean policy, the
EU may be a normative power. Yet this does not necessarily echo the promotion
of norms that are universally embraced. Finally, the findings of Marika Lerch
and Guido Schwellnus suggest that while the EU’s policy on the death penalty
seems to support the concept of the EU as ‘normative’ power on all levels, its
position on minority protection offers a different picture. In their view, it
follows that the EU is not necessarily ‘normative by nature’, but that its norma-
tive power depends heavily on the interaction between its policy goals, means
and justifications, and therefore varies between different issue areas.
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The contributions are part of the CIDEL (Citizenship and Democratic Legiti-
macy in the EU) project and were first presented at a workshop held in Oslo in
October 2004. CIDEL is a joint research project between ten partners in six
European countries headed by Erik Oddvar Eriksen at ARENA – Centre for
European Studies at the University of Oslo. The project is financed by the
Fifth Framework Programme under the auspices of the European Commission.
For further information, consult the project website at <http://www.arena.uio.
no/cidel.. I would like to thank Lisbeth Aggestam, Carlos Closa, Magnus
Ekengren, John Erik Fossum, Knud Erik Jørgensen, Morten Kelstrup,
Mareike Kleine, Agustı́n Menéndez, Ulrika Mörth, Marianne Riddervold,
Børge Romsloe, Hazel Smith, Karen Smith, Anne-Elizabeth Stie, José I. Torre-
blanca and Richard Whitman who acted as discussants and critical interlocutors
at the workshop and thus contributed much to the final result presented here. I
am also very thankful to Jeremy Richardson for supporting the idea of this
volume. Last but not least, Geir Kværk must be thanked for his, as always, effi-
cient and reliable administrative support.
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for European Studies, University of Oslo, Norway.
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NOTE

1 Many thanks to Erik Oddvar Eriksen for comments and advice on this introduction.

REFERENCES

Adler, E. (1997) ‘Seizing the middle ground: constructivism in world politics’, European
Journal of International Relations 3(3): 319–63.

Aggestam, L. (2004) ‘A European foreign policy? Role conceptions and the politics of
identity in Britain, France and Germany’, Doctoral Dissertation, Department of
Political Science, Stockholm University.

Beck, U. (2005) ‘War is peace: on post-national war’, Security Dialogue 36(1): 2–26.
Bohman, J. (1999) ‘International regimes and democratic governance: political equality

and influence in global institutions’, International Affairs 75(3): 499–513.
Bull, H. (1982) ‘Civilian power Europe: a contradiction in terms?’, Journal of Common

Market Studies 21(2): 149–64.
Christiansen, T., Jørgensen, K.E. and Wiener, A. (1999) ‘The social construction of

Europe’, Journal of European Public Policy 6(4): 528–44.
Delcourt, B. (2003) Droit et souverainetés. Analyse critique du discours européen sur la
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