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Abstract:

Constructivist approaches in International Relaionushroomed recently. Since they are
often engaged with the same research questionshais rfationalist counterparts, the
production of competing hypotheses challenges #tierl Instead of rejecting rationalist
approaches on the basis of constructivist argumentgce versa, this paper develops an
interactionist approach that allows identifying geaonditions for competing hypotheses. It
is argued that existing bridge-building attemptwehauffered from a bias towards either
rationalism or constructivism, because they ultehately on one-sided action theoretical
premises. The interactionist approach developedthis paper, by contrast, identifies
contextual variables that influence the varying amipof communicated ideas without action-
theoretical recurrences. Thus, it avoids overlddsypotheses and establishes grounds for the
theoretical consistent coexistence of rationalist eonstructivist hypotheses.



Introduction: The Constructivist Challenge of Rationalism

Constructivism found its way into political sciendecades ago. When Onuf, Kratochwil and
Wendt introduced constructivist approaches into Intéamat Relations, the broader field did
not imagine that the so called ‘idea-based’ appregavill provide a major challenge to the
well established ‘interest-based’ theories. Nowadapnstructivist approaches no longer lead
a shadowy existence, but mushroomed recently. tBmbulk of rationalist and constructivist
approaches focuses on similar research questiorist af competing hypotheses exist.
According to methodological standards within thereat scientific paradigm, hypotheses are
maintained, as long as they are not falsifiglhen competing hypotheses regarding the same
research question can point towards empirical emieethere are two possibilities. Firstly,
both hypotheses might be dismissed, since empidealence of a competing hypothesis
could be evaluated as a falsification. Secondlythee hypothesis is falsified by empirical
evidence for the competing hypothesis, but the s@onditions of both hypotheses need to be
clarified, so that overlaps are avoided. The lagigoroach is implicitly chosen by so called
‘bridge-building attempts’.

Recently, Checkel criticised these undertakinggHeir focus on the action theoretical
micro-mechanisth | draw on this critique and develop a bridge-thnigj theoretical frame,
which avoids falling into the action-theoreticahpr (leading to uneven and thus fragile
fundaments for bridges). The bridge between ralismaand constructivism, as developed
within this paper, avoids one-sided action theoa¢tassumptions and does not introduce a
bias towards either constructivism or rationali$motigh the back door. This approach allows
for a neutral determination of scope conditions dompeting rationalist and constructivist
hypotheses. It takes issue with prominent constigttand rationalist claims in the gap

bridging literature. Contrary to constructivistdge-building approaches | argue that neither

! Nicholas Onuf, 'Do Rules Say What They Do? Frordiry Language to International Lawdarvard

International Law JournaPR (1985), pp. 385-410, Nicholas Greenwood Omvuérid of Our Making: Rules
and Rule in Social Theory and International Relasi¢Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1989
Friedrich Kratochwil, 'Thrasymmachos Revisited: the Relevance of Norms for International Relations'
Journal of International Affaifd984), pp. 343-356, Friedrich Kratochwitules, Norms, and Decisions. On
the Conditions or Practical and Legal Reasoning limternational Relations and Domestic Affairs
(Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Pres889). Alexander Wendt, 'The Agent-Structure
Problem in International Relationkiternational Organizatior8 (1987), pp. 335-370.

Judith Goldstein, and Robert O. Keohane, 'ldea Roreign Policy: An Analytical Framework’, in J.
Goldstein and R. O. Keohane (edkl®as and Foreign Policy. Beliefs, Institutions aRdlitical Change
(Ithaca / London: Cornell University Press, 1938), 3-30.

Karl Popper;The Logic of Scientific Discove(ew York: Harper & Row, 1968).

Jeffrey T. Checkel, 'Social Constructivisms irok&l and European Politics: A Review Ess&gyview of
International Studie® (2004), pp. 229-244.
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the transparency nor the norm density is a comdifiat is especially conducive for arguing
and thus the application of constructivist hypo#sed.ikewise, the shadow of the vote and
different voting procedures are not particularlydarable for bargaining dynamics and the
application of rationalist hypotheses.

In order to illustrate the meta-theoretical consatiens, this paper draws on the debate
between rationalist and constructivist accountthefinfluence of the European Commission
on policy-outcomes in the European Union as amints for the influence of actors with
lacking or weak bargaining powers (such as smallest NGOs, or secretariats). Neither
rationalist nor constructivist theories alone angtesl to grasp the influence of the
Commission as a supranational entrepreneur adéguathile the former emphasize
efficiency-increasing influence, the latter theerigubstantial influence of weak actors on
policy-outputs. In order to account for the fullnge of weak actors’ influence, the
development of ideal scope conditions for ratistadipproaches, accounting for efficiency-
increasing influence, and for constructivist appless, accounting for substantial influence, is
elementary. Hence, the core differences betwe&mngedist and constructivist approaches are
elaborated (I1). Whether weak actors can influgpaktics substantively or only enhance the
effectiveness of the policy-making process depdoadsnost on the impact of communicated
ideas, which varies between reflexive and instrumenégriing. Therefore, existent gap-
bridging undertakings that offer hypotheses oncihretextual scopes of competing rationalist
and constructivist hypotheses are reviewed (lIheSe approaches, however, rely on a uni-
directional lane: they start at the constructivistinland and stretch towards the rationalist
island® Since most of them rely on the assumption thastwal constructivist action theory
is primary and thus prior to the rationalist theofyaction, existing bridge-building theories
are biased towards constructivism (Ill). In order dvoid a one-sided bias, a systemic
perspective, on interactions as an over-archingastietoretical frame, is developed. It
abstracts from the action-theoretical level andvedl thus for the development of unbiased
hypotheses on scope conditions for competing rali€nand constructivist approaches (1V).
This paper illustrates the theoretical consideratiwith the puzzle on the varying range of

influence that the European Commission can exedgaRling this empirical puzzle,

® ldeas are non-material entities, they are statasind (see Thomas Risse, and Antje Wiener, "Soimg

Rotten' and the Social Construction of Social Cumsivism: A Comment on Commentslpurnal of
European Public Policy (1999), pp. 775-782: 779). Ideas on the chariatits of the situation and on truth,
rightness and appropriateness are constitutivenferests and preferences in two regards. Firsilyational
definitions are important since they delimit thentemts of action-plans that can be pursued in anmgtul
manner. Secondly, interests and deduced preferemeethemselves based on ideas of truth (causas)de
rightness (normative ideas) and/ or appropriate(ideas on values).

compare Jeffrey T. Checkel, 'Social Construatigsin Global and European Politics: A Review Essay'
Review of International Studi@s(2004), pp. 229-244.
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hypotheses on contextual factors are deduced (Mg. sSpheres in which ideas are suited to
bring about reflexive collective learning refledtet ideal scope for the application of

constructivist approaches and, thus the empiricatlitions under which substantial influence

of weak actors most likely occurs. Hypotheses ameodual variables that are conducive for
instrumental learning likewise match ideal scopaditions for rationalist approaches, and

thus for efficiency-increasing influence of weaktaas. Thus, the puzzle on the varying

influence of weak actors such as the European Cegiom is solved.

The systemic perspective on interaction as a netarétical framework allows for the
unbiased deduction of ideal scopes of competingmnalist and constructivist hypotheses. It
hopes to contribute to the circumvention of incetesicies present in the current research and
avoids ontological debates on the rightness of @esn which quite naturally, cannot be

solved.

