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States remain key actors in the European Union's external relations
while they also constitute a unitary actor together with the EU
Commission and other EU institutions. They are influenced by
domestic and global normative structures that provide resasons for
statecraft. This is how the EU engages in specific patterns of
cooperation with third countries in regard to the migration-
development nexus.
   This thesis argues that such cooperation forms a regime with two
incompatible norms. Migration policy is focusing on the norm of
reducing the root causes of migration, while development cooperation
aims to promote a norm through which migrants are regarded as
agents of development.
   The novel theoretical approach of realist constructivism is applied in
order to both explain and understand this regime. The EU performs
strategic social construction through the externalisation of migration
control, mainstreaming of migration in development policy, and
conditionality of practices in its external dialogue processes. In search
of leverage, the EU is pursuing power and ideas in an amalgamated
way through migration statecraft.
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Abstract
For decades the European Union has cooperated with partner countries on the nexus between migration and development.
The EU has thereby attempted to merge parts of migration policy and development policy into one framework. The logical
inconsistency here appears to be that one policy in the nexus seeks to reduce migration while the other aims to promote it.
This approach also constitutes a puzzle for opposing theories around the role of power versus ideas. In order to explain and
understand this cooperation, the thesis explores its emergence and evolution during 1985-2020. The starting point is the
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reasons for actor-centred statecraft. Diverging patterns of cooperation with partner countries emanate from it.

The thesis applies the concept of an international regime to analyse whether cooperation rests on two incompatible core
norms. Through a congruence analysis of alternative theoretical approaches, three modes of statecraft are identified. Power
statecraft based on classical realism focuses on the national interest of upholding sovereignty and other domestic norms in
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development through a development agent norm. Knowledge is a prominent factor in this regard. Leveraged (migration)
statecraft inspired by realist constructivism is pursued so that both power and ideas are used in an amalgamated way by
the EU.

These findings are arrived at through a systematic analysis of narratives in Commission Communications, and by
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To Louisa, Jacob, and
Fredrike.





They did not all have the same reason for abandoning one
homeland for another. Some, escaping the destruction of their
cities by enemy attack, were driven to other territory when they
lost their own; some were banished by civil strife; others were
sent out to relieve the burden of overpopulation; others fled
from disease or constant earthquakes or some intolerable
deficiencies in their barren soil; others were tempted by the
exaggerated report of a fertile shore. Different reasons roused
different peoples to leave their homes; but this at least is clear,
nothing has stayed where it was born. The human race is
always on the move…

Seneca, De Brevitate Vitae, around A.D. 49
     
     
     
The authority of a state and, more particularly, so far as its
foreign relations are concerned, … is partly a purely domestic
matter (one state should not meddle with the domestic affairs
of another). On the other hand, however, it is no less essential
that this authority should receive its full and final legitimation
through its recognition by other states, although this
recognition requires to be safeguarded by the proviso that
where a state is to be recognised by others, it shall likewise
recognise them, i.e. respect their autonomy; and so it comes
about that they cannot be indifferent to each other’s domestic
affairs.

Hegel, Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts, 1820





Contents 

Preface and acknowledgements ..................................................................... 1 

Chapter 1. Introduction.................................................................................... 4 
Research problem - Aims and contributions .................................................................. 4 

The puzzle and research questions ......................................................................... 5 
Contributions: Leveraged (migration) statecraft ....................................................... 8 

Previous scholarship ................................................................................................... 10 
Migration and development policy research ........................................................... 10 
Statecraft and normative structures in IR ............................................................... 12 
Norms, statecraft, and regime theory ..................................................................... 14 

Theoretical objectives ................................................................................................. 17 
Realism, constructivism, and realist constructivism ............................................... 17 
Regime construction and migration statecraft ........................................................ 18 

Research design and analytical framework ................................................................. 19 
Domestic versus global normative structures ......................................................... 20 
Statecraft and regime practices ............................................................................. 21 

Findings and reflections .............................................................................................. 22 
Implications ............................................................................................................ 26 
An outline of the thesis .......................................................................................... 28 

Chapter 2. Theoretical framework ................................................................. 29 
Intersubjective and normative statecraft ...................................................................... 30 

Power statecraft ..................................................................................................... 33 
Ideational statecraft ............................................................................................... 35 
Leveraged statecraft .............................................................................................. 36 

Power statecraft in classical realism............................................................................ 41 
The legacy of Carr and Morgenthau ...................................................................... 41 
Later realism and regime theories.......................................................................... 42 

Ideational statecraft in mainstream constructivism ...................................................... 44 
Constructing the social .......................................................................................... 44 
Constructivism and regime theories ....................................................................... 47 

Leveraged statecraft in realist constructivism .............................................................. 49 
Realism and constructivism ................................................................................... 49 
The limitations of realist constructivism .................................................................. 50 
Social power politics and the logic of the social ..................................................... 52 

Power, intersubjectivity, and co-constitution ................................................................ 54 



Domestic normative structures .............................................................................. 55 
Global normative structures ................................................................................... 57 
Stability, change, and leverage .............................................................................. 58 

The interplay between normative structures and migration statecraft .......................... 60 
Hegelian structures and actors .............................................................................. 60 
Power politics and public interests ......................................................................... 63 
Research questions ............................................................................................... 64 

Summary .................................................................................................................... 65 

Chapter 3. Methodology and operationalisation ........................................... 68 
Epistemological starting points .................................................................................... 68 

Methods for combining realism and constructivism ................................................ 71 
Constitutive causality ............................................................................................. 73 

The case study method ............................................................................................... 75 
Criteria for selecting case studies .......................................................................... 75 
The European migration and development regime ................................................ 76 

Choosing a theory-driven method ............................................................................... 78 
Congruence analysis ............................................................................................. 78 
Materials and demarcations ................................................................................... 81 

Operationalisation and analytical framework ............................................................... 84 
Analytical scheme .................................................................................................. 84 

Chapter 4. The migration policy norm ........................................................... 89 
Regime emergence and evolution ............................................................................... 89 

From Schengen to Vienna 1985-1998 ................................................................... 89 
From Tampere to Lisbon 1999-2009 ...................................................................... 93 
From Stockholm to Brussels 2010-2020 .............................................................. 100 

From crisis to action .................................................................................................. 105 
The Comprehensive Approach Communications ................................................. 107 
The Global Approach to Migration (and Mobility) Communications ...................... 113 
The Partnership Framework Communication ....................................................... 120 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 124 

Chapter 5. Constructing control .................................................................. 127 
The essence of migration control .............................................................................. 128 

Control policy dilemmas ....................................................................................... 130 
Power statecraft and the root causes norm ............................................................... 132 

Securitisation and the social normative structure ................................................. 135 
Ideational statecraft and the root causes norm .......................................................... 139 

Communitarisation and the political normative structure ...................................... 144 
Leveraged statecraft and the root causes norm ........................................................ 148 

Externalisation and the economic normative structure ......................................... 154 
Summary .................................................................................................................. 161 

Chapter 6. The development policy norm ................................................... 163 



Overall policy coherence objectives .......................................................................... 164 
Monitoring progress on development ................................................................... 166 

Mainstreaming migration into development cooperation ........................................... 169 
The 2007 Policy Coherence Report ..................................................................... 171 
The 2009 Policy Coherence Report ..................................................................... 174 
The 2011 Policy Coherence Report ..................................................................... 177 

Making migration work for development .................................................................... 180 
The 2013 Policy Coherence Report ..................................................................... 180 
The 2015 Policy Coherence Report ..................................................................... 183 
The 2019 Policy Coherence Report ..................................................................... 186 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 188 

Chapter 7. Knowledge and the migration-development nexus ................... 189 
Resource transfers in migration and development .................................................... 190 

Remittances, diaspora contributions, and skills circulation .................................. 190 
Power statecraft and the development agent norm ................................................... 195 

General development effects from migration ....................................................... 197 
Legitimation of development for less migration .................................................... 200 

Ideational statecraft and the development agent norm .............................................. 203 
Labour markets and public policies ...................................................................... 203 
Politicisation of the research-policy nexus ........................................................... 205 

Leveraged statecraft and the development agent norm ............................................ 208 
The contestedness of the migration-development nexus ..................................... 209 
The emergence of migration-development nexus politics .................................... 212 
Globalisation of migration narratives .................................................................... 220 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 223 

Chapter 8. Statecraft and regime practices ................................................ 225 
The dialogue with the South ...................................................................................... 226 

ACP-EU cooperation ........................................................................................... 226 
Africa-EU cooperation .......................................................................................... 229 
The Rabat process .............................................................................................. 235 

The Dialogue with the Neighbourhood ...................................................................... 237 
The European Neighbourhood Policy .................................................................. 237 
The EuroMed Partnership/Barcelona process ..................................................... 240 
The Eastern Partnership ...................................................................................... 241 

The Dialogue with the East ....................................................................................... 243 
The Budapest process ......................................................................................... 243 
The Prague process ............................................................................................ 244 

The bilateral dialogues .............................................................................................. 246 
Mobility partnerships ............................................................................................ 246 

The Migration and Development Communications .................................................... 251 
External relations, migration, and development ................................................... 252 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 258 



Chapter 9. Leveraging through migration statecraft ................................... 261 
The effects of aid on migration propensity and development .................................... 262 

Calibrating aid ...................................................................................................... 263 
Power statecraft and regime practices ...................................................................... 265 

The issue of conditionality.................................................................................... 265 
Funding dilemmas ............................................................................................... 270 

Ideational statecraft and regime practices ................................................................. 277 
Recognition in EU external relations .................................................................... 277 
Contestation within EU institutions ....................................................................... 282 

Leveraged statecraft and regime practices ............................................................... 288 
Shortcomings of migration and development interventions .................................. 288 
Migration statecraft in regional dialogue processes ............................................. 292 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 297 

Chapter 10. Migration statecraft and regime evolution ............................... 300 
Main findings ............................................................................................................. 302 

Normative structures and statecraft during crises ................................................ 302 
Regime construction between domestic and global normative structures ............ 305 
Migration control and domestic norms ................................................................. 308 
Development policy and global norms ................................................................. 312 

Broader implications for research .............................................................................. 316 
Theoretical and methodological implications ........................................................ 316 
Power and its implications ................................................................................... 319 
Ideas and their implications ................................................................................. 321 

Further theoretical considerations and policy ............................................................ 324 
Structures and statecraft in regime cooperation ................................................... 324 
Stability and crisis vs. change and knowledge ..................................................... 325 
Alternative theories and findings .......................................................................... 328 
Policy implications ............................................................................................... 331 

Conclusions .............................................................................................................. 332 

Sammanfattning på svenska ....................................................................... 334 

References .................................................................................................. 337 

 

 

  



List of figures 

Figure 1 Intersubjectivity and co-constitution ................................................ 54 

Figure 2 Regime-focused congruence analysis ............................................ 64 

Figure 3 Main theoretical expectations in IR ................................................. 66 

Figure 4 Theoretical approaches and within-case analysis .......................... 76 

Figure 5 Analytical scheme ........................................................................... 87 

Figure 6 Search terms ................................................................................... 88 

Figure 7 The European Migration and Development Regime .................... 327 

  



Abbreviations 

ACP   - African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States 

 

AIR   - African Institute for Remittances 

 

AMIF   - Asylum, Migration, and Integration Fund 

 

ANAPEC  - Moroccan national agency for the promotion of employment and skills  

 

AU    - African Union 

 

CIGEM  - Migration Information and Management Centre in Mali  

 

CJEU   - Court of Justice of the EU 

 

CSP   - Country Strategy Paper 

 

DAC   -  OECD Development Assistance Committee  

 

DCI   - Development Cooperation Instrument 

 

DG   - Directorate-General 

 

DEVCO  - Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development 

 

EaP   - Eastern Partnership 

 

ECHO  - Directorate-General for European Civil Protection and Humanitarian   

     Aid Operations 

 

EDF   - European Development Fund 

 

EEAS   - European External Action Service 

 

EFSD   - European Fund for Sustainable Development 

 



EIF   - European Investment Fund 

 

ENP   - European Neighbourhood Policy 

 

EU    - European Union 

 

EuroMed  - Europe-Mediterranean 

 

Europol  -  European Union’s law enforcement agency 

 

FDI   - Foreign Direct Investment 

 

Frontex  - European Agency for the Management of External Borders 

 

GAERC  - General Affairs and External Relations Council 

 

GCIM - Global Commission on International Migration 

 

GCM   - Global Compact for Migration 

 

GFMD  - Global Forum on Migration and Development 

 

GMG   - Global Migration Group 

 

HLD   - High-Level Dialogue 

 

HLPF   - High-Level Political Forum on Sustainable Development  

 

HLWG  - High-Level Working Group on Asylum and Migration 

 

HOME  - Directorate-General for Home Affairs 

 

ICPD   - International Conference on Population and Development 

 

ICMPD  - International Centre for Migration Policy Development 

 

ILO   - International Labour Organisation 

 

IMF   - International Monetary Fund 

 

IOM   - International Organisation for Migration 

 

IPE   - International Political Economy 

 



IR    - International Relations 

 

JHA   - Justice and Home Affairs 

 

JLS   - Directorate-General for Justice, Freedom and Security 

 

JMDI   - EC-UN Joint Migration and Development Initiative 

 

MDGs   - Millennium Development Goals  

 

MFF   - Multiannual Financial Framework 

 

MME   - Africa-EU Partnership on Migration, Mobility and Employment 

 

NAFTA  - North American Free Trade Association 

 

NDICI  - Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instru- 

     ment 

 

NEAR  - Directorate-General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotia- 

    tions 

 

ODA   - Official Development Assistance 

 

OECD  - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

 

OSCE  - The Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe 

 

PCD   - Policy Coherence for Development  

 

PHARE  - Poland and Hungary: Assistance for Restructuring their Economies 

 

PRSP   - Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers 

 

RELEX  - Directorate-General for External Relations 

 

SDG   - Sustainable Development Goals 

 

SOLID  - General Programme for Solidarity and Management of Migration 

     Flows  

 

SWP   - Staff Working Paper 

 

TPMA  - Thematic Programme on cooperation with third countries in the areas  



    of migration and asylum 

 

UfM   - Union for the Mediterranean  

 

UN   - United Nations 

 

UNDP  - United Nations Development Programme 

 

UNFPA  - United Nations Population Fund  

 

UNHCR  - United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 

 

UNTT   - United Nations Task Team  

 

WHO   - World Health Organisation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





1 

Preface and acknowledgements 

The story of my research topic began in 1992, when I was working as an in-

ternational research consultant on an EU-funded project in Namibia. The pro-

ject focused on the reintegration of Namibian refugees after independence. I 

participated in a quantitative survey as well as several qualitative enquiries on 

the development links and impacts of the war. 

That project brought me in touch with Professor Tomas Hammar at Stock-

holm University and we started a large-scale project on migration and devel-

opment. We called it MAD. It resulted in three books: one theoretical and 

multidisciplinary on the causes of migration; one empirical study applying the 

theories on emigration from various African countries; and one on migration 

control policies in Europe. I had the privilege of working with scholars such 

as Rainer Bauböck, Thomas Faist, Aderanti Adepoju, Dietrich Tränhardt, 

Thomas Straubhaar, Giuseppe Sciortino, Hans van Amersfoort, and John Ou-

cho. 

During the MAD project, in 1994, I started my PhD studies in political 

science. I had a rough idea to apply regime theory to EU external migration 

policy, but at the time there was very little empirical material available. My 

research topic had not yet become relevant, as it were. As I was caught up in 

MAD, I did not have enough time to finalise my thesis before I was employed 

by the Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs in 1997. At the Ministry I worked 

on migration diplomacy within regional and global cooperation. I was also in-

volved in the nascence of the Swedish migration and development policy. 

In 2003 I left the Ministry and worked as an international research consult-

ant for various international organisations, agencies, and governments. For 

several years I was associated with the Institute for Future Studies in Stock-

holm. There I worked closely together with the executive director, Joakim 

Palme. We conducted a number of studies on migration and development and 

the research-policy nexus. Some of this work was policy-oriented and geared 

towards the Global Commission on International Migration and the first UN 

High-level Dialogue on Migration and Development in 2006. Collaborators 

included Maruja Asis, Peggy Levitt, Ninna Nyberg-Sørensen, Bo Malmberg, 

Robert Holzmann, Jan O. Karlsson, and Piyasiri Wickramasekara. 

In 2007 I was approached by the Ministry of Justice who offered me a po-

sition as a seconded national expert in the European Commission. I spent four 

and a half years in Brussels working on EU external relations in the migration 
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field. Several of the dialogue processes I write about in this thesis, I experi-

enced from the inside and was an active participant in. I also had a responsi-

bility for global migration cooperation in the Commission, including within 

the United Nations and the Global Forum on Migration and Development 

(GFMD). 

That led me back to the Ministry of Justice in Stockholm where I took part 

in the Swedish chairmanship team for the GFMD, in charge of the Swedish 

chair’s programme and strategic issues in relation to expert knowledge. We 

worked closely with the Secretary-General’s special adviser Peter Sutherland, 

and on the issue of bringing in migration within the 2030 Agenda and the 

Sustainable Development Goals. The following six years I spent as the Direc-

tor of the Migration Studies Delegation, Delmi, in Stockholm. We commis-

sioned a large number of studies on all topics related to migration, integration, 

and development. Together with Professors Joakim Palme and Martin Ruhs, I 

co-edited a book entitled Bridging the Gaps, published by Oxford University 

Press. It focused on the interlinkages between research-policy-public debate 

in the areas of migration and integration. During this time, I found inspiration 

to resume work on my thesis, and I was able to use some of the pieces I had 

produced as a consultant. 

Finally, I went back to the Ministry of Justice in 2020 to assume responsi-

bility for Sweden’s global migration cooperation including the GFMD and the 

Global Compact for Migration, migration and development, and policy re-

search within the European Migration Network. Looking back now I realise 

that there has been a pretty consistent focus throughout. So, I wrote this thesis 

over the past few of years in my spare time to reflect on my personal experi-

ences. I think that EU external cooperation in the area of migration and devel-

opment is a fascinating topic with many layers and complexities. This is why 

it was hard to keep the text short. 

This thesis would not have been the same without the patience and com-

mitment of my supervisors, Professors Jonas Tallberg and Kjell Engelbrekt. I 

am grateful to the members of the committee at the University of Stockholm 

whose comments and advice greatly improved my work: Professors Maritta 

Soininen, Hans Agné, and Ulf Mörkenstam. I also benefitted from two semi-

nars I organised with old friends and colleagues: James Hollifield, Grete 

Brochmann, Rey Koslowski, Sandra Lavenex, Gallia Lahav, James Hamp-

shire, Martin Ruhs, Joakim Palme, and Sara Kalm. Since I use realist con-

structivism as my main theoretical perspective, I also contacted Professor 

Samuel Barkin. He was very generous with his input and our discussions 

helped me grasp both the possibilities and limitations of his theoretical syn-

thesis. In addition, I would like to thank old friends and colleagues Peter Hall-

berg, Lucas Pettersson, Lotta Wagnsson, Rainer Münz, Peter Bosch, Frank 

Laczko, Eva Åkerman Börje, and Tomas Hammar for their comments and 

valuable conversations over the years. 
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Last but not least, I would like to thank my wonderful family Fredrike, Ja-

cob, and Louisa. Without your endurance, understanding and encouragement, 

this book would not have been possible. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Research problem - Aims and contributions 

For more than a third of a century, the European Union (EU)1 has been en-

gaged in cooperation with third countries on the interlinkages between migra-

tion and development. One aim appears to have been to maintain international 

and domestic social orders. Another aim seems to have been to contribute to 

reducing the global welfare gap. I want to explore how the EU has attempted 

to combine migration policy and development policy within one framework. 

This cooperation is generally known as the migration and development pillar 

within the EU’s external migration policy. External migration policy is, how-

ever, much broader than the interlinkages between migration and develop-

ment, also addressing irregular migration, asylum and protection, and labour 

migration.  

The issue area of migration and development is often referred to descrip-

tively as the migration-development nexus. The EU migration policy perspec-

tive in the nexus is about how development can be used as an instrument in 

migration control. The aim is to achieve higher policy effectiveness for mem-

ber states through development cooperation with source countries. Mean-

while, the EU development policy entry point is how migration can benefit 

development, even if this means more migration. Migration should then in a 

legitimate way contribute to the overall objective of poverty reduction in de-

veloping countries. One policy in the nexus seeks to reduce migration while 

the other aims to promote it.  

I am interested in how the combination of these seemingly opposing posi-

tions within a shared framework has been possible. I will focus on the role of 

statecraft as the organised actions governments take to change the external 

environment or the policies and actions of other states. I will also explore how 

statecraft is influenced by normative structures, i.e. multiple norms which 

function as shared and social understandings of standards of behaviour. Are 

policies both guided and constrained by contradictory norms and normative 

structures? What does this tell us about statecraft? The role of statecraft and 

 
1 For the sake of simplicity, I will throughout refer to the EU wherever reasonable 

although for a period covered by this thesis, its predecessors the European Community 

(1993-2009) and the European Economic Community (1985-1993) would be the cor-

rect terms to use. 
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normative structures in migration and development cooperation would be a 

typical example of International Relations (IR) scholarship, but remains un-

der-researched from this theoretical perspective.  

While various parts of EU external migration policy have been studied 

thoroughly, there is still no comprehensive research on how the EU cooperates 

with partner countries in the issue area of migration and development. This 

theme is important as it relates to a very broad spectrum of international rela-

tions. It brings together domestic migration control policies in member states 

with EU external development cooperation policies. It also involves foreign 

policy concerns towards a large number of developing countries around the 

world. EU migration policy and development policy have different overall ob-

jectives and normally use different instruments. In regard to migration and 

development, however, they come together and co-exist, with the aim of merg-

ing agendas and forming a new and consistent policy framework for coopera-

tion with third country partners. 

The puzzle and research questions 

EU external cooperation on migration and development reveals both an em-

pirical and a theoretical puzzle which overlap. Firstly in this puzzle, what I 

have identified is a case where two EU-external policy areas are to be exten-

sively coordinated. This might also entail mutual policy encroachment. Mi-

gration control policy appears to be dominated by power instruments and EU 

self-interest. Development policy seems to be dominated by ideas and 

knowledge. There are also important domestic and global dimensions within 

a context of norms. Policy coordination and external cooperation seem to seek 

a balance, where both policy areas would be equally important in addressing 

the migration-development nexus. However, external cooperation within 

these two distinct policy areas, which are also partly entwined, appears to lead 

to irrational and unintended outcomes. 

Secondly, IR was for a long time preoccupied with international regimes. 

Exogenous normative structures, as clusters of norms, were also seen to influ-

ence regimes. An implicit assumption was that statecraft could explain such 

cooperation. Yet there was, and still is no unitary or comprehensive theory of 

statecraft and its interlinkages with normative structures. Studies of regimes 

can focus on power or ideas, the two dividing, core notions disputed by schol-

ars within IR. Only a few focus on both at once. Most IR research is mainly 

preoccupied with which one dominates over the other. My inkling is that there 

is theoretical room to move beyond such a division through highlighting the 

role of statecraft. 