Il. Rationalism and Constructivism: Common Grounds andDifferences

As rationalism, constructivism is not a substarttiglory of IR’ Rather the major difference
between rationalism and constructivism is of orgalal naturé and can be acuminated to the
different takes on the impact of communicated id€aarying between single loop
finstrumental and double loop/reflexive learmngAt its core, rationalism is based on a
methodological-individualist concept of rationalitgccording to which the actor is prior to
and can be studied independent of social structlires presumed that human beings act
according to a strategic rationality. While actosigbstantial interests are conceptualized as
exogenously defined and fix during interactionsatsygic preferences on how substantial
interests are best pursued can change, when coroaedi ideas (via speech acts of
bargaining) about external constraints (such agligteibution of bargaining power) influence
means-ends calculations (instrumental learning)ti@ncontrary, constructivism is based on

the ontological assumption that intersubjective miregis constitutive for intentional actidf.

see also Thomas Risse, 'Konstruktivismus, Raigmas und die Theorie Internationaler Beziehungen
Warum empirisch nichts so heil? gegessen wird, witheoretisch gekocht wurde', in G. Hellmann, K. D.
Wolf and M. Ziurn (eds.)Forschungsstand und Perspektiven der Internationa®eziehungen in
Deutschland (Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2003jp. [99-132; Cornelia Ulbert,
'Sozialkonstruktivismus', in S. Schieder and M.n8fgr (eds.)Theorien der Internationalen Beziehungen
(Olpaden: Leske + Budrich, 2003), pp. 391-420; Emue& Adler, 'Constructivism and International
Relations', in W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse and B. A.rmsams (eds.)Handbook of International Relations
(London: Sage, 2002), pp. 95-118.

see also Alexander Wen@&ocial Theory of International Politig€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999).

® Chris Argyris, and Donald A. Sché®rganizational Learning: A Theory of Action Persjpee
(Massachusetts/California/London et al.: Addisonsi¥¢ Publishing Company, 1978).

10 Alexander Wendt, 'The Agent-Structure Probleniriternational Relationsinternational Organization3
(1987), pp. 335-370.
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Thus, the actor is not the ontological prior, byémt and structure are mutually constitufive.
Intersubjective meaning influences and is constgufor the selection and development of
actors’ substantial interests. It is created arehgkd through the exchange of argumentative
speech acts during interactions. The possibilitgltdnging intersubjective meaning, in turn,
requires the conceptualization of endogenous sutistanterests (reflexive learningj. It
follows that communicated ideas are treated diffiye In rationalist accounts, ideas
communicated directly or indirectly through spe@acts of bargaining (see below) can only
lead to instrumental learning and thus to changestiategic preferences. Constructivism
claims that argumentatively communicated ideas (selew) can bring about reflexive

learning and thus changes in substantial interests.

Table 1 Ontological assumptions

Rationalist approaches Constructivist approaches
Dominant speech acts within Bargaining Arguing
interactions
Potential impact of Instrumental learning about Reflexive learning
communicated ideas external constraints

Change of preferences/interests Endogenous sttaiegferences, Irrelevance of strategic
exogenous substantial interests| preferences, endogenous

substantial interests

The prominence of constructivist approaches is ¢éasxplain: They introduce a variety of
alternative hypotheses into the study of IntermatidRelations. Constructivist approaches do
not establish completely new research agendas,amtinterested in the same research

guestions as rationalist approaches. Like theiomatist counterparts, constructivist theories

1 Cornelia Ulbert, 'Sozialkonstruktivismus', in&hieder and M. Spindler (ed3heorien der Internationalen
Beziehungen(Olpaden: Leske + Budrich, 2003), pp. 391-420exAhder Wendt, 'The Agent-Structure
Problem in International Relationshternational Organization3 (1987), pp. 335-370, Alexander Wendt,
Social Theory of International Politig€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

This is because the intersubjective ideationaiciire is constitutive for actor’'s substantiakmasts in two
regards. Firstly, substantial interests to be prasin action plans are developed on the basisaoinamon
conception of the situation in which actors finénfselves. When the situational definition changes,
original action plans might not fit any more to teecial construction and would thus prevent useful
interactions. Therefore, a changing constructioa eftuation can lead to a redefinition of act@tbstantial
interests. Secondly, when the ideas underlyingtankal interests change during interactions, angkan
substantial interests might occur as the resufiro€esses of reflexive learning. Such processesflexive
learning might not only change substantial intexdstit can also affect identities.

12
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on the war and peace in the international systeom, compliance with international norrifs;
and on the influence of actors without formal poWwerovide empirical evidence for their
hypotheses. Hypotheses are maintained, as longegsate not falsified® Thus, competing
hypotheses that additionally refer to empiricaldevice are potential falsifications. However,
they need not be completely dismissed, when scapelittons for hypotheses can be
clarified, so that overlaps are avoided. As argueck, the latter point of departure leads to a
difficult, but fruitful way in handling competingoastructivist and rationalist approaches. The
debate on the range of influence of the Europeanrigsion as an actor with relatively low
bargaining power illustrates the added value ohsarcintegrated approach.

Theoretically consistent rationalist approachegligitly conceptualise interactions as
bargaining processes. With an increasing informafi@dvantage, weak institutional actors
with access to arenas of interaction improve tfieiehcy of interstate-bargaining though the
activation of existing interestsor through mediation efforts such as the arrangenoé
package-deals, issue-linkages, and side-paymenféwus, rationalist approaches gather
processes of instrumental learning and efficiemcyaasing influence of the European
Commission. Constructivist approaches presume thiractions are characterised by
arguing. In this processes, actors without formatghining power, like the European
Commission in the Council of Ministers, can exemb&antial influence, if the
argumentatively communicated ideas are new andvative!® For the EU, there is empirical

13

Alexander WendtSocial Theory of International Politig€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).
14

Jeffrey T. Checkel, 'Why Comply? Social LearningdaEuropean Identity Changelnternational
Organization3 (2001), pp. 553-588.; Check8anctions, Social Learning and Institutions: Expiag State
Compliance with the Norms of the European HumarhiRidRegimep. 1-44;Jeffrey T. Checkel, 'Why
Comply? Constructivism, Social Norms and the Stofiinternational InstitutionSARENA Working Papers
(1999), pp. 1-61, Martha Finnemore, and Kathrynkidik ‘International Norm Dynamics and Political
Change'lnternational Organizatior (1998), pp. 887-917.

!> Thomas Christiansen, 'The Role of Supranationabiscin EU Treaty ReformJournal of European Public
Policy 1 (2002), pp. 33-53, Thomas Christiansen, GerdenEg and Knud Erik Jérgensen, Theorizing EU
Treaty Reform: Beyond Diplomacy and Bargainidgurnal of European Public Policy (2002), pp. 12-32,
Thomas Christiansen, and Knud Erik Jérgensen, 't&gw Treaty Reform in the European Union. The
Role of the European Commissiohiternational Negotiation. A Journal of Theory aRdactice 3 (1998),
pp. 435-452; Ole Elgstrom, and Christer Jonssoegdtiating in the European Union: Bargaining or
Problem-Solving?Journal of European Public Policg (2000), pp. 684-704, Oran R. Young, 'Political
Leadership and Regime Formation: On the Developmahtinstitutions in International Society',
International Organizatior8 (1991), pp. 281-308.

Karl PopperThe Logic of Scientific Discove(Mew York: Harper & Row, 1968).

Andrew Moravcsik, 'A New Statecraft? Supranatiomaitrepreneurs and International Cooperation’,
International Organizatior? (1999), p: 283-285.

Stanley Hoffmann, 'Obstinate or Obsolete? The Batthe Nation-State and the Case of Western E4rop
Daedalu$1966), pp. 826-915, Paul Taylofhe Limits of European IntegratiofNew York: Columbia
University Press, 1983), Jeppe Tranholm-Mikkels&deo-Functionalism: Obstinate or Obsolete. A
Reappraisal in the Light of New Dynamism of the B@llenium 1 (1991), pp. 1-22.

Emmanuel Adler, 'The Emergence of CooperatiortioNal Epistemic Communities and the International
Evaluation of the Idea of Nuclear Arms Contrdhternational Organizationl (1992), pp. 101-145,
Emmanuel Adler, and Peter M. Haas, 'Conclusionstepiic Communities. World Order and the Creation of
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evidence that arguing and bargaining coexist irerations® Hence, rationalist and
constructivist accounts alike are only suited tplax parts of the complex reality of social
interactions, albeit different ones. Theoreticallgnsistent rationalist and constructivist
approaches with similar substantial foci are natessarily mutually exclusive. Rather, they
may complement one another, when an overarchin@-thebretical frame is developed,
which allows deducing hypotheses on the ideal scayeboth approaches. Ideal scopes
distinguish spheres in which weak actors mostyikelve substantial influence, from spheres
in which weak actors’ influence is at its best ¢oed to increasing efficiency. In order to
solve this puzzle, the crucial task is the elabonatof conditions, under which either
rationalist or constructivist approaches offer thetter hypothesis. But how can bridges
between approaches, based on different ontologgsalmptions, be built?

[I. Bridge Building Approaches

In his seminal article, Harald Miller introduceck tAlabermasian concept of communicative
action®! a logic of action in which actors are preparedtange their ideas in the wake of the
better argumerfé The first stage of the debate crystallised arotivedquestion of whether

communicative action actually exists and whether timodelling of communicative action

a Reflective Research Progranihternational Organizationl (1992), pp. 367-390, Jakob Edler,
Institutionalisierung européischer Politik. Die Gese des Forschungsprogramms BRITE als Reflexiver
Sozialer Prozes¢Baden Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2000)istdm Joerges, and Jirgen Neyer,
‘Transforming Strategic Interaction into Delibevati Problem-Solving: European Comitilogy in the
Foodstuffs SectorJournal of European Public Policy (1997), pp. 609-625, Christian Joerges, andejiirg
Neyer, 'Von intergovenementalen Verhandlungen alibdrativen Politik: Grinde und Chancen fir eine
Konstitutionalisierung der européischen Komitoldgia B. Kohler-Koch (eds.Regieren in entgrenzten
R&aumen. PVS Sonderheft Nr, 29@pladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1998), pp. 20F.:Beate Kohler-Koch,
'Die Gestaltungsmacht organisierter Interesseri).idachtenfuchs and B. Kohler-Koch (edsyropaische
Integration (Opladen: Leske und Budrich, 1996), pp. 193-2285; Thomas Christiansen, 'The Role of
Supranational Actors in EU Treaty Refordournal of European Public Policy (2002), pp. 33-53, Thomas
Christiansen, Gerda Falkner, and Knud Erik Jérgen3éneorizing EU Treaty Reform: Beyond Diplomacy
and Bargaining'Journal of European Public Policy (2002), pp. 12-32, Thomas Christiansen, and Knud
Erik Jorgensen, 'Negotiating Treaty Reform in thedpean Union. The Role of the European Commission’
International Negotiation. A Journal of Theory aRdactice 3 (1998), pp. 435-452.; Ole Elgstrom, and
Christer Jonsson, 'Negotiating in the European kiridargaining or Problem-Solving®urnal of European
Public Policy5 (2000), pp. 684-704, Oran R. Young, 'PoliticebHership and Regime Formation: On the
Development of Institutions in International Sogietnternational Organizatior8 (1991), pp. 281-308.

2 Ole Elgstrém, and Christer Jonsson, 'Negotiatingyé European Union: Bargaining or Problem-Sol9ing
Journal of European Public Policy (2000), pp. 684-704.

2L Strategic rational actors calculate means-eratiogiships, when they pursue their given substaintierests.
According to the logic of communicative action, fi@pants of an interaction transcendent their il
interests and strategic preferences, in order hiese mutual understandings (Verstaendigung) (Habsr
1995).

22 Harald Miller, 'Internationale Beziehungen als Kouamikatives Handeln. Zur Kritik der utilitaristiseh
HandlungstheorienZeitschrift fir Internationale Beziehung&r(1994), pp. 15-44.



adds value to theories of International Relatiolms.order to distinguish strategic from
communicative action empirically, typical speecksagere linked to both logics of acti6h.
Whereas bargaining is the mode of communicationt ihaattributed to strategic action,
communicative action is characterised by arguirige @mphasis of the debate shifted as soon
as empirical insights pointed towards the coexiterof arguing and bargaining in
international negotiatiorf$.In the next step, the quest for contextual coadgithat facilitate
communicative action became dominant. Hypotheseghenprospects of argumentative
influence were developed though a mixture of dadecind inductive reasoning. Thereby,
stages of interactions, degrees of institutionabsaand transparency were discussed as
contextual variables influencing successful argutatem.

Distinguishing between the definition of a situatiand the co-ordination of action
plans, Habermas, in his earlier writings, proviftmsspheres in which the different logics of
action are ideally located. As long as there is no common construction of stteation,
actors can only use communicative action and caemgage in strategic action because only
substantial interests and strategic preferencesicgeld from a common definition of a
situation can be pursued reasonably in interacfidns

Secondly, it is often made the case that argusngavoured by high a degree of

institutionalisatior?” because the embedded norms and ideas constitot@mmon life world,

% Harald Miller, 'Spielen hilft nicht immer. Die Gmeen des Rational-Choice-Ansatzes und der Platz der

Theorie Kommunikativen Handelns in der Analyse riméionaler Beziehungen'Zeitschrift fir
Internationale BeziehungeB (1995), pp. 371-391, Thomas Risse-Kappen, 'Regemicht billig. Zur
Debatte um Kommunikation und Realit@gitschrift fir Internationale Beziehung&n(1995), pp. 171-184.
Harald Miuller 2002 Arguing, Bargaining and all that. Reflections ore tRelationship of Communicative
Action and Rationalist Theory in Analysing Intelioatl Negotiations Frankfurt; Thomas Risse 2002,
Konstruktivismus, Rationalismus und die Theorienmtionaler Beziehungen - Warum empirisch nicbts s
hei3 gegessen wird, wie es theoretisch gekocht eyuird Forschungsstand und Perspektiven der
Internationalen Beziehungen in Deutschlaretlited by M. Zirn; Bernhard Zangl, and Michaelrrzi
'‘Argumentatives Handeln bei Internationalen Verhamngen. Moderate Anmerkungen zur Post-Realistischen
Debatte', Zeitschrift fir Internationale Beziehungeh (1996), pp. 341-366.; Ole Elgstrém, and Christer
Jonsson, 'Negotiating in the European Union: Baiggior Problem-Solving@ournal of European Public
Policy 5 (2000), pp. 684-704.

Jirgen Habermas,Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. Band 1 Hamgg@ationalitat und

gesellschaftliche Rationalisierur{§rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995).

see also Thomas Christiansen, 'The Role of Sapicaral Actors in EU Treaty Reforndournal of European

Public Policy1 (2002), pp. 33-53.: 36, Ole Elgstrom, 'Norm Né&gmns. The Construction of New Norms

Regarding Gender and Development in EU ForeignPticy', Journal of European Public Policy (2000),

pp. 457-476., Ole Elgstrom, and Christer JonssNegotiating in the European Union: Bargaining or

Problem-Solving?Journal of European Public Policg (2000), pp. 684-704: 692-693; Harald Miller,

'‘Spielen hilft nicht immer. Die Grenzen des Ratie@hoice-Ansatzes und der Platz der Theorie

Kommunikativen Handelns in der Analyse internatlenaBeziehungen'Zeitschrift fir Internationale

Beziehunge (1995), pp. 371-391.

" Nicole Deitelhoff 2003 alking States into Persuasion. Norm-Entrepreneund the Manipulative Nature of
Communicative Settings in Norm-Constructiom http://www.ibdiskurse.de/ipc/papers/deitelhoff.doc
Frankfurt/Main.; Bernhard Zangl, and Michael Zlrinteressen in der Internationalen Politik: Der
Akteurszentrierte Institutionalismus als Bricke swhien Interesseorientierten und Normorientierten
HandlungstheorienZeitschrift fir Politikwissenscha® (1999), pp. 923-950: 943.
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which, according to the Habermasian discourse theopresupposes successful
communicative actiof® Thus, arguing is more successful when it takesepia a highly
institutionalised arena.

Thirdly, it is claimed that public settings strelngh communicative actidii,because
the public is a substitute for a common ideatioeé&trence system and allows for the triadic
structure, which, according to Saretzki, charasésri argumentative interactiotis The
corresponding hypothesis is that arguments matteeasingly, the higher the transparency of
interactions is.

In a nutshell, these bridge-building considerai@nggest, that the ideal spheres of
constructivist approaches are the beginning ofracteons, highly institutionalized arenas,
and settings with high transparency. Rationaligtdtiyeses, on the other hand, are ideally
applied to advanced stages of interactions, poostitutionalized arenas, and interactions

taking place behind closed doors.