It is puzzling that there are various instances of regimes where neither 

power nor ideas dominate. Although some scholarship incorporates both di-

mensions, there remains a theoretical gap in IR. What is missing is theory that 

focuses on statecraft in a more systematic way. Such theory should 
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demonstrate how power and ideas matter on an equal footing. Such coopera-

tion also raises several questions about agency and structure. Are states and 

communities of states such as the EU able to promote their interests and in-

fluence other actors to get them to do what they want? Or are they constrained 

by ideas and norms in both the international and domestic realms? The an-

swers to such fundamental questions determine our understanding of regimes 

and their role in international relations. I will argue that my selected policies 

are contested and contradict each other. Empirical evidence could show how 

actors might not always be purposeful and rational.  

IR research should be able to detect how structures and actors conjointly 

drive evolution in regime cooperation in a given historical moment. We thus 

need to explore how normative structures enable and constrain the statecraft 

of actors. This does not mean, however, that theory should be predictive. 

There is no anima mundi. Theory can merely be explanatory or help us under-

stand international and social order. I will argue that sometimes, power feeds 

on ideas and ideas feed on power to the same extent. Policymakers’ percep-

tions of stability and crises may be interlinked with change and knowledge, 

which could trigger shifts from one form of statecraft to another. The interac-

tion with counterparts could then motivate actors to pursue further regime con-

struction and evolution to establish order. 

This thesis, therefore, focuses on the kinds of statecraft and normative 

structures that may influence the EU’s external cooperation. What are the low-

est common denominators influencing action from the two policy perspec-

tives? If we assume that they have opposing and contradictory goals, IR theo-

ries would argue that their coexistence within one framework is puzzling. I 

hope we may gain more clarity by identifying the two core norms that this 

cooperation entails. From one perspective it has been a recurrent theme in EU 

narratives that in the long term, migration can only be controlled effectively 

if the source countries become more developed. To understand the importance 

of migration control for the EU we need to explore domestic politics in the 

member states. Various public interest groups seek to reduce and control what 

is considered to be ‘unwanted migration’, while others try to promote ‘wanted’ 

categories. 

From the other perspective there seems to have emerged an idea that EU 

external cooperation can produce more development through migration. Mi-

gration should thus be facilitated so that it can contribute to poverty reduction 

through migrant resource transfers (remittances, diaspora contributions, and 

skills circulation). Meanwhile, other policy areas such as migration policy 

should not be inconsistent or interfere with the overall development objectives 

(e.g. by using development aid to enforce cooperation on readmission or the 

fight against irregular migration). This idea might originate in similar concep-

tions at the global level. The question is then to what extent these ideas have 

influenced the EU. 
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Knowledge about causes and effects in regard to the interlinkages between 

migration and development has similar importance as in the area of climate 

change. If policymakers do not interact with experts and researchers and do 

not manage to get a grasp of the issue area, their policies might fail and bring 

serious and irreversible consequences. Academic and expert knowledge indi-

cates that more development is likely to produce more migration, probably 

also towards the EU. The picture is, however, not entirely clear. A focus on 

EU narratives and practices can reveal how EU actors respond to such 

knowledge, even when it conflicts with their overall interests. If the EU acts 

in contradiction to available knowledge, the rationality of EU actors comes 

into question. Therefore, we need to ask some more specific questions to shed 

light on this puzzle. 

How come the EU seems to argue for development policies that in the me-

dium term work against its overall interest in reducing unwanted migration? 

To what extent is the EU willing to fund development initiatives that are nev-

ertheless supposed to reduce such migration in the long term? Meanwhile, if 

more migration brings more development, how can the EU promote the ben-

efits of migration while at the same time argue for less migration? Is the ob-

jective of more development through migration really compatible and coher-

ent with EU control policy attempting to reduce the volume of migration to-

wards the EU? Can the EU’s narratives and practices tell us about EU actors’ 

beliefs about how power and ideas coalesce within this cooperation?  

It is striking that the arguments for migration control have been portrayed 

by EU actors as overall ‘negative’ in terms of the attempts to prevent some-

thing unwanted. Policymakers often use value-laden terms such as ‘fighting’ 

and ‘combating’ the root causes and processes of ‘irregular’ migration. In par-

allel, there has been a tendency by EU actors to celebrate the ‘positive’ devel-

opment impact of migration through migrant resource transfers. Within that 

latter context, there has been no tendency to regard remittances, diaspora con-

tributions, and skills circulation as direct causes of more unwanted migration, 

although some research suggests that they are. Using power instruments to 

stem migration through development-enhancing interventions, does not fit 

easily with the knowledge-based idea that migration increases development 

and therefore should be promoted. Therefore, the EU logic in regard to the 

migration-development nexus seems rather inconsistent.  

It is not surprising that migration policy and development policy have dif-

ferent main objectives. What is surprising, however, is that goal conflicts can-

not be resolved at the highest executive level through statecraft. Furthermore, 

most research seems to argue that the EU is using the focus on development 

as a power instrument to impose its migration control interests on third coun-

tries. What we see is, however, that development policymakers as well as mi-

gration policymakers in parallel repeatedly underline that migration can ben-

efit development. Notwithstanding this, such development benefits them-

selves might lead to more unwanted migration. EU elite policymakers pursue 
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two contradictory objectives that not only work at cross purposes, but also 

overlap and have become increasingly enmeshed. Policymakers, however, do 

not seem to regard them as contradictory. This line of uncoordinated action is 

a conundrum. 

Based on these premises, the thesis aims to explore and answer the follow-

ing two questions: 

 

• How did EU external cooperation on migration and development emerge 

and evolve during 1985-2020? 

• How can we explain why, and understand how the EU combined migration 

and development policies within one framework? 

 

My assessment is that this puzzle of cooperation is best solved through IR 

theory. The interlinkages between power and ideas have been dealt with pro-

fusely and are central to the study of IR. Power as manifested in rational self-

interest, and ideas as revealed through knowledge, norms, and identities, are 

key issues within the whole field. These characteristics, and indeed driving 

forces of states and international cooperation, have been pre-eminently cap-

tured in the debates between realism and constructivism. Neither of these ap-

proaches has, however, been able to sufficiently integrate power and ideas in 

applied research. Thus, there is a lack of systematic theoretical and empirical 

work that could bring the IR field forward in this regard. 

Contributions: Leveraged (migration) statecraft 

We need to explain and understand how cooperation advances both interna-

tional order and domestic social order. This thesis will, therefore, apply a re-

cently suggested attempt to synthesise classical realism and mainstream con-

structivism into realist constructivism (Barkin, 2003a, 2010, 2020c; Sterling-

Folker, 2006; 2004; 2002ab). I will argue that realist constructivism is espe-

cially suited to exploring international cooperation on the migration-develop-

ment nexus as a case study, with EU external cooperation as the primary focus. 

The realist constructivist approach to normative structures, where power is not 

ignored, might shed light on statecraft and how and for what reasons this co-

operation emerged. This will be the main intended contribution of my study. 

Why would it be necessary to apply a synthesis, to use realist constructiv-

ism, rather than to just, in parallel, study the case first from a realist perspec-

tive and then with a constructivist approach? I assume that the answer lies at 

the actor level in the phenomenon under study, which I will refer to as migra-

tion statecraft. This is a more specific application of what I will call leveraged 

statecraft. The notion of migration statecraft may reveal how realist strategic 

action is conjoint with constructivist socialisation. Those notions cannot be 

correctly understood by dividing them up in the analysis or through the 
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theoretical framework being applied. Migration statecraft assumes that power 

and ideas are amalgamated. Without getting into counterfactuals, such behav-

iour is likely when actors perceive that a more one-dimensional approach 

would betoken failure. 

My theoretical contribution is thus about bringing in leveraged (migration) 

statecraft as a variable next to normative structures. That may help us both 

explain and understand international cooperation. To be sure, the realist no-

tions of power and self-interest within migration control policy will be con-

trasted to the constructivist focus on ideas and knowledge within development 

policy. However, while realism can mainly explain strategic action, and con-

structivism can mainly explain socialisation, in order to fathom the whole re-

gime, realism must also address ideas, while constructivism should say some-

thing about power. Realist constructivism as a synthesis has the potential to 

take into account both power and ideas. It can also help to elucidate how part-

ner countries are less tractable than EU expectations would suggest. 

Realist constructivism might also help to revive regime theory which tried 

to address similar issues. Regime construction involves evolution both due to 

changing beliefs and constraints, and due to the relations among actors. While 

EU policymakers do not refer to cooperation around migration and develop-

ment as a regime, this thesis aims to explore whether it can indeed be ex-

plained and understood as such. In order to demonstrate that this cooperation 

constitutes a regime, it should be based on norms, principles, rules, and deci-

sion-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge (Kras-

ner, 1983: 2). I will suggest a stronger focus on power and ideas, questioning 

the assumption about converging expectations. The regime seems to have 

been constructed by the EU and offered to third countries as a framework for 

partnership cooperation.  

There is hardly any ‘pure’ or mainstream regime theory. It is always col-

oured by a position within one or the other broader theoretical approaches in 

IR. There is already substantive realist regime theory and constructivist re-

gime theory. So far, however, there has been no realist constructivist regime 

theory. My contribution to the literature could fill this gap to some extent as 

regards the role of leveraged statecraft. I will attempt to do this by selecting 

my dependent variable as the European migration and development regime. 

Another major contribution I make is represented by the unique empirical ma-

terial that I have systematically compiled and analysed. Over the years, regime 

cooperation has been named and renamed by the EU as the Comprehensive 

Approach (1991-2004), the Global Approach (2005-2015), and the Migration 

Partnership Framework (2016-2020).  

Initially, I assume that these frameworks constitute a broader European mi-

gration and asylum regime complex. That regime complex would consist of 

the irregular migration regime, the protection regime, the labour migration re-

gime, and the migration and development regime. Those four regimes cover, 

but go beyond, what is normally known as EU external migration policy (also 
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including aspects of foreign policy and development cooperation). The regime 

under study needs to be empirically distinguished from those other regimes, 

especially when identifying its core norms. The regime complex consists of a 

number of other norms that might be of relevance for the migration-develop-

ment nexus, but will not be directly dealt with in this thesis.  

In order to operationalise a realist constructivist approach, the thesis ex-

plores the ways in which the EU has tried to pursue migration statecraft. This 

amalgamated statecraft can be referred to as strategic social construction. 

Thereby, actors attempt to use both power and ideas, as well as both self-in-

terest and knowledge. Strategic social construction includes constructing self-

help norms as well as adhering to externally initiated norms. Studying both 

narratives and practices around the core regime norms may reveal whether and 

how migration statecraft has been put to use. In contrast, the thesis also tries 

to see whether focusing on realist and constructivist forms of statecraft is more 

helpful in the analysis. This may refute or reinforce both the usefulness of my 

concept of migration statecraft, and realist constructivism as a theoretical ap-

proach. 

Previous scholarship 

Migration and development policy research 

No previous research has focused on the European migration and development 

regime. However, there is considerable literature on EU external migration 

policy, often from a governance perspective (see e.g. Lavenex and Kunz, 

2008; Boswell, 2003; van Selm, 2002). Some literature has also briefly re-

ferred to EU cooperation on migration as the EU migration regime (Hollifield, 

2004; Hollifield, Hunt and Tichenor, 2008; Koslowski, 1998). Although the 

latter more likely appears to be a broader migration and asylum regime com-

plex (Alter and Raustiala, 2018; Keohane and Victor, 2011), the literature on 

EU external migration policy often captures smaller bits and pieces of this 

regime complex, for instance the so-called mobility partnerships (Reslow, 

2015; Carrera and Hernández i Sagrera, 2009). Much of the literature primar-

ily concerns the EU’s efforts to contain irregular migration, whereby the de-

velopment perspective is dismissed as more or less irrelevant. 