The identification of these aspects is without doalb important contribution. However, the
bridge-building approaches presented above aragjrdiased in favour of communicative
action. As a consequence they overestimate thé sgepe of constructivist approaches and
overemphasise the substantial influence of formallyak actors such as NGOs or the
European Commission.

This is because the action theoretical assump{girstegic and communicative logic) are
incompatible. Hence, the construction of a metaadheoretical logic that encompasses the
logic of strategic and of communicative actionnigbssible’* Therefore, conventional bridge
building approaches apodictically set either sgiat®r communicative action as ‘naturally’

% Jirgen Habermas,Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. Band 1 Hamgationalitat und
gesellschaftliche Rationalisierur{§rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995).
2 John ElsterThe Cement of Society. A Study of Social O¢@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989).
Thomas Risse, 'International Norms and DomesticnGdaArguing and Communicative Behavior in the
Human Rights Area'Politics and Societyl (1999), pp. 529-559.; Thomas Risse 20K@nstruktivismus,
Rationalismus und die Theorie Internationaler Beaiggen - Warum empirisch nichts so heild gegessen wi
wie es theoretisch gekocht wurde Forschungsstand und Perspektiven der Intenmattn Beziehungen in
Deutschland, edited by M. Zirn.
Thomas Saretzki, 'Wie unterscheiden sich Argumesnt und Verhandeln? Definitionsprobleme,
Funktionale Bezuge und Strukturelle Differenzen wovei verschiedenen Kommunikationsmodi', in V. v.
Prittwitz (eds.) Verhandeln und Argumentieren. Dialog, Interessem ivlacht in der Umweltpolitik
(Opladen: Leske und Budrich, 1996), pp. 19-33.
Although some authors claim that the developn@nieta-frames is possible, such attempts impjicitl
consider one action theory as primary. E.g. Hartisger ( 'Die "Logik" der Verstandigung. Zur Debatm
Arguing" und "Bargaining" in internationalen Vertlidnngen', in F. U. Pappi, E. Riedel, P. W. Thuraed
R. Vaubel (eds.)Die Institutionalisierung internationaler Verhandigen. Mannheimer Jahrbuch fur
Européaische Sozialforschung, Band (&rankfurt: Campus Verlag, 2004) develops a setigleframing
model that is ultimately based on the strategiiclog action.
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predominant? This leads to a bias in favour of the ‘naturaljitbof action, when contextual
conditions are examined which either hinder thellgian of the primary logic of action or
favour the evolution of the secondary logic of aef®

The contextual approach based on the logic of comative action as prior is
additionally problematic, because causal chainsvémt contextual factors and modes of
action are very weak. Even propositions deduceah fitte Habermasian discourse theory are
not convincing®® Although deliberations in normativeéiscourse theorypresupposes that
persuasion can take place, its transfer toetmpirical-analytical level according to which
approximations to the ideal discourse conditionst@a the logic of communicative action,
remains unexplained. Moreover, even interactionsleunapproximated ideal discourse
conditions, face the risk of dissent. This canmettiteorized, if the Habermasian normative
theory is transferred to the empirical-analytieaddl.

In a nutshell, existing bridge building approachely on a primary logic of action. This
produces biases and prevents a neutral deductimiealf scopes for competing rationalist and
constructivist hypotheses. The most important sbaning, however, is that such approaches
cannot theorize instances in which persuasion failgppear, in spite of constant contextual

variables. This is because the possibility of pasgan is linked to the logic of communicative

% This becomes obvious, when the Habermasian sakernpared to Elster’s writings (Habermas 1995teEls
1989).

| exemplify the point on the influence of actitreoretical presumptions on the impact of contdxtua
variables with the discussion on the impact of gpamency. Saretzki's argument on the triadic stinecof
arguing implicitly presumes that communicative aetis naturally dominant: Whenever a triadic stuoet
can be established, communicative action will tpkece. Saretzki argues that the public can serva as
standard for the evaluation of arguments and alldharefore, for the required triadic structure @mtas
Saretzki, 'Wie unterscheiden sich Argumentieren Yathandeln? Definitionsprobleme, Funktionale Beziig
und Strukturelle Differenzen von zwei verschiederémmmunikationsmodi', in V. v. Prittwitz (eds.)
Verhandeln und Argumentieren. Dialog, Interessed Macht in der Umweltpolitik(Opladen: Leske und
Budrich, 1996), pp. 19-33.). This leads to the d¢idn of the hypothesis that public settings favour
communicative action (see also Thomas Risse, Hatemal Norms and Domestic Change: Arguing and
Communicative Behavior in the Human Rights Arlalitics and Society (1999), pp. 529-559.). Contrary,
Checkel claims that arguing is endorsed by prigattings, because the actors are then freed gfrdssure

to make their marks (which is only important forans-ends calculations of strategic rational act@esffrey

T. Checkel, 'Social Construction and Integratidoyrnal of European Public Polic (1999), pp. 545-560.:
549, Jeffrey T. Checkel, 'Why Comply? Social Leagniand European Identity Changgiternational
Organization3 (2001), pp. 553-588.: 563). The discrepancy athkhypotheses stems from the different
logics of actions that are presumed to be prim@fiiereas the presumption of the logic of communieati
action as naturally predominant leads to the pritiposthat public settings favour processes of pasfon,
Checkel's hypotheses is based on the strategic tfgiction and leads to the proposition that ge\settings
are conducive to processes of persuasion.

The Habermasian discourse theory aims at thelaf@went of propositions about ideal decision making
procedures for modern societies, as procedurewiatiofor deliberation and thus for legitimate outees
(Jurgen HabermadoralbewuBtsein und kommunikatives Hand@rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1983).
Jirgen Habermad,heorie des Kommunikativen Handelsankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995). Jirgen
Habermas,Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. Band 1 Hamationalitdt und gesellschaftliche
Rationalisierung(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995). see also Gatryart Schaal, and David Strecker,
'Die politische Theorie der Deliberation: Jirgerbelanas’, in A. Borodocz and G. S. Schaal (déslifische
Theorie der Gegenwart. Eine Einfihryr{@pladen: Leske + Budrich, 1999), pp. 69-93.).
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action. However, not every argument transportssgegood ideas, as ideas that are able to
persuade others and lead to a change of substanéedsts. It is elementary for an unbiased
bridge-building approach that it assesses theaibtithe quality of communicated ideaghe
quality of communicated ideas, in turn, is crud@al different processes of collective and

individual learning.
V. The Systemic Approach to Interactions

Rooted in the different action theoretical presuons, the most important difference
between rationalist and constructivist hypothessssrupon the impact, which communicated
ideas can exert upon the actors. Existing bridgkeHiog approaches allow for the integration
of rationalist and constructivist elements in thesr but the bridges suffer from a clear
inclination towards constructivism or rationali§mWithin this paragraph, | develop a
systemic approach on interactions. It is not biasedards either rationalist or constructivist
theories, since it does not refer to action-thecaépresumptions. It does neither presume that
communicative action has a primary status, nor #teategic action is primary. Most
fundamentally, it starts from theehavioural® premise that instrumental and reflexive
learning are processes, which are not consciousiyraled by the affected actdfsInstead,
both learning processes are considered systengictefdf interactions.

Under which conditions can the different types edrhing be expected? In order to
develop propositions about ideal scopes of comgetiationalist and constructivist
approaches we have to distinguish between procedseslividual learning processes of
collective learningPropositions on ideal scopes must be based orrtispgcts for processes
of collective learning, because collective learn{ag learning processes of all interaction’s
participants) influences outcomes of interactiongcim stronger than individual learning
processes (as learning processes of only someipartts). Interactions are essential for both
reflexive and instrumental collective learningoecause interactions accelerate opportunities

for learning by increasing the flow of ideas. Howeuthe flow of ideas alone is not sufficient

% j.e. Cornelia Ulbert, Thomas Risse, and Haraldlléji eds, Arguing and Bargaining in Multilateral

Negotiations. Final Report to the Volkswagen Fouiwha Berlin/Frankfurt a.M.: Freie Universitéat Berlin,
Hessische Stiftung fur Friedens- und Konfliktforsady (Berlin/Frankfurt a.M.: Freie Universitat Berlin,
Hessische Stiftung fir Friedens- und Konfliktforgng: 2004). For a bridge building attempt with asi
towards rationalism isee Hartmut Esser, 'Die "Lbgiler Verstandigung. Zur Debatte um Arguing" und
"Bargaining” in internationalen Verhandlungen',AnU. Pappi, E. Riedel, P. W. Thurner and R. Vaubel
(eds.) Die Institutionalisierung internationaler Verhandigen. Mannheimer Jahrbuch fiir Européische
Sozialforschung, Band @Frankfurt: Campus Verlag, 2004), pp.