The tendency for the EU to externalise its migration control policy has in-

creasingly caught the attention of scholars (see e.g. Zaiotti, 2016a). External-

isation is partly linked to securitisation (Waever et al., 1993; Bigo, 2001a; 

Huysmans, 2006), which is mainly focusing on irregular migration. For dec-

ades there has been a continuous debate on the migration control policy di-

lemmas in liberal democracies (Freeman, 1994; Hollifield, 1992; Joppke, 

1998b; Guiraudon and Lahav, 2000; Hampshire, 2013). However, it has not 



11 

taken into account the links to EU external migration policy, or links to devel-

opment policy in any systematic way. Development policy and the role of mi-

gration has been studied by some (see e.g. Knoll and Sherriff, 2017; Koff, 

2017), but only with a narrower focus. The broader issue of policy coherence 

for development (PCD) has been studied as a specific focus area (Carbone, 

2009a), but without highlighting the circumstances regarding migration and 

development. Mainstreaming of migration into development policy has 

mainly been a topic for policy studies, often produced by international organ-

isations. 

There is a very large and diverse body of literature on the migration-devel-

opment nexus, with contributions from economists, sociologists, political sci-

entists, geographers, and other disciplines (Nyberg-Sørensen and van Hear, 

2003; Castles, 2009; Clemens, 2014; Lucas, 2005; de Haas, 2012). It has only 

to a limited extent and very recently been linked to migration control policies 

(Siegel, 2019). Some scholars have looked at how narratives regarding the 

nexus are being politicised or depoliticised (Faist, 2008; Pécoud, 2015). This 

literature has, however, not linked the migration-development nexus to regime 

cooperation. Moreover, scholarship on the broader development norms such 

as democracy, rule of law, good governance, gender equality, environment 

and sustainable development, does not normally refer to migration. However, 

literature shows that these development norms form part of a broader interna-

tional development regime (Faia, 2012: 26) on which the European migration 

and development regime may be dependent. 

Much of the literature mentioned above has lacked a theoretical framework 

which could advance the IR research agenda. My suggestion to rely on the 

classical realists (Carr, 1940, Morgenthau, 1948) as well as constructivists 

(Checkel, 2001a; Adler, 2012, 1997; Risse, 2004; Risse-Kappen, 1995) in a 

study of the nexus, is based on the awareness that both power and ideas need 

to be explored. This is how we may explain and understand the reasons behind 

this European regime. The promising synthesis of realist constructivism (Bar-

kin, 2010; Sterling-Folker, 2004; Mattern, 2004; Lebow, 2004; Saurugger, 

2013b; Williams, 2004) could also be used to resurrect regime studies, which 

have faded away due to the difficulties in combining the positivism and indi-

vidual methodology of many rational realists, with the constructivist focus on 

intersubjectivity and co-constitution (Krasner, 1983; Keohane, 1984; Young, 

1980; Kratochwil and Ruggie, 1986).2 

Moving ahead in this regard is important for several reasons. Firstly, sta-

bility or change at different levels are interlinked: “at the domestic level, pos-

itive change denotes improvements to state capacity and democratic order that 

can have an affirmative impact on international and regional orders” (Paul, 

 
2 There is an exception relating to the global climate change regime where regime 

theory is still frequently being used. 
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2017: 2).3 Secondly, to capture regime construction and evolution, it seems 

relevant to highlight the importance of socialisation, which is also linked to 

learning (Checkel, 2001b; Nye, 1987). Socialisation needs to be regarded from 

the perspective of parallel processes where also strategic action as well as stra-

tegic constructivism or strategic social construction is being used (Saurugger, 

2013b; Jabko, 2006). Strategic social construction as a concept denotes be-

haviour “in which actors strategize rationally to reconfigure preferences, iden-

tities, or social contexts” (Finnemore and Sikking, 1998: 888). In addition, I 

will explore whether this concept constitutes strategic action through social-

isation. 

Thirdly, then, processes of socialisation may be intertwined with strategic 

action in the migration and development regime. Therefore, to operationalise 

realist constructivism we need a more useful term, adapted to the specific field 

of research. My suggestion is to introduce migration statecraft as a form of 

intersubjective and normative statecraft (Hobson, 2000). It could capture how 

the EU as an actor uses both power and ideas in an amalgamated way. Separate 

research on realist conceptions of statecraft (see Baldwin, 1985, Soguk, 1999) 

and constructivist understandings of statecraft (see Doty, 2003; Kalm, 2008; 

Cantat, 2015) make such an effort relevant. A focus on statecraft helps to iden-

tify complex, historically contingent examples of when both self-interest and 

knowledge influence actors’ behaviour as a function of socialisation and bring 

modifications to actors’ beliefs and identities. 

This thesis, therefore, bears the promise of contributing to a broad range of 

scholarship, bringing it together through a synthesis of two theoretical tradi-

tions, as well as through the combination of diverse empirical literatures. It 

offers a novel way to study EU migration and development policies through 

applying a recent IR perspective. It highlights how statecraft is both used to 

construct norms and is strongly influenced by norms. Advancing the IR re-

search programme through theorising statecraft and normative structures is 

thus an overall aim of this thesis. Moving ahead then, we first need to look at 

how a realist constructivist conception of statecraft and normative structures 

can build on research on norms and regime studies within IR scholarship. 

Statecraft and normative structures in IR 

While statecraft consists of “the organized actions governments take to change 

the external environment” or the policies and actions of other states (Holsti, 

1976: 293), norms have been defined as “shared (thus social) understandings 

of standards of behaviour” (Klotz, 1995: 14). Norms emerge through social 

 
3 My emphasis in regard to international and regional orders. In comparison, statecraft 

is key to understanding order: “the study of statecraft has become critical to assessing 

debates about the origins, content, and durability of the liberal international order” 

(Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019: 316). 
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interactions based on mutual expectations in a given context (Choi, 2015). 

They also entail normative prescriptions “of what ought to be done” (Hurrell 

and Macdonald, 2012: 69). Ideas are vital for the emergence and change of 

norms and the latter is sometimes referred to as a subcategory of the former. 

Norms change all the time, constantly altering states’ interests as well (Hob-

son, 2000: 146-7). Therefore, cost-benefit calculating and power-seeking ac-

tors also relate to norms through their statecraft (see e.g. Goertz and Diehl, 

1992, 1994). 

While norms can be more or less stable, they influence cooperation within 

international regimes. There are several underlying reasons determining when 

norm change occurs. I will focus on how norms are clustered in broader nor-

mative structures (Barkin, 2010) which may influence statecraft, cooperation, 

and regime emergence (see also Krasner, 1982).4 I will explore the influence 

of domestic normative structures as the tensions between closure norms and 

openness norms, and global normative structures as the tensions between de-

velopment norms and knowledge norms. Normative structures may favour one 

specific interpretation of a regime norm over other alternatives, leading to sta-

bility or change. Such interpretations can complement other prevalent norms. 

In this way, there might be ongoing statecraft processes that promote con-

sistency among norms rather than dissonance (Shawki, 2016: 7).  

To pinpoint the various ways in which norms emerge and are dispersed 

through statecraft we need to address norm construction and norm diffusion. 

For instance, according to an overly schematic model, Finnemore and Sikking 

(1998) suggest that norms often have a life cycle of emergence, ‘norm cas-

cades’, and internalisation. At the third stage norms are supposed to be “taken 

for granted” (Gilardi, 2012: 23) due to socialisation. Norms, however, do not 

need to be internalised (or socialised) as they could merely be used strategi-

cally when they are promoted or complied with (see Checkel, 1999: 5).5 

Political and institutional norm-entrepreneurs (Christiansen, Jørgensen, 

and Wiener, 2001; Checkel, 2001a: 57; Sunstein, 1996) constitute what the 

liberal intergovernmentalist Moravcsik has referred to as a ‘new statecraft’, 

e.g. where entrepreneurs obtain informal sources of power, especially within 

the EU institutions (Moravcsik, 2003: 268; see also 1991). Norm-entrepre-

neurs are power brokers, seizing on windows of opportunity, coupling 

 
4 Krasner indirectly referred to normative structures by arguing that “norms […] that 

influence the regime in a particular issue-area but are not directly related to that issue-

area can also be regarded as explanations for the creation, persistence, and dissipation 

of regimes” (Krasner, 1982: 200). This was similar to what Puchala and Hopkins 

(1983) called the superstructure, i.e. general and diffuse norms that “condition” the 

norms within a specific issue area. 
5 Norm construction and diffusion also differ depending on whether norm adoption is 

shallow or deep, whether the norms match the preferences and mandates of interna-

tional actors, and if those actors’ institutional rules simplify norm-related entrepre-

neurship (Tallberg et al. 2017). 
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problems with viable solutions (Zahariadis, 2007: 74). The EU Commission 

has been portrayed as an institutional entrepreneur that can play a role in bal-

ancing interest-based politics by constructing political action through state-

craft – especially when there is a crisis or situation of uncertainty among mem-

ber states (see Fligstein, 1998). The European Commission’s impact, how-

ever, relies on an interplay with the member states, through the European 

Council, and the type of statecraft governments are practising. 

In the evolution of norms, an important aspect is how norms become sub-

ject to contestation (Wiener, 2014). Norm contestation can affect norm stabil-

ity and norm change by strengthening or weakening individual norms (De-

itelhoff and Zimmermann, 2020). Although the very meaning of norms can be 

empirically contested (Niemann and Schillinger, 2017), it seems important to 

explore how processes of norm change can be triggered at both the structural 

and the actor level, e.g., at critical junctures (or crises) that undermine norms 

(Flockhart, 2010: 796). The interplay between normative structures and modes 

of statecraft may play a decisive role in this regard. This is where the notions 

of norm-maker and norm-taker become useful for the understanding of state-

craft (Björkdahl et al., 2015; Björkdahl, 2005; Argomaniz, 2008; Haukkala, 

2008; Brezinski, 2010). 

In this thesis I will attempt to compare domestic processes, including po-

litical pressure by interest groups, with global knowledge structures, such as 

expertise in academia and international organisations (see Checkel, 1999: 7). 

The reason for doing so is that the form of statecraft and contestation in prac-

tice differs depending on the context and on where the norms originate from. 

Norm contestation may for instance occur within the EU in regard to decision-

making competences, based on tensions between collective understandings 

and formal institutional rules (Norman, 2014). The role of norms for statecraft, 

therefore, needs to be explored within its (domestic and international) institu-

tional context, e.g. as has been done within regime theory. 

Norms, statecraft, and regime theory 

I am interested in exploring how statecraft is shaped by collectives of states. 

Norms remain of key importance, then, since they have been studied for sev-

eral decades within the framework of regime theory: “regime theories consider 

norms as the glue of transnational regimes, which develop through interac-

tion” (Wiener, 2014: 21; see also Smith and Elgström, 2012: 301). Gelpi ar-

gues that in order to prove the role of norms for regimes, it is necessary to 

show how cooperation emerged within a given regime due to the relevant 

norms (Gelpi, 2010: 22). However, this argument goes too far as constructivist 

research has often not been geared towards proving that any norm has caused 

events or changes in actors’ behaviour (see Björkdahl, 2002). However, norms 

could inspire or legitimate a specific behaviour, a certain form of statecraft. 
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How norms matter for regimes, therefore, needs to be linked to why regimes 

are set up in the first place. 

Overall, regimes are usually established to help states manage activities or 

international exchanges which affect several actors’ interests (Young, 1980). 

Even the EU has been described as an international regime or a set of regimes 

for coordinating policy (Schimmelfennig, 2004: 76; Van Kersbergen and Ver-

beek, 2007: 219). In comparison, Aggarwal and Reddie (2021) have recently 

deplored the lack of attention to economic statecraft in current global eco-

nomic regimes. Statecraft should be more prevalent in research as regimes are 

institutional arrangements that “change continuously in response to both their 

own inner dynamics and a variety of political, economic, and social factors in 

their environment” (Young, 1989: 103). This is why my thesis will analyse 

social, political, and economic normative structures in relation to statecraft as 

reasons for how the migration and development regime emerged and evolved.  

In order to undertake such an analysis, it will be vital to identify the re-

gime’s two core norms, reflecting migration policy and development policy 

respectively. Besides regime norms, both the formally stated problems and 

solutions (narratives) and the real ones on the ground (practices) need to be at 

the heart of this thesis. Statecraft and normative structures serve as independ-

ent variables that signify agency and structure, both exogenous to the regime. 

What is more, perceptions of the purpose of the regime on the EU side are 

likely to differ from the perceptions among its various partner countries. A 

focus on the EU perspective may, nevertheless, still be relevant for a more in-

depth analysis of how the EU as a unitary actor relates to the regime norms 

through statecraft. In this way, my study can add to both IR research and to 

the broad range of scholarly literature on European integration (see e.g. Wie-

ner and Diez, 2004). 

The various categorisations of the literature on international regimes indi-

cate the relevance of this literature for realist constructivism. It can be divided 

into three schools: realism (power relations), cognitivism (knowledge and 

identities), and neoliberalism6 (constellations of interests) (Hasenclever, 

Mayer and Rittberger, 1996: 178; cf. Krasner, 1982). Regime literature is thus 

theoretically very broad, but all approaches recognise that power is central to 

regimes (Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 1996: 201; see also 1997). The 

knowledge-based approaches (including constructivism) to regime studies, 

seek to explain preferences and interests through a focus on ideas and norms 

and are therefore complementary to power and interest-based regime theories 

(ibid., 1996: 206; Drezner, 2007). 

I want to emphasise the centrality of knowledge for regimes: “[k]nowledge 

shapes the perception of reality and informs decision-makers about linkages 

between means and ends” (Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 1996: 206). 

 
6 Neoliberal institutionalism is an alternative term to neoliberalism which regime the-

ory is often associated with (see e.g. Carlsnaes, 2016: 120). 
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Knowledge should therefore also be regarded from a practice perspective 

(McCourt, 2016: 478). There are parallels in the interest in statecraft and prac-

tice in recent IR. Practices are “socially meaningful patterns of action which 

[...] possibly reify background knowledge and discourse in and on the material 

world” (Adler and Pouliot, 2011: 6; see also Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 

2019: 311). Taking this into account will equip us for an analysis which seeks 

to understand how policymakers distinguish between objectives and policy 

instruments and how they, in our case, apply knowledge in their statecraft 

about the causes and effects of migration in relation to development. 

To better grasp the influence of statecraft on regime cooperation, the most 

common “consensus definition” of regimes by Stephen Krasner still remains 

useful (Krasner, 1983: 2).7 However, it needs to be modified. We should drop 

the assumption of “converging expectations” (cf. Kratochwil and Ruggie, 

1986: 764). I suggest that Krasner’s regime definition can be updated to regard 

regimes as sets of principles, norms, and decision-making procedures around 

which actors construct relations of power and ideas in a given area of inter-

national cooperation. This definition highlights the relational actor level with-

out neglecting the influence of external normative structures. It also points to 

how statecraft is an external input to various combinations of power and ideas 

within regime cooperation. 

These regime dimensions are still applicable in more recent research on so-

called regime complexes – “a loosely coupled set of specific regimes” (Keo-

hane and Victor, 2010: 1), or as an “array of partially overlapping and non-

hierarchical institutions governing a particular issue area” (Raustiala and Vic-

tor, 2004: 279; see also Orsini, Morin and Young, 2013: 29). They tend to 

emerge where power and interests are more fragmented (Colgan, Keohane and 

Van de Graaf, 2012: 118). They can become incoherent, but not necessarily 

because of the distribution of power (Breen, Hodson and Moschella, 2019). 

State capacity is used when choosing between various regimes and norms to 

boost leverage (Murray-Evans, 2020).8 

As the EU migration and development regime may be part of such a broader 

regime complex, regime theory remains useful as it can be incorporated into 

more recent realist constructivism. IR researchers gradually abandoned 

 
7 Regimes are “sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-mak-

ing procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given area of interna-

tional relations” (Krasner, 1983: 2). As I am more interested in the regime norms than 

in broader regime analysis, it is worthwhile noting Krasner’s understanding of regime 

norms as containing clearer directives or prescriptions for the participant actors on 

what is legitimate and unaccepted behaviour (Krasner, 1983; Keohane, 1984: 58-59). 

Statecraft as behaviour is thus constrained by norms. 
8 It is of relevance for realist constructivism that the literature on regime complexes 

takes into account power, ideas, and domestic politics as sources of international co-

operation (Keohane and Victor, 2010: 3; see also Margulis, 2013; Alter and Meunier, 

2009: 15, 22). 
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regime theory partly due to the failure to achieve the objective to formulate a 

grand theoretical design without a sufficiently clear terminology (Strange, 

1982: 480-481). Another criticism concerned the alleged incompatibility be-

tween realist rationality and constructivist socialisation. I argue that the weak-

ness here was that regime analysts did not regard the interplay between state-

craft and normative structures as the key focus of analysis. They could have 

asked “not how it is that the structure of the international system creates or 

constrains statecraft, but how a state’s use of [statecraft] tools constitutes the 

system itself” (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019: 311). 

As they did not, regime research levelled off. It ceased to attract scholars 

and it failed to develop an analysis of how actions based on power and ideas 

interact. Neither did regime theory succeed in demonstrating how both types 

of action use knowledge. Knowledge does not exclude self-interest. 

Knowledge can simultaneously be used in strategic, rational ways, and can 

reflect ideational socialisation. Although a key issue for realist rationality, 

thus, should be how knowledge is used to maximise self-interest, knowledge 

is missing in realist studies. Constructivism, meanwhile, generally lacks atten-

tion to power and self-interest. Therefore, we need a more theoretical and sys-

tematic model of how statecraft constrained by normative structures matters 

in regime cooperation. 

Theoretical objectives 

Realism, constructivism, and realist constructivism 

One finding from regime theories is that they have had a hard time merging 

the rationalist, positivist outlook of many realist scholars, with the construc-

tivist focus on norms, identities, and knowledge. They did not sufficiently the-

orise the main aim of international cooperation, namely order. International 

orders are “relatively stable configurations of power among sovereign states”, 

while domestic social orders presuppose “fundamental distinctions between 

that which is included and that which is excluded” (Lapid, 2001: 8, 13). Realist 

constructivism highlighting order bears the promise of bringing the unre-

solved issues from regime theory forward to some extent. 

Realism and constructivism operate through narrow ceteris paribus con-

stellations. The risk with the synthesis, in contrast, is that it might lack parsi-

mony. Still, it is an advantage for realist constructivism to come out as a de-

rivative of realism and constructivism combined. It is hard to argue that coop-

eration would not involve actors’ beliefs and behaviour from the perspective 

of power and interest as well as ideas and knowledge. Key norms could influ-

ence states and the EU to legitimise them through statecraft geared towards 

effective action. This might happen both in relation to domestic constituencies 
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and in relation to third country partners within a regime context. Statecraft 

could reinforce or negate underlying normative structures through strategic 

social construction. I therefore argue that realist constructivism should further 

synthesise realism and constructivism by focusing on the constrained power 

of actors within an intersubjective and mutually constitutive context.  

For realist constructivists, reflexivity is key, as it is “an awareness of the 

inherent limits and ambiguities” of one’s own perspective (Barkin, 2010: 88). 

Normative structures both motivate actors to seek strategic action and social-

ise them to become influenced by certain ideas. Norms constrain power but 

are also used by actors to influence their environment. A realist constructivist 

approach can argue that interests are not given a priori and policymakers are 

not always interest-maximising on the basis of fixed material preconditions. 

What an ideal order should look like is not always clear to actors. 

Regime construction and migration statecraft 

Realist constructivism is also valuable for broader IR research. My reading of 

the literature is that we need a theoretical model for the systematic analysis of 

both statecraft and normative structures in international relations. This should 

be applicable both to EU cooperation and to international regimes where state-

craft could tally with normative structures. Moreover, my key assumption is 

that power and ideas are often amalgamated. Leverage is then probably being 

used by actors when seeking mutual interests based on common, shared 

knowledge. When trying to identify a balanced and amalgamated mode of 

power and ideas within the same line of action, we also need a useful, opera-

tional term. This is why I suggest using the notion of leveraged (migration) 

statecraft. 

Gradually, the EU might have shown signs of migration statecraft regard-

ing how to merge migration control policy with development policy. The em-

pirical analysis of such transformations may bring to regime theory a stronger 

focus on how processes of power and ideas are intertwined and on the context 

within which they take place. The definition of norms within regime cooper-

ation is the target of contestation, which signifies the power connotations of 

discourse. The use or misuse of narratives can also deepen a policy crisis by a 

failure to define and approach a problem in an adequate way. In order to 

beckon and appease other states beyond the EU, this contestation also relates 

to the struggle for recognition (MacKay and Levin, 2018). 

I work on the basis of a theoretical model that should answer the following 

question: How do statecraft and normative structures shape cooperation within 

regimes to maintain order? I stipulate three assumptions to be explored. 

Firstly, strategic action is used to bring order through maintaining stability and 

avoiding crises. Secondly, socialisation is a function of change and new 

knowledge. Thirdly, leverage and recognition can be used to handle both cri-

ses and new knowledge, and a shift in the prevailing mode of statecraft is more 
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likely at critical junctures. During periods of stability, the common form of 

power statecraft is a function of power dominating over ideas. During change, 

new knowledge might emerge and shift the mode of statecraft into ideational 

statecraft where ideas dominate over power. When both crisis and new 

knowledge characterise cooperation, leveraged statecraft is likely as the main 

mode of statecraft. With leveraged statecraft, power and ideas have equal 

weight. 

Research design and analytical framework 

The actual processes and reasons involved in regime construction can be em-

pirically verified through the lenses of alternative theories. The method and 

analytical framework employed in this thesis will be congruence analysis. 

While my main aim is to apply and analyse realist constructivism, which is a 

synthesis, its component parts (realism and constructivism) also need to be 

analysed on their own. This will enrich and help focus the analysis of realist 

constructivism. As the synthesis does not replace any of the two underlying 

theories, it is complementary rather than competitive to those. Meta-theories 

or theoretical approaches that consist of a range of different first order theories 

cannot be competitively tested. Instead, I will focus on the realist constructiv-

ist approach to explore the added value of a theoretical synthesis. 

The congruence analysis should illustrate how using different theoretical 

lenses can cast additional light on an empirical case. In order to identify the 

alternative modes of statecraft and the two core regime norms, I will extract 

various meanings through a systematic analysis of EU narratives on the mi-

gration-development nexus. I will focus on the presence or absence of specific 

wording and expressions in relation to the two policies under study in order to 

reveal the basic beliefs and motives. Relevant themes that are avoided or not 

mentioned may also be important keys to ideational progression. 

With my method I do not seek positivist causality. Instead, I explore con-

stitutive causation. Constitutive causation reveals reasons for action to be 

found in the interplay between normative structures and statecraft. Although 

the research design selected for this thesis is qualitative and hermeneutic, 

without quantitative elements, the methods used are expected to provide reli-

able and valid results. The abstract terminology offered by realist constructiv-

ism needs to be operationalised, although my intention is not to arrive at ac-

curate measurements. 

My use of a case study design is based on the main features of realist con-

structivism. It offers a foreign policy theory especially suitable to being ap-

plied to specific cases. The context in question is historically contingent and 

there is no ambition to arrive at predictive or prescriptive conclusions. The 

extended period of time to be studied, 1985-2020, is suitable when the aim is 

to focus on regime construction and regime evolution – this is also the relevant 
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period during which this regime emerged and was reinforced. My rich and 

unique empirical materials should be capable of pointing to specific instances 

where a challenge to stability through crises, change in knowledge, or other 

turning points might have shifted the course of actions. 