Unlike action, which by its nature is intentionaéhaviour is unintentional in character.

37 see also Cliff Zukin, and Robin Snyder, 'Passiearhing: When the Media Environment is the Message'
Public Opinion Quarterhy3 (1984), pp. 629-638.
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for the deduction of ideal scopes of rationalistl @onstructivist theories, because it cannot
account for the type of learning that might occur.

In order to distinguish between contexts which aitber especially conducive for
reflexive or for instrumental learning, a systerparspective, avoiding the predominance of
one-sided action theoretical assumptions, on iotemas is necessary. A system is
characterized by two necessary conditions. These’@) a set of units or elements is
interconnected so that changes in some elementsewrrelations produce changes in other
parts of the system, and (b) the entire systembéshproperties and behaviours that are
different from those of the partd®.A system of interaction is composed of the togadit all
speech acts® which were expressed by the participating actassthe units of the system,

during interactions.

Graph 1 about here

In every system, structures can evolve. In systefriateractions, structures are the
dominant pattern of speech acts, which influence tlynamics of ideational change
(unconscious reflexive or instrumental learning)ccérding to the systemic approach,
collective learning,as learning processes of the participants in gesy®f interaction, is a
systemic effect of interactions. Collective leagiaccurs only under specific conditions,
conditions that constitute the two possible strreguthat can evolve within systems of
interaction: arguing and bargaining. Structures imtieraction are defined by certain
relationships between structure and content of doeninant pattern of speech acBoth
elements structure and content of speech actdadyerated in turn.

3 Robert JervisSystem Effects. Complexity in Political and Sokite (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1997): 6.

Speech acts and logics of action can be distangal analytically (see also Katharina Holzinger,
'Kommunikationsmodi und Handlungstypen in den imi¢ionalen Beziehungen. Anmerkungen zu einigen
irrefiihrenden DichotomierZeitschrift fir Internationale Beziehung2r(2001), pp. 243-286., Harald Miiller
2002, Arguing, Bargaining and all that. Reflections oretiRelationship of Communicative Action and
Rationalist Theory in Analysing International Negtibns Frankfurt/ Main, Thomas Risse 2002,
Konstruktivismus, Rationalismus und die Theorienmtionaler Beziehungen - Warum empirisch nicbts s
heill gegessen wird, wie es theoretisch gekocht eyuimd Forschungsstand und Perspektiven der
Internationalen Beziehungen in Deutschland, edite®. Zurn.). Whereas actors behaving accordinthéo
logic of communicative action can only use argureenttors behaving according to the strategic lofic
action or the logic of appropriateness can potiytisse both types of speech acts, since the seteof the
speech acts is subject to the type of rationdlitis, for example, strategically rational for att@ to use an
argument instead of a speech act of bargainingrder to pursue her interests, when her bargaipaveer is
perceived as too low and the changes for influeareeexpected to be higher through arguing. Hemoep f
the fact that actors use arguments it cannot beadedthe actors follow the logic of communicativaian
and are themselves consciously motivated to beqmr®iaded. This analytical distinction fits welthvthe
interactionist approach, since this approach lprkspects for learning to the dominant patterrpeesh acts

in combination with systemic preconditions arat to logics of actions.
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The structure of speech acts can take two diffefiants. It can either be an argument
or a speech act of bargaining. An argument linksr@position to reasons related to the
intersubjective world® A speech act of bargaining is characterized bgraahd, a concession
or a rejection, which can additionally be linkediwa threat or reasons that are related to the
subjective world. However, a dominant pattern oéesph acts is not sufficient to bring
processes otollective learningabout. Collective learning as learning processes of the
participants in a system of interaction, requiresamngful communication. Communication
is not meaningful when actors cannot relate to edlolr and talk cross-purposes. Meaningful
communication presupposes that all participantgesiséandards of how to evaluate the
content of speech acts. Meaningful communicatiocharacterized by the possibility that B
(as well as the other participants) understandsanéent of the speech act of A, evaluates the
quality of communicated ideas and replies to A manner that allows A (and also the other

participants) to reply meaningful again.

Graph 2 about here

In interactions that are based on the mutual exgdasf meaningful speech acts,
results (compromises or consensus) can be achiagesmentally, to which all participants
can agree (without voting or authoritative decigidtience collective learningcan only take
place when communication is meaningful. For meduningnteraction to evolve, it is
necessary to have a consensus among the actomnothie content (not the intention!) of
speech acts is to be understood. Only when thisopdition is fulfiled, meaningful
communication is possible. In order to initiategesses ofollectivereflexive or instrumental
learning of the participants of interactions, the contaitthe speech acts must therefore fulfil
certain criteria. Which criteria for the quality thfe content of speech acts can be defined in
the abstract?

Processes ofeflexive collective learningpresuppose two elements. The necessary
condition is that arguments are the dominant patéspeech acts. The sufficient condition is
that standards for the evaluation of the qualitydafas are shared among the actors. Such

standards refer to what constitutes truth (caudehs), rightness (normative ideas) or

40" Both concepts, the subjective and the interstibgevorld, are social constructions. Whereas elbes are
affected more or less equally by the intersubjectivorld, the subjective world refers to the intérna
conditions (domestic constellations such as pastiand influence of organized interests) with whigh
actor is confronted. His own subjective world affean actor more intensively than other participasft
interactions (who themselves face their own suhjectorlds).
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appropriateness (ideas on values) in a given coiex particular point in tim& When both

conditions are fulfilled, | refer to this patterh meaningful communication as ‘arguing as a
structure of interaction’. Only when arguing as #teicture of interaction has emerged, it is
likely that argumentative speech acts lead theigiaaits to question the ideas, which
underlie their own substantial interests withoutvihng been consciously prepared or
motivated before. When ideational change occurshange of substantive preferences is
possible, when the ideas underlying the originddstantial interests are affected by the
ideational changeréflexive collective learning'® Processes afeflexive collective learning

can result in a consensus as outcomes of intensctio

Table 2 Two Structures in Systems of Interaction

Structure ‘arguing’ Structure ‘bargaining’

Pattern of dominant speech  Arguments (propositions with Bargaining acts (demands, threat

U

acts reasons related to the intersubjectiveconcessions, reasons related to the
world) subjective world)
Shared standards for the Common standard for truth or Common conception of what

evaluation of the content of rightness or appropriateness | constitutes bargaining power ANDC
speech acts shared attitude on the reputation of

the speakers

Systemic effect: possible Reflexive learning Instrumental learning
influence of communicated
ideas on the majority of

actors

Incrementally achieved Consensus Compromise

results of interactions

There is a second pattern of meaningful commumnpatito which | refer as

‘bargaining as the structure of interaction’. Fardmining as a structure of interaction to

“ Jirgen HabermasTheorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. Band 1 Hampiationalitat und

gesellschaftliche Rationalisierur{§rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995).

Since reflexive learning is an unintentional @mes (see also Cliff Zukin, and Robin Snyder, 'Rassi
Learning: When the Media Environment is the Messagblic Opinion Quarterly3 (1984), pp. 629-638.:
629-630), it is also possible that short cuts Isanhe of the actors to accept an argument as figh, ar
appropriate, even though common standards arenigckiecause they attribute authority to the speaker
However, short cuts do not contribute to the eshbient or maintenance of any of the structures of
interaction, because it is unlikely that all actorglertake similar short cuts simultaneously.
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evolve, it is not only required that acts of banjgag constitute the predominant pattern of
speech acts, but also that actors share a stafudalee evaluation of credibility. The standard
of credibility has two components, incorporatingudjective and an intersubjective part. The
intersubjective standard for the evaluation of eyaming speech act refers to the bargaining
power of an actor. Bargaining power is a complesaaonstruct, which does not only entail
formal vetoes but also such elements as the preferatensity and the alternatives of action.
Regarding the subjective part, it is necessary dhabsitive attribution of a particular actor’s
reputation is undertaken by the other actors. @tisera threat, demand or concession is not
meaningful, because the other actors cannot relysaealization. Besides bargaining acts as
the predominant pattern of speech acts, it is sacgshat actors share a common conception
of bargaining power and a common perception ofaitters’ reputation for bargaining as the
structure of interaction to evolve. Within bargaimi as the structure of interaction,
instrumental collective learningbout the distribution and nature of external tamsts (such

as the costs imposed by threats) is likely andreanlt in a compromise.

Only when a structure of interaction has evolvedisilikely that unintentionally
(without having been consciously prepared or mtgidabefore) the participants of an
interaction start to question the ideas, which dre¢heir own strategic preferences and/or
substantial interests, in reaction to communicatieés. When ideational change occurs, a
change of strategic preferences or substantiatestte® can be expected, when the ideas
underlying the original interests and preferenaesadfected by the ideational change. When
collective reflexive learningakes place, actors alter their substantial istsreVhen, on the
other hand, bargaining dynamics evolwestrumental collective learningrocesses and
changes of strategic preferences are most likely.

The developed systemic approach on interactiongheaadvantage of accounting for
the coexistence of argumentative speech acts ameécBpacts of bargaining without
generating tensions between them. This meta-theakdbridge and its concept of two
structures of interaction is a heuristic yardstickt allows grasping the potential impact of
communicates ideas from reflexive to instrumentalective learning. Since the systemic
approach abstracts from logics of action, it cantradly bridge the gap between rationalist
and constructivist theories with similar substdrfoai. This requires that ideal scopes of both
approaches are examined with recourse to the doatexxistence of the preconditions for the

evolution or maintenance of any of the structufasteraction.
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V. lllustration — Development of Hypotheses on Scopeddditions

In this section, the systemic perspective is itlatstd using the example of the influence that
the European Commission can exert within the Elangénion. For this purpose, hypotheses
on the impact of various contextual settings onebelution of one of the two structures of
interaction are developed. Empirical inquiries, boer, would be beyond the scope of this
paper.

Consistent rationalist and constructivist theormsive at different propositions
regarding the range of influence of the Europeam@assion. Contradicting claims regarding
the Commission’s influence in pre-agreement int&was can only be resolved, when the
impact of communicated ideas, ranging from reflexig instrumental collective learning is
contextualised without one-sided reference to actleoretical presumptions. In order to
develop hypotheses on contextual elements thatufattee evolution of one of the two
structures of interaction, it is necessary to inguwhether common standards exist in the
European arenas of interaction, on which the canténspeech acts can commonly be
evaluated by the participating actors. It is nosgible to discuss the probability that
bargaining as a structure of interaction can evoivehe abstract, since credibility and
bargaining power are situational constructs that eary from interaction to interaction.
Therefore, the conditions are discussed next, untlat arguing as the structure of interaction

is likely to evolve, to be interrupted and to beyanted.

In general, with truth, rightness and appropriasshehere are three possible standards on
which the quality of arguments can be evaludfethe likelihood that these standards are
shared among the actors varies with regard totdmelards themselves.

The standard of truth encompasses epistemologichireethodological principles and
sometimes even ontological elements and is ussh#lyed within a scientific paradigm. Since
the actors in European arenas of interaction aeeislsed experts, especially at the lower
levels, such as the working groups of the Counsilnell as the administrative level of
intergovernmental conferences (IGCs), it is vekglly that actors share a standard for what
constitutes truth. Therefore, it is to be expedhad arguing as the structure of interaction can
evolve and that reflexive collective learning cacur, when arguments are primarily related
to questions of truth in the intersubjective worlgspecially in the wake of perceived

environmental changes, the standard of truth besomgportant in linking external

3 Jirgen Habermas,Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. Band 1 Hamgationalitat und
gesellschaftliche Rationalisierur{§rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995).
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developments to the issue at hand. Since envirotainehanges are strongly related to the
definition of a situation, the standard of truthvisry important at the very beginning of
interactions**

Normative ideas are candidates for the expressfoma oommon interest and are
evaluated in regard to the standard of rightf23$ie quality of normative ideas is measured
by the extent to which they articulate the commuterest'® In interactions, aspects of truth
precede the stage in which norms are develope@dubkednterests can only be developed on
the basis of a common definition of the situatiSmce causal ideas can be used in processes
of norm construction, it is possible that arguirsgtiae structure of interaction evolves during
the elaboration of norms. However, at the end td@ractions, when norms must definitely be
defined in content and scope, it is unlikely tha@banmon evaluative standard still exists. This
is because the scope of a new norm most likelylapgmwith the scope of norms already in
existence on European, national or regional lev@tope conflicts cannot be resolved by
reference to only a single common interest. Rathemn hierarchies have to be established.
For the structure of interaction ‘arguing’ to beimained, this would require that the actors
share a hierarchy of standards. In the Europeatexpmiversity suggests that no overarching
hierarchy of standards for rightness is shared.celeit is to be expected, that bargaining as

the structure of interaction evolves at the enbhigractions'’

4 Approaches on framing demonstrate that actordamiag a risk of dissent regarding the construcitd a

situation.When the type or content of evaluativendards varies across the competing constructams,
overarching standard would be required, which alder weighing and comparing of the arguments lfier t
competing frames, in order to decide which framaeusdhbe preferred. Actors can always make refereice
the common life world (Habermas 1995: 148-151).sThiowever, cannot prevent dissent, because the lif
world in itself might be too broad, leading to djseement about which part of the life world is valet. In
such situations, the life world itself cannot seagean overarching standard, allowing for the distainent

of arguing as the structure of interaction.

Jiurgen Habermas, 'Handlungen. Sprechakte, SprhcMermittelte Interaktion und Lebenswelt', in J.
Habermas (edsMNachmetaphysisches Denken - Philosophische Aufs@rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp,
1992), pp. 63-104.

Jirgen Habermas,Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. Band 1 Hamdkationalitét und
gesellschaftliche Rationalisierur{§rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995): 42.

The ‘hierarchy of norms’ argument finds empiriclpport in studies on the development of the norm
‘gender mainstreaming’ in the developmental aidigyobf the European Union. Even though there is a
widespread consensus among the European memles 8iat the norm of gender mainstreaming expresses
a common interest, the norm was defined throughadiaing at the end of the interactions (Ole Elgstrd
‘Norm Negotiations. The Construction of New NornmsgRrding Gender and Development in EU Foreign
Aid Policy', Journal of European Public Polic§ (2000), pp. 457-476, Ole Elgstrom. 2001. Cowulstion
"Unobjectable" Norms: Negotiating Norm Spread ia BlJ. Paper read at 4th Pan-European IR Conference,
8-10 September 2001, at Canterbury.). While Elgstodnnot explain this finding, the systemic persipec
suggests that ‘gender mainstreaming’ is in confliith scope and content of other norms inhererthan
focal idea ‘good governance’. Conflicts over noro@inot be resolved by reference to either one @f th
standards for rightness. Solving norm conflictshimtarguing as the structure of interaction wowdduire
that actors share an overarching common standarthéo hierarchy of norms. This however, cannot be
expected in the Council of Ministers and the IGEsduse of the diversity among the member-stateshend
richness of norms on the European level.

45
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Appropriateness serves as the evaluative starfdarthe quality of ideas relating to
values. The standard of appropriateness itselbrsttuted by axiomatic interpretations of
values as authenticalf§. The authenticity of elements is diffused througitialisation®
Since it is unlikely that actors on the Europeareleare socialised completely in the same
way, because of the ideological and cultural diterS the evolution of, and especially the
maintenance of, arguing as the structure of intEmaccannot be expected with regard to
elements of appropriateness. Because distributivk ra-distributive issues are inherently
value-laden in regard to questions of distributigoatice>* they facilitate the evolution of
bargaining as the structure of interaction.