Primary sources such as Commission Communications and Council Con-

clusions as well as sources on the EU budget and evaluations, will be used to 

explain how the regime has evolved. A deep reading of secondary sources and 

scholarly literature will be used to incorporate available empirical materials. 

Some of this literature is neither realist, nor constructivist, but may still shed 

light on the domestic and global origins of regime construction. This scholar-

ship may to some extent be regarded as following the logic of realist and con-

structivist research and can be interpreted from the perspective of those frame-

works. 

The focus on the Union and its member states as actors is a demarcation 

and limitation in the thesis, as much less is stated about the EU partner coun-

tries. However, the advantage remains that I can make a much deeper analysis 

of the EU side, having constructed the regime. Other scholars might want to 

complement my study with a focus on the partner countries. Although I study 

the regime from the EU’s perspective and cannot claim with certainty that 

partner countries have learnt similar lessons as the EU and its member states, 

some of the revealed interactions might point in that direction. Another limi-

tation is that I do not particularly focus on specific member states’ positions. 

Instead, the Commission, the Council, and the EU as a unitary actor are re-

garded as the key actors. 

Domestic versus global normative structures 

A main question regarding migration policy should be what influences collec-

tive beliefs about how migration can be steered within the migration-develop-

ment nexus. I therefore situate my case study within a simplified broader set 

of domestic normative structures which can be assumed to influence and shape 

EU control policies. Domestic norms of closure versus openness may help to 

explain policy narratives and practices based mainly on power and interests. I 

will apply within-case analysis of power statecraft to explore the role of do-

mestic norms as a most likely case for realism and a least likely case for con-

structivism. However, the importance of the primary ideas also needs to be 

explored. 

To study how the core regime norm from this perspective was constructed, 

I analyse narratives used by EU decision-making elites. These may have been 

formulated as one ingredient of the broader European migration and asylum 

regime complex, to regain control over migration. Migration statecraft is a 

way through which EU actors reflect and act upon public interests and national 

interests in member states regarding migration control. The empirical study 
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aims to explore the different means through which migration statecraft has 

been applied by the EU. 

The main reasons for strategic social construction will be sought within 

three domestic normative structures. My study will focus on how the social 

normative structure is characterised by tensions between nationalism and in-

ternationalism. Meanwhile, within the political normative structure I will dis-

sect the relationship between the norms of sovereignty and EU integration. 

Finally, within the economic normative structure I will scrutinise possible ten-

sions between protectionism and liberalism in relation to immigration and na-

tional labour markets. The combined, relative influence of the three normative 

structures is likely to shape the EU interest and identity of relevance to migra-

tion control. 

My analysis of development policy will be based on three global normative 

structures. The idea that migration benefits development is probably not an 

EU invention. Global norms may help to explain EU policy narratives and 

practices based mainly on ideas and knowledge. I will apply within-case anal-

ysis of ideational statecraft to explore the role of global norms as a most likely 

case for constructivism and a least likely case for realism. However, power 

and interests also need to be studied. EU identity in this context is likely to 

evolve in relation to changing global narratives. I analyse EU narratives to see 

whether the EU both influences and adopts global narratives through statecraft 

when seeking evidence and legitimacy for its policy linkages. 

To study the influence of global development norms and knowledge norms, 

I also explore whether bringing migration into development policy can be re-

garded as strategic social construction. I will focus on the legitimation of using 

development as a migration policy instrument in regard to the social normative 

structure. Concerning the political normative structure, a focus on the politi-

cisation of the research-policy nexus will highlight how knowledge may be 

used for political purposes. In terms of the economic normative structure, the 

context of the globalisation of migration narratives will be explored in relation 

to the EU’s changing economic perspectives. 

Statecraft and regime practices 

The empirical search for the core regime norms representing the two policy 

perspectives focuses on EU narratives. However, narratives cannot stand on 

their own. They need to be weighed up against practices. Statecraft practices 

are the stuff of which this regime is made. There might be a gap and various 

inconsistencies between words and deeds. It is within regime practices that 

those tensions and the contestation between the regime norms might reveal 

themselves. Practices may also point to ways through which the EU solves 

some of the problems of conflicting norms, and how it accommodates the 

emerging challenges within the regime. I expect regimes to be influenced by 

all three identified statecraft practices (power, ideational, leverage). 
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To explain the trajectory of the European migration and development re-

gime, the thesis therefore explores the manifold dialogue and cooperation pro-

cesses in relation to third countries to the South and to the East of the EU. The 

EU applies many inter-continental (ACP9-EU, Africa-EU), inter-regional (Ra-

bat, Prague, Budapest processes), neighbourhood, and bilateral (mobility part-

nerships) cooperation frameworks in the area of migration and development. 

The migration-development nexus might be more important for countries in 

the South than in the East depending on the level of development. Also in this 

regard, I will analyse how EU narratives have influenced these practices. I will 

examine the judicious use of interventions.  

Moreover, an analysis of financing preferences, actions, and evaluations 

may reveal the choices being made by the EU. They include how priorities are 

divided between migration policy and development policy. Budget allocations 

for the migration-development nexus might become a matter of concrete di-

lemmas regarding what should be funded, with what resources, and to what 

extent. I will look out for the discerning eye of policymakers. The EU may 

apportion more funds to the migration part of the nexus rather than the devel-

opment part, or vice versa, although it is probably hard to ascertain how such 

priorities influence the regime and the process of regime evolution. 

Findings and reflections 

The thesis arrives at three overall findings. Firstly, the EU has been construct-

ing an international regime with two core norms. Migration policy has pro-

moted a root causes norm. Development policy has pushed for a development 

agent norm. The former responded to domestic and the latter to global norma-

tive structures. The tension between the norms has illustrated how actors seek 

a balance between power and ideas, between self-interest and knowledge.  

Secondly, the EU has both attempted to act strategically, and been subject 

to socialisation evidenced by externalisation, mainstreaming, and condition-

ality. This has frequently been done through strategic social construction. The 

mode of statecraft in use has been affected by shifts between stability and cri-

sis in parallel with change and knowledge in the normative structures.  

Thirdly, in terms of regime evolution, the EU has been using migration 

statecraft vis-à-vis third countries to concurrently reinforce migration control 

and improve development outcomes. The EU has used leverage to construct 

recognition. Migration statecraft has thus been both coercive and accommo-

dative. Within this regime, the EU has tried to arrive at stability and 

knowledge through a consistent form of migration statecraft. 

The first empirical analysis revealed that the root causes norm was referred 

to many times during the studied period. In 1991 and 1994, addressing the root 

 
9 Africa, Caribbean and Pacific countries. 
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causes was defined as something beyond and in addition to regular migration 

control policy. This changed in the late 1990s when the root causes norm be-

came an integral part of migration control policy. Within the Global Approach 

starting in 2005, the root causes norm was more clearly linked to the migration 

and asylum regime complex. The migration-development nexus became one 

of three, then four ‘pillars’, or four regimes – the other three focusing on 

fighting irregular migration, facilitating protection, and managing labour mi-

gration. In 2016, the Migration Partnership Framework introduced foreign 

policy and diplomacy at the highest level in attempts to convince partner coun-

tries about the need to cooperate around the root causes norm. 

The second empirical analysis concerned the development agent norm, 

which met two challenges. Firstly, policymakers tried to incorporate migration 

through mainstreaming it into development thinking and policy. Secondly, 

they tried to ensure that migration policy was not counteracting the overall 

development goals. While policy coherence for development was indirectly 

incorporated into the EC Treaty already in 1992, the first biannual policy co-

herence report was published much later, in 2007. Subsequent reports regu-

larly dealt with three particular issues concerning migrant resource transfers – 

remittances, diaspora contributions, and skills circulation. The reports at-

tempted to assess how migration could feed into development, reflecting the 

socialisation of this idea within the EU. In addition, strategic action in regard 

to migration policy instruments could counteract development goals, e.g. the 

EU Blue Card potentially causing a brain drain. 

The third empirical part concerned regime practices. The way of distrib-

uting EU financial allocations to the migration-development nexus between 

the two core regime norms, revealed the real priorities of the EU in relation to 

its narratives. In the early 1990s, there were regime norm narratives, but 

hardly any financial allocations. Regime change over the late 1990s, but in-

creasingly in the 2000s and 2010s, translated into a conspicuous increase in 

funding for both core regime norms more recently, thereby also consolidating 

and strengthening the regime. The move from minute to mighty amounts of 

funding targeted the dialogue processes to the South much more than those to 

the East. This implies that the migration-development nexus was used to sub-

jugate partner countries. Instrumentalising the nexus was more important in 

relation to migration pressure and the goal to reduce the root causes, than in 

relation to migrants’ resource transfers and helping them to become agents of 

development. 

The study also shows how principles of shared responsibilities, differenti-

ation, flexibility, and a great dispersal of decision-making procedures are used 

within the dialogue processes. There are several gaps between narratives and 

practices. This kind of regime construction affects trust and legitimacy among 

actors. The conflicting core regime norms create confusion for the partner 

countries. Norms convey mixed signals. This is especially the case when dis-

course segues from referencing one norm to the other.  
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Also, the EU has a different weight in relation to its partner countries de-

pending on whether it pursues an inter-continental or a bilateral relationship. 

Development is emphasised more by third countries to the South than by third 

countries to the East of the EU. Partner country reactions have also played a 

role for EU identities. Although recognition has been selective and measured, 

the partners’ needs could not remain muffled. While realism fails to cater for 

such knowledge-based identity dimensions, and constructivism misses out on 

the interest dimension, realist constructivism can shed light on how identities 

are shaped by both self-interest and knowledge. 

On that account, the EU adapts its narratives and practices to the needs and 

interests of its various partner countries instead of bludgeoning them into sub-

mission. This is not only a strategic process, but also has to do with socialisa-

tion. Leverage is used in migration policy when instrumentalising develop-

ment, and in development policy when utilising migrants. There have been 

three kinds of strategic social construction, intertwining strategic action, and 

socialisation within the regime. Firstly, one myopic objective of regime nar-

ratives has been to push for power-based EU norms behind control policy. 

This is an expression of power statecraft. The EU in general and the Commis-

sion in particular, seek to make control policy more effective by addressing 

the root causes of migration which are regarded as contingent on development. 

Strategic action and prudence have been demonstrated in this regard, although 

they rely on a basic idea which cannot be separated from the interest itself. 

Secondly, the opposing objective of regime narratives where the develop-

ment agent norm has primacy has been subject to socialisation resulting in 

new policy choices. Migration had to be brought into overall development ob-

jectives without pitting it against the principal development norms. Epistemic 

communities played an important role here, although the EU only paid them 

limited heed. From a development policy perspective, socialisation was nec-

essary in this process, also bringing new vigour to cooperation with third 

countries. The idea of migration for development, however, remained a mar-

ginal issue within broader development cooperation. Nevertheless, it involved 

a process whereby development has been in the forefront as the modus op-

erandi of this regime. Migration was used as an instrument to gain develop-

ment benefits. This was a form of ideational statecraft. 

Thirdly, cross-fertilisation between the two regime norms has resulted in a 

mix of strategic action and norm-bound socialisation through migration state-

craft. This is why we see that the very migration-development nexus has been 

used strategically as leverage. This is the key to migration statecraft. It was 

increasingly clear that being overly zealous in pursuit of the root causes norm 

would backfire on the EU. Instead, the EU managed through migration state-

craft to incorporate the development needs of its partner countries with its own 

interest in migration control. In the process, and in parallel, promoting the 

contribution of migration to development has become another interest on its 

own account for the EU. With this latter interest, the EU and its partner 
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countries have united around a shared mission. Migration has become an in-

tegral part of the development agenda and the EU has tried to practise mutual 

recognition towards its partners through leverage. Each regime norm tempered 

the other. 