In a nutshell, the expected influence of the Euamp€ommission varies according to
the stability of the environment, the stage ofrattion, and the issue at hand. All contextual
factors that are conducive to reflexive collectigarning open a window of opportunity for
the European Commission that can be used for sutstanfluence on outputs via strategies
of persuasion. However, weak actors possess naepttre better arguments: Whether or not
the Commission’s ideas win the ideational competitdepends on their quality.

The systemic approach is as a heuristic tool thatva the discussion of the impact of
institutional variables, such as the extent of 4pmmency, degrees of institutionalisation,
shadows of the vote and voting modalities on stmast of interactions.

There is disagreement whether the transparencetohgs influences the likelihood
that arguments matter. Approaches that take thameoritative logic of action as naturally

dominant argue that transparency increases thecimgfaarguments, because the public

8 Jiurgen HabermasTheorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. Band 1 Hamgaiionalitat und
gesellschaftliche Rationalisierur{§rankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995): 41
*° |bid: 40-42
0 The issue of how far the engagement within Eumapmstitutions leads to the identity changes @ th
participating actors is highly debated (see JaneBgy'Where does Supranationalism come from? Ideas
Floating through the Working Groups of the Coumdithe European UniongEuropean Integration Online
Papers (EioP)9 (1998), pp, Jan Beyers, and Guido Dierrickk,e"Working Groups of the Council of the
European Union: Supranational or IntergovernmeNe&dotiations?Journal of Common Market Studi8s
(1998), pp. 289-317, Brigid Laffan, 'The Europeamds: A Distinctive Model of InternalizationEuropean
Journal of Public Policy?2 (1998), pp. 235-253. vs. Lisbet Hoogfiae Commission and the Integration of
Europe. Images of Governand€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002). gaify Wessels,
‘Comitology: Fusion and Action. Politico-Administige Trends in the EU Systemdpurnal of European
Public Policy 2 (1998), pp. 209-234.). The debate, however,resmtather on the question of degree of
socialisation into European institutions rathemtlom the question of whether the identities ofdhtors are
identical.
Thomas Saretzki, 'Wie unterscheiden sich Argumet und Verhandeln? Definitionsprobleme,
Funktionale Bezlge und Strukturelle Differenzen wovei verschiedenen Kommunikationsmodi', in V. v.
Prittwitz (eds.) Verhandeln und Argumentieren. Dialog, Interesserm Wiacht in der Umweltpolitik
(Opladen: Leske und Budrich, 1996), pp. 19-33.385-
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serves as a third standard, allowing for the tdastructure of arguintf The analytical
distinction between speech acts and logics of magscan important progress, on which the
concept of argumentative self-entrapment is Btildccording to his argumentation, the
public forces state actors to use argumentativecpacts, regardless of the underlying logic
of action. Changes of positions occur not becabseattors are intrinsically motivated to
become persuaded, but rather because they becargbtday their own arguments, which
cannot be recalled in public without a loss of tagan. Thus, the public as a third standard
brings about an argumentative dynamic. Howeves, lthe of reasoning presupposes that the
public appreciates arguing of their representativesre than bargaining. This implicit
assumption, however, might not be generally vdbegause in some situations the public
might expect their representatives to push thrabhghnational interest' or the preferences of
organised interests through bargaining. Additionathe concept of argumentative self-
entrapment is not based on unitary assumptionstdbeuevel of strategic rationality. On the
one hand, it presupposes perfectly strategic gatatsulating their reputational costs. At the
same time, however, it is implicitly assumed tled &ctors are hardly rational regarding the
selection of their speech acts, since they wouleretise anticipate the argumentative trap
and eventually avoid the use of arguments at ataBse of these shortcomings, it can not
generally be upheld that transparency allows tHdipto operate as a third standard which
automatically favours arguing.

Contrary lines of reasoning are based on the gimategic of action and take into
consideration that in camera settings free theradimm the public pressure of interest
representatiofi: According to this argumentation, in camera sestinfiow for processes of
persuasion taking place, because public constraimtshanges of interests and preferences
can be side-stepped by pretending bargaining dysammd restraints. The discrepancy of
both assessments is grounded in the communicatidehee strategic logic of action, which

are mutually exclusive because they are based fgratit conceptions of rationality. The

®2 Thomas Saretzki, 'Wie unterscheiden sich Arguieeert und Verhandeln? Definitionsprobleme,
Funktionale Bezuge und Strukturelle Differenzen wovei verschiedenen Kommunikationsmodi', in V. v.
Prittwitz (eds.) Verhandeln und Argumentieren. Dialog, Interessem ivlacht in der Umweltpolitik
(Opladen: Leske und Budrich, 1996), pp. 19-33.

3 Thomas Risse, 'International Norms and Domest&n@h: Arguing and Communicative Behavior in the
Human Rights AreaRolitics and Society (1999), pp. 529-559, Thomas Risse, "Let's Afgue
Communicative Action in World Politicdnternational Organizatiori (2000), pp. 1-39. Thomas Risse,
'Konstruktivismus, Rationalismus und die Theoritetnationaler Beziehungen - Warum empirisch nisbts
heil3 gegessen wird, wie es theoretisch gekochtaeurdG. Hellmann, K. D. Wolf and M. Zirn (eds.)
Forschungsstand und Perspektiven der Internatian&eziehungen in Deutschlagri@aden-Baden: Nomos
Verlagsgesellschaft, 2003).

* Jeffrey T. Checkel, 'Why Comply? Social Learnimgpd European ldentity Changdhternational

Organization3 (2001), pp. 553-588: 563
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debate on the influence of transparency is noticgstl to the theoretical level, since for both
positions empirical evidence is provided. The gysteapproach on interaction, which
abstracts from one-sided action theoretical assomgt comes to a different assessment.
Since transparency is not in itself conducive te téference of one of the standards for the
evaluation of ideas, this variable has no influeondhe likelihood of the evolution of either
arguing or bargaining as structures of interactlonpublic as well as in in-camera settings,
actors can equally refer to all three standatds.

Whereas the degree of transparency of an issuadaffect on the likelihood of the
evolution of either one of the structures of intti@n, the degree of institutionalisation,
defined as the norm-density, influences the dynamignteractions. In the latest stage of pre-
agreement interactions, norms are defined in corged scope, and bargaining is likely to
evolve as the structure of interaction, when norandnchies have to be established. The more
norms already exist within an arena of interactiime higher the likelihood that norm
conflicts arise. Thus, a high density of normsHars the development of bargaining as the
structure of interaction at the later stages. Hetlmesystemic approach on interactions comes
to a different proposition in regard to the densifynorms than the communicative action
approach, which is biased towards communicativ@mcihe latter considers a high norm-
density as an expression of a common life worldicivosters communicative action and
thus the conscious preparedness of actors to begmrsiaded. Because of the action-
theoretical bias, not only the problem of norm &rehies but also the possibility that existing
norms could be established through bargaining aadeapressions of compromises rather
than of normative consensus is overlooked.

Interactions within the working groups of the Coilinhhe COREPER, the Council of
Ministers, and within IGCs take place in the ‘shadof the vote’. This is central for
explanations of outcomes in rationalist approackash as intergovernmentalism, since the
distribution of votes influences the bargaining powf the member-states, which in turn is
reflected in the composition of the outcome. Giwdifferent voting modalities on the
European level (varying between unanimity and weeidtvotes) and the varying length of the

shadow of votes on different levels of interactigne. from workings groups, through the