As a norm-maker, the Commission in close cooperation with the Council 

and member states, attempted to encourage the formation of an interest-based 

regime where actors could learn and internalise the norms of root causes and 

migrants as development agents. The EU also used the latter norm as leverage 

for the former. Intersubjective prudence was based on susceptible actors. They 

included government officials and decision-makers at various levels from both 

EU member states and third countries, EU staff, occasional academic experts, 

and experts from regional and international organisations. Besides the overall 

aim to obviate contingencies, the perspective of the Commission and member 

states alike was that the actors within this regime would build trust. They 

would develop shared views about the regime’s norms, principles, and deci-

sion-making procedures. The EU, however, underestimated the extent to 

which partners would assert themselves. 

As a norm-taker, the Commission as well as the EU at large were under the 

influence of global knowledge structures and narratives in regard to the mi-

gration-development nexus. The EU also tried to influence those global mi-

gration narratives. Seen through the lens of realist constructivism, the EU has 

tried to use migration statecraft regarding the migration-development nexus 

with an equal weight given both to the perspective of power and interests, and 

to the perspective of ideas and knowledge. The drawback was that this attempt 

originated in two contradictory policies being imperfectly cobbled together. 

However, the thesis has demonstrated the usefulness of a synthesising, amal-

gamating approach to power and ideas, evidenced by normative structures and 

intersubjective statecraft within the regime. 

Migration statecraft constituted the pith of this regime. Leverage has been 

used in two ways by the EU side. Firstly, as a positive carrot placing migration 

on the development agenda and vice versa in dialogue with third countries. 

Secondly, as a stick in terms of raising the issue of aid conditionality in return 

for migration control policy interventions. Both narratives and practices show 

that we are witnessing a regime which is highly differentiated into two sepa-

rate, conflicting logics – one linked to realist reasoning and one linked to con-

structivist conceptions. At the same time, since the two policy norms interlock 

within the migration-development nexus, we still need to talk about one re-

gime. This is why leveraged statecraft as a new concept adds qualitatively to 

previous IR research and further deepens and specifies realist constructivism. 

Leveraged statecraft has been empirically detected in three kinds of strate-

gic social construction. Externalisation has been a function of strategic action 

and prudence in migration control policy reacting to domestic constituencies. 

Mainstreaming has been a function of socialisation and the influence of global 

epistemic communities in development policy, reacting to partner countries. 
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Through their practices, the EU actors have sought leverage through condi-

tionality and migration statecraft within the regime. Meanwhile, although 

there was originally great resistance from development practitioners, increas-

ingly they have been ready also to incorporate more repressive policy tools 

when designing migration for development policies. Similarly, the root causes 

norm has gradually incorporated pro-development aspects (partner country in-

terests, rather than EU interests). 

When actors fuse power statecraft to ideational statecraft, they are left with 

leverage. That statecraft is both more solid and more pliable. It adapts and 

steers. It remains transient, however. Time and again, it must be reinvented. 

Realist constructivism has shown how EU policymakers amalgamate power 

with ideas as they are concurrently engaged in interest-based and knowledge-

based actions. The EU and its member states are actors attempting to gain 

control over policy challenges, rather than letting external influences push 

them around. They use statecraft emphatically to seek order and stability. To 

some extent they employ knowledge as an instrument of power in a strategic 

way to control migration. They also internalise knowledge about migration’s 

development benefits. The process of making the instrumentalisation of de-

velopment more palatable has in fact also engendered some development out-

comes. 

Migration statecraft is thus used, consciously or intuitively, where mutual 

discord has sapped the strength of the EU. Migration statecraft has rescued the 

regime from weakening and disintegrating. In brief, this realist constructivist 

study reveals that the EU has dual identities, advocating both order and global 

wealth. It illuminates the liminal space between strategic action and socialisa-

tion. The thesis demonstrates how EU policymakers believe that migration 

must be controlled to create order. They cannot let this broader objective slide. 

Power instruments must be used to meet such self-interest. In parallel, devel-

opment should take place globally to reduce the global welfare gap in the long 

term. Ideas and knowledge should help in reaching that goal. Regional order 

and global wealth thus need to co-exist, eventually to fulfil shared interests 

and objectives of the EU and its partners. Migration statecraft is the pinnacle 

of action to fulfil those targets. Regime cooperation may bring it about. 

Implications 

The EU has managed to hold together a regime which is based on two con-

flicting norms. A main finding from the perspective of realist constructivism 

is that strategic action and ideational socialisation can be fully interwoven. 

Applying migration statecraft and leverage as policy instruments, or pursuing 

them as intrinsic values, happens partly as a result of the amalgamation of 

power and ideas. Theoretically, then, we may suggest that leveraged statecraft 

is the actor level while norms constitute the structure level of realist 
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constructivist scholarship. Strategic social construction continuously interacts 

with normative structures. 

A study of EU narratives and practices has revealed complex processes of 

intersubjectivity and co-constitution. In its Communications, the decision-

making elites of the Commission portray the interests and ideas of the EU in 

how they view the causal interlinkages between migration and development. 

The Commission Communications, together with Council Conclusions, are 

also where the regime norms and principles are the most elaborately ex-

pressed. In its dialogue processes, EU actors, including the EU Presidency, 

the European External Action Service (EEAS), and the Commission, interact 

with third countries which they wish to win over as partners for a joint cause. 

Not only do they attempt to exert power and influence over those third coun-

tries, they are also to some extent open to hearing and internalising the views 

and aspirations of the partner countries. 

Leveraged statecraft goes way beyond regular, routine compromise. It can 

be a way of dressing needs and wants in a dapper exterior. Starting out from 

migration control policy, this approach has also triggered an emerging interest 

in making migration work for development as an aim in itself. The regime has 

survived and even thrived, thanks to migration statecraft pursued by the EU 

and by its member states. The prevalence of migration statecraft in the case 

study of the European migration and development regime has shown the 

added value of a realist constructivist approach. Neither realism nor construc-

tivism on their own could explain the whole regime and these complex inter-

relationships. They are, nevertheless, compatible in a synthesis. 

Realist constructivism qualitatively refines any analysis which is limited 

merely to realism and constructivism. By regarding EU external migration 

policy on the migration-development nexus as a regime, the empirical reviews 

have demonstrated that normative structures matter for regime construction 

and evolution. The study has shown how interests and knowledge in statecraft 

need to be taken into account in an amalgamated way in IR scholarship. How-

ever, other theoretical approaches and methods might have arrived at a differ-

ent result. 

The findings of this thesis nevertheless have implications for future theo-

retical as well as empirical research. The notion of realist constructivist state-

craft has the potential to serve well in many more studies on various forms of 

international cooperation. Purposeful actors may come across as desultory. 

They can seem both rational and irrational as interlocking norms weigh them 

down. We need scientific tools to capture this Janusian quality. The specific 

concept of migration statecraft turned out to be very useful in applying a realist 

constructivist approach to policymaking and cooperation around the migra-

tion-development nexus. However, more research will be needed from the 

perspective of the EU’s partner countries. More research could also be rele-

vant from the perspective of other actors in the regime, including international 

organisations and civil society. 
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An outline of the thesis 

The thesis is organised in the following way. Chapter 2 introduces my three 

modes of statecraft based on realist theory, constructivist theory, and realist 

constructivist theory. Realist constructivism is further specified and explored 

in relation to power and ideas through a focus on norms and normative struc-

tures. Chapter 3 introduces how this thesis will go about exploring the Euro-

pean migration and development regime as a case study by applying congru-

ence analysis. It further specifies the prime norms within the social, political, 

and economic normative structures. In order to operationalise this theoretical 

framework, I outline indicators. 

The following six chapters are designed as three pairs of empirical/analyt-

ical chapters. The first chapter in each pair replies to my first research question 

through an empirical overview of narratives and practices with a main focus 

on the three modes of statecraft. The second chapter replies to the second re-

search question through a congruence analysis with the main focus on norma-

tive structures. In a reflexive manner, this entails systematic utilisation of sec-

ondary sources to incorporate relevant observations at an aggregate level. 

Chapter 4 outlines empirical processes and analyses narratives describing how 

the core regime norm for migration policy emerged. It chiefly looks at power 

statecraft and strategic action in regard to externalisation. Chapter 5 applies 

congruence analysis to help understand the main reasons behind the regime 

norm within domestic social, political, and economic normative structures. 

Chapter 6 on development policy explores the first research question and 

the emergence of the key regime norm within a global context. It mainly anal-

yses narratives from the perspective of ideational statecraft. It also explores 

the process of socialisation by looking at mainstreaming. The global social, 

political, and economic normative structures are the focus of a congruence 

analysis in chapter 7. As writing history is not unimportant, I have chosen to 

outline the story of migration policy in chapter 4, while the story of develop-

ment policy is situated at the end of chapter 7, thus bringing together the six 

empirical/analytical chapters. 

Chapter 8 outlines the first research question by reviewing the EU’s inter-

continental, inter-regional, neighbourhood, and bilateral dialogue processes. 

The empirical overview of these practices is then contrasted with the narra-

tives in order to detect interlinkages and inconsistencies. Chapter 9 conducts 

a congruence analysis by focusing on funding and resource allocation to the 

migration-development nexus. It highlights the influences from the two core 

regime norms in relation to conditionality as strategic social construction. 

Chapter 10 concludes and discusses the remaining aspects of this study, 

strengths and shortcomings regarding the chosen theory and method, and both 

how this thesis contributes to academic knowledge within the IR field and how 

it may add to future policy development.  
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Chapter 2. Theoretical framework 

This chapter will attempt to theorise statecraft as constrained by normative 

structures. It will situate the concept of statecraft within three theoretical ap-

proaches. It will critically review statecraft within the traditions of classical 

realism and mainstream constructivism, and argue that statecraft needs to be 

further developed within realist constructivism. It will try to highlight the ben-

efits and drawbacks of further developing realist constructivism within IR. I 

will explore the usefulness of key notions from these three theories for the 

case of the European migration and development regime. I assert that there is 

no research that focuses on this regime or that takes into account statecraft and 

normative structures within these broader theoretical perspectives in a com-

prehensive way.10 

I argue that the links between power and interests, ideas and knowledge, 

can be understood through analysing the role of normative structures for the 

construction, diffusion, and contestation of regime norms through statecraft. 

My overall aim is to formulate a realist constructivist theoretical model of 

statecraft for my empirical case study that may also contribute to IR theory 

development. It should also help in solving my puzzle – how come the EU 

combines two policy areas based on power and ideas in a seemingly irrational 

way? We should bear in mind that for many theorists, the objective is not only 

“explanation of patterns of behaviour, but explanations of patterns that at first 

glance seem counterintuitive or different from what one might expect” (Viotti 

and Kauppi, 2010: 6). 

I rely on an interpretation and usage of the notion of theory “as simply a 

way of making the world or some part of it more intelligible or better under-

stood” (ibid., 4).11 I approach theorising through a reconstructive strategy. 

This means that I will not place the phenomena of statecraft and normative 

structures into larger classes. My approach serves to explain and understand a 

specific endpoint in a historical progression. Non-quantitative indicators of 

 
10 There are some partial exceptions such as Martin (2019) applying a realist construc-

tivist approach to EU-Turkey relations during the 2015 migration crisis, and Baird 

(2018) exploring strategic social construction in the relation between the private sector 

and border control policymakers. 
11 Theory is also about explanation based on some interrelated propositions. I do not, 

however, claim that there are any specific covering laws linked to prior occurrences 

or conditions in this regard as positivists tend to do (Viotti and Kauppi, 2010: 4-6). 
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various modes of statecraft may help in analysing this case of international 

cooperation. They could assist in illuminating parts of the pathways that led 

to the specific regime construction I am interested in. However, they remain 

insufficient as the basis of general prediction although the aim is to identify 

regularities and “repetitions of observed phenomena” (ibid., 4-6). 