5 One could argue that the politicization of isste@urs the use of rightness and appropriaterestaadards
for the evaluation of ideas, to the disadvantagdrath. This line of argumentation would lead te th
hypotheses that public settings favour the devetynof bargaining as the structure of interactibhis
argument, however, requires two additional asswonptiActors must act in a strategically rationahmex,
since they wouldn’t be sensitive for concerns ef ¢tectorate otherwise. Since politicization insesapublic
attention, it would additionally be necessary ti public always expects their representativelstifig for
their interests with bargaining strategies. WHilis tmight be true in some settings, it is certamdy valid for
all cases, especially not when the interested astuilized public opposes the governmental actiomsla
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COREPER to the level of ministers), it is an ingtireg question whether the prospects for
either one of the structures of interactions tolevwaries with the stage of interaction and
the arena of interactions. The interactionist apphosuggests that early stages of interactions
(which most often take place on lower levels sushhe bureaucratic level in the case of
IGCs and the working groups, especially in the sdcand third pillar of the EU) foster the
establishment of arguing as the structure of icteya for two reasons. Firstly, aspects of
truth are important for the concrete definitionaaituation in early phases of interactions, and
secondly, institutional differentiation through taechical levels of interactions, is conducive
to a higher level of expertise among the actorshenlower levels, which, in turn, increases
the probability that they share evaluative stansl¥fd.ater stages of interactions do not
automatically foster a structural change towardgduaing, only because the shadow of votes
is shrinking. Rather, the risk of dissent (and leemecision-making via voting or via
authoritative means) is constant during differdaagss of interaction, regardless of whether
argumentative or bargaining dynamics existed. \¢ptmodalities are irrelevant for the
evolution of one of the structures of interactibecause they do neither affect the possibility
of dissent in arguing or bargaining, nor is thetegical connection between different voting

procedures and the existence of evaluative staadargpeech acts of arguing or bargaining.
VI. Conclusion: The Added Value of A Systemic Approacln Interactions

Rationalist and constructivist theories attribuitéedent ranges of influence to the European
Commission as a weak actor. Whereas the formee #tat generalising manner that the
Commission can exert only efficiency-increasinduahce in the bargaining process after the
stage of initiation, constructivist approaches jmevtheoretical accounts for substantial
influence through argumentative strategies foroélthe arenas of interaction, to which the
Commission has access. Given the empirical variafidcee Commission’s influenéeéand

the empirical finding that speech acts of arguind bargaining coexist in interactions on the

European level® bridging the gap between constructivist and ratiieh approaches becomes

5 A common professional background increases Haditiood for reflexive learning (see Jeffrey T. Ckel,
'Social Construction and Integratiohgurnal of European Public Policy (1999), pp. 545-560: 549).
compare i.e. Andrew MoravcsiEhe Choice for Europe. Social Purpose & State Pofr@n Messina to
Maastricht (Ithaca und New York: Cornell University Press, 8Bages, Wayne Sandholtdjgh-Tech
Europe: The Politics of International CooperatigBerkeley: University of California Press, 1992)ges,
Wayne Sandholtz, and John Zysman, '1992: Recatmduropean BargairWorld Politics1 (1989), pp.
95-128.

Ole Elgstrom, and Christer Jonsson, 'Negotiatmthe European Union: Bargaining or Problem-Sa®n
Journal of European Public Policy (2000), pp. 684-704; Harald Miiller, and Thomass& 2001. Arguing
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a crucial task? In order to resolve the contradictions and asklgal scopes to rationalist and
constructivist theories, this paper developed aesys approach on interactions, which
permeates the incompatible action theoretical mesiof rationalist and constructivist
approaches that are responsible for the focus threreinstrumental or reflexive collective
learning. This approach offers an unbiased acctmrrthe varying impact of communicated

ideas between instrumental and reflexive colledgaening.

and Persuasion in Multilateral Negotiations. GrBndposals to the Volkswagen Foundation. Schwerpunkt
'‘Globale Strukturen und ihre Steuerung'; Fassurguau2001.

Jeffrey T. Checkel, 'Bridging the Rational-Chdéic@onstructivist Gap? Theorizing Social Interaction
European InstitutionsARENA Working Papef2000), pp. 1-14, Antje Wiener, 'Constructivism:eThimits

of Bridging the GapsJournal of International Relations and Developm@&r{2003), pp. 252-275.
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Table 3 The Pattern of Influence of the Europ€ammission

Definition of the situation Co-ordination of action Final definition of norms

plans
Likely Arguing Arguing (regulative issues| Bargaining (necessity of
structures of or low level of hierarchy, and norm hierarchies)
interaction No structure of interaction|  not for distributive/ re- or
(dissent}’ distributive issues or at high No structure of interaction
levels of hierarchy) (dissent)
or

Bargaining (especially for

distributive and re-

U

distributive issues, high lev
of hierarchy)
or

No structure of interaction

(dissent)
Expected Substantial Substantial Efficiency-increasing
influence of or or or
the No influence Efficiency-increasing No influence
Commission or
No influence

Conventional bridge building approaches hypothesitteat highly institutionalized arenas,
and settings with high transparency are betterribew by constructivist approaches. This
assessment is due to a pro-constructivist bias.syeemic approach on interaction, on the
other hand, suggests that both variables havefhuinte at all on the evolution of either one
of the structures of interaction. Also, differemting procedures do not influence the dynamic
of interaction towards either bargaining or arguiAgcording to the interactionist bridge
building approach, constructivist approaches areallg applied at the beginning of

interactions (as suggested by conventional bridgkling approaches) and middle phases of

0 Bargaining as the structure of interaction is hkely to evolve at this stage of interactions. tigiut a
common definition of a situation, a dissent of whahstitutes bargaining power is most likely amading
actors within the EU. This is because alternatipoms for state action (such as alternative coakt or
unilateral action) are an important source for bavigg power, but can only be developed and
instrumentalised when a common construction osthetion exists. Moreover, lacking a common défni
of a situation, it is unclear which formal proceesiwill be applied (e.g. which issue area and whidhr is
affected) and, thus, how the formal distributiorvofes looks like.
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interactions, when they deal with regulative issoaslow levels of hierarchy. Given that

actors attribute credibility mutually and share @naeption of the sources of bargaining
power, rationalist approaches are better suitegrtivide hypotheses for late stages of
interaction (when a hierarchy of norms has to bwbdéished) and middle phases of
interactions, especially if distributive and retdlzutive issues are at hand, and if interactions

take place with little institutional differentiatio

Constructivism challenged the formerly dominatiragianalist paradigm and led to the
production of alternative hypotheses. Especialipugh gap-bridging approaches, a rich and
fruitful dialogue between both camps was initiatéd.far, however, the bridges were fragile,
because they were built on uneven fundaments. Asussed in this paper, the action
theoretical recurrence introduces one-sided bid§&en the logic of communicative action is
considered as being prior to the logic of strategitton, hypotheses on scope conditions are
biased in favour of constructivism and vice versa.

As pointed out, the systemic approach on interasti@ircumvents one-sided
ontological assumptions and the debate on the rbetiero-foundation (which cannot be
resolved). It does not rely on one-sided actionoitbical assumptions but on a broad
behavioural assumption. This allows for an altemeafocus on dynamics of interaction,
namely the conceptualisation of two different typé<ollective learning as systemic effects
in interactions.

The added value of the systemic approach is thickef) On the meta-theoretical
level, the systemic approach on interactions offardridge between rationalism and
constructivism, since it serves as an overarchiagné based on which ideal scopes of
rationalist and of constructivist approaches withilar substantial foci can be deduced. As
already argued, such ideal scopes are essentiak #ie alternative would be the complete
dismissal of competing hypotheses (if both canrrefeempirical evidence). (2) On the level
of substantive theories, the systemic approach nmeractions allows for the adequate
conceptualisation of varying pattern of influendeaotors lacking formal bargaining power,
such as the European Commission, secretariats @ING) Finally, the systemic approach
has implications for the conduct of empirical reshaon interactions. The emphasis of the
systemic approach is less on the transport of idedsot at all on actor’'s motivations for the
selection of speech acts of arguing or bargainkather, the analysis concentrates on the
contextual preconditions for assessments of théitgqud communicated ideas, which allow

for processes of collective learning. Hence emairistudies, which are concerned with
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politics and concrete outputs, should focus onekemination of whether the preconditions
for either one of the structures of interactionba(ed standards of reference/ shared
conception of what constitutes bargaining powertualuattribution of credibility) are given

in particular interactions and engage in questibrisow policy (type of issue) and polity
(horizontal and vertical institutional differeni@, institutional actors) shape the dynamics of
interactions. When the systemic approach on interacs used as a heuristic yardstick for the
determination of the ideal scopes of already exgsttompeting hypotheses, more adequate

accounts of the complex reality of social interaas are possible.
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Appendix:

Graph 1: System of Interaction
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Graph 2: Structures of Interaction
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