Although I suggest applying realist constructivism, we need to keep work-

ing with realism and constructivism as well: “There is no realist constructiv-

ism [...] that can replace both approaches as distinct entities” (Barkin, 2010: 

167). The main point is the compatibility between the two: “A realist construc-

tivism is a constructivism in which a concern for power politics, understood 

as relational rather than structural, is central [...]. A constructivist realism is a 

realism that takes intersubjectivity and co-constitution seriously, that focuses 

on social structures as the locus of change in international politics” (ibid., 

169). Statecraft is then in the middle ground, where neither structures nor hu-

man agency are fixed. The basic realist reference is foreign policy, while the 

constructivist starting point is dialectical. Taken together, the two approaches 

can look similarly at political morality. As political morality is not universal, 

agency becomes vital in the interactions with other states (Barkin, 2010). That 

agency can be studied by focusing on statecraft. 

Intersubjective and normative statecraft 

An often-quoted definition of statecraft is provided by Kalevi Holsti who sees 

it as “the organized actions governments take to change the external environ-

ment in general, or the policies and actions of other states in particular, to 

achieve the objectives that have been set by policymakers” (Holsti, 1976: 

293). This definition presumes set objectives which are predefined, and a 

measure of organisation to arrive at change through volition. It also presumes 

that other states, as well as the overall environment, are targets of purposeful 

action through intersubjective statecraft. Another approach is to focus on nor-

mative statecraft which “refers to the process by which the state creates an 

imaginary domestic political community or nation that appears as unified and 

harmonious” (Hobson, 2010: 159). Both the international and the domestic 

realm could in this way serve the purpose of intersubjective and normative 

statecraft. Also in international relations, states construct images of ‘others’. 

Such images might be threatening or negative not as a consequence of anar-

chy, but as a result of “an internal process of state identity construction as 

undertaken through normative statecraft” (ibid., 160; see also Weber, 1995). 

Statecraft in this way is about both power and ideas. Statecraft is a subcat-

egory of power politics while it is also “constitutive of the texture of world 

politics; existing toolkits of statecraft shape [...] the development of institu-

tional and normative orders” (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019: 310). 

A large part of the great debates within IR, therefore, concern statecraft. 
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However, there is surprisingly little theoretical work focusing on the actual 

concept of statecraft. It remains a generic term that needs to be broken down 

further. The broader literature concerns how statecraft, without necessarily us-

ing that term, changes over time related to both “structural alterations in inter-

national politics” and processes within states. Such evolution includes “the 

rise of international institutions, changes in norms governing appropriate state 

behavior [...] and shifts in underlying capabilities enjoyed by specific states” 

(ibid., 305). 

Statecraft concerns questions about motives, known alternatives, and con-

sequences of actions and practices (Nolan, 2004: 4). Statecraft is thus also 

about the available room for manoeuvre, how states choose among various 

instruments (military, economic, diplomatic, cultural, knowledge-based, in-

formation-based etc.) and what their actions lead to (Goddard, MacDonald 

and Nexon, 2019: 305). There is only limited scholarly work on where those 

tools come from and what factors influence their use and applications. This is 

surprising, especially as statecraft implies agency. Our task is then to explore 

how agency is bound and constrained by normative structures and how those 

structures influence the toolkit. The agent-structure process in this regard 

evolves around the following: “Agents resist or advocate norms and by doing 

so they not only give norms varied meanings, but also try to link or separate 

various norms in a broader normative structure” (Bano, 2020: 103-104). 

States are actors that constantly interact with normative structures that con-

tain various combinations of norms. However, “patterns of statecraft are not 

simply the by-product of structural conditions, but processes that can remake 

and refashion the structure of world politics in profound and unexpected 

ways” (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019: 306). This is why it is so im-

portant to theorise statecraft. We need to disentangle how statecraft interacts 

with normative structures and how influences move in both directions. This 

ambition is in line with Milja Kurki’s Aristotelian analysis:12 “While Aristotle 

referred to ‘formal causes’ as ‘that which shapes or defines matter’ (Kurki, 

2006, p. 207), in social sciences these can be best understood as the ‘ideas, 

rules, norms and discourses’ that define and structure social practice” (Ver-

schaeve, Delputte and Orbie, 2016: 10).  

Statecraft can in this sense be regarded as the result of environmental con-

ditions. As actors are shaped by their environment, they attempt to make their 

own mark on that very environment: “While scholarship on norms and varia-

tion in statecraft allows for agents to influence normative structures, the causal 

arrow is essentially the same: intersubjective norms prescribe and proscribe 

the use of particular tools of statecraft” (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 

2019: 310). Constructivism has been criticised for not being able to account 

for agency and how norms are turned into action (Pettenger, 2016: 10). How-

ever, Barkin’s argument that constructivism can neither theorise agency nor 

 
12 This will be discussed in chapter 3. 
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change, should not be taken at face value. Even where agency is unexpected 

(Barkin, 2010: 111, 112), the observed prevalent mode of statecraft may hint 

at possible outcomes without any necessary predictive force. In addition, 

agency means that states may “adopt a normative approach, e.g. calling upon 

norms and international order to serve their interests”. This is part of regular 

and recurrent norm contestation (Strating, 2022).13  

Statecraft, therefore, is intimately linked to norms and normative structures. 

As norms are often associated with an ‘ought’, there are “a range of hard moral 

issues that are central to the conduct of statecraft” (Nolan, 2004: 2). Further-

more, many scholars agree that “moral norms as governing ideas already sig-

nificantly shape international relations and the context of statecraft in the real 

world” (ibid., 12). This speaks against a reductionist understanding of state-

craft as only being about one key aspect, such as power, and ignoring other 

aspects, such as ideas. Elite policymakers need to pace themselves as they 

operate within a “pluralist world in which they are pushed and pulled in dif-

ferent directions by diverging and even conflicting normative considerations”. 

When making foreign policy they must juggle several different norms at any 

given time. Taking into account this plurality is what makes them responsible 

agents. IR scholars should explore this “contradictory normative reality” 

(ibid., 21). 

The concept of statecraft is also regularly associated with skills and 

knowledge.14 Statecraft is defined in several dictionaries as “the skill entailed 

in leading a state or a country”, “the art of conducting public affairs” or “the 

art of government and diplomacy”.15 It has also been defined as “wisdom in 

the management of public affairs”.16 These definitions suggest that abilities 

and some form of acumen are necessary in the exercise of statecraft. When 

selecting a term to be used in an analysis, it is suggested that one bases such a 

selection on the question of whether it helps to identify and evaluate policy 

options. Moving too far away from the common usage of the concept should 

also be avoided (Baldwin, 1985: 30). Therefore, both inherent and instrumen-

tal forms of knowledge will be of relevance in theorising statecraft. 

Many researchers have sought to demonstrate “how changes in interna-

tional institutions and regimes […] have transformed the context in which 

 
13 Quoted from the abstract. 
14 In my understanding of statecraft, I will not refer to its use in explaining domestic 

politics and the strategies of domestic political elites and individual leaders, which 

partly relies on the work of Jim Bulpitt (1985), as this literature is less relevant for IR 

research. For a discussion of this statecraft theory and its critique, as well as of neo-

statecraft theory, see e.g. James (2016).  
15 The free dictionary links to several other dictionaries for definitions: 

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/statecraft 
16http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=statecraft&sub=Search+Word-

Net&o2=&o0=1&o8=1&o1=1&o7=&o5=&o9=&o6=&o3=&o4=&h= 



33 

statecraft takes place” (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019: 308). The in-

dividual state-focus then needs to be replaced by a focus on collectives of 

states such as within international regimes or the EU. Focusing on collectives 

of states and their interrelations can also help in exploring the intersubjectivity 

of statecraft. For policymakers, everything counts. Political scientists, on the 

other hand, need to simplify the complex matters they study into a few core 

variables (Hill, 2010). It makes sense to focus on knowledge as this is key to 

statecraft. In an interdependent world, knowledge within for instance epis-

temic communities “can provide the basis of effective cooperation” (Keohane 

and Nye, 1977: 225).  

Finding the essence of statecraft and the role of knowledge is thus im-

portant for both academics and policymakers. In order to bring theoretical 

work on statecraft forward, it is helpful to explore a historical, empirical case. 

Since statecraft has usually been embedded within broader theoretical ap-

proaches, it needs to be highlighted and clarified within those broader con-

texts. In the following section I identify and contrast power statecraft, idea-

tional statecraft, and leveraged statecraft. They may each correspond to the 

traditions of realism, constructivism, and realist constructivism respectively. 

My theoretical model will first present my three modes of statecraft before 

anchoring them within the respective theoretical approach. 

Power statecraft 

I will refer to the classical realist form of statecraft where power and interests 

dominate as power statecraft. Knowledge is downplayed in this form of state-

craft. It is also supposed to be more independent in relation to norms and nor-

mative structures. Power entails capabilities: “All statecraft starts with capa-

bilities. If influence is the ultimate aim of statecraft, power resources are its 

raw material” (Cohen, 2019: 13). Statecraft is thus about changing and con-

trolling the environment, making others do what they would otherwise not 

normally do, and exerting power. Statecraft can include instruments of induce-

ment, sanctions, and coercion (Drezner, 1999). Indeed, “[s]tatecraft, in one 

way or another, always involves the use of a state’s power to achieve policy 

objectives” (Al-Rodhan, 2009: 16). 

In this way, statecraft is often regarded through a realist, calculating and 

interest-maximising approach.17 Another similar definition of statecraft is that 

“[i]t is the use of the assets or the resources and tools [...] that a state has to 

pursue its interests and to affect the behavior of others, whether friendly or 

 
17 Morgenthau and Carr were inspired by the earlier classical realists in their concep-

tion of statecraft as the basis of their realist views, which were held in opposition to 

the approach of utopians: “Machiavelli had undertaken to trace the laws of statecraft 

as statecraft really is, rather than as, according to the moralists, it ought to be” (Pao-

lucci, 1974: 108). 
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hostile. […] Statecraft requires good judgement in the definition of one’s in-

terests”. In this sense, Plato wrote about statecraft and Machiavelli theorised 

about it (Ross, 2007: x).18 Indeed, the art of statecraft is contemporary with 

the first state formations and has been developed through historical lessons 

learnt (Al-Rodhan, 2009: 15). It should today be as crucial as at any given 

time in IR. Moreover, statecraft in our current time “is more difficult than ever 

in a world of rapid change, and with fewer national boundaries” (Ross, 2007: 

x). 

The challenges of statecraft are reflected in the available typologies of dif-

ferent kinds of power-based statecraft, including for example propaganda, di-

plomacy, economic statecraft, and military statecraft. Typologies also cover 

the kind of policy instruments used; domain of influence (i.e. other interna-

tional actors); and scope of influence being attempted (i.e. some domains of 

the targets’ behaviour) (Baldwin, 1985: 13-14, 32). Most of these categories 

then relate to statecraft as “strategies for securing the national interest in the 

international arena” (Kaplan, 1952: 548). 

Moreover, while realist techniques of statecraft usually involve means to 

influence other actors, there should be a distinction between capabilities, at-

tempts, and efficiency of outcomes. Statecraft is about power, even though 

power does not have to be a goal of statecraft; it is fundamentally a relational, 

intersubjective concept. Both sanctions and rewards, both signals (or threats) 

and actual interventions, both carrots and sticks are used in statecraft to influ-

ence other actors (Baldwin, 1985: 18-20). At the same time, it should be noted 

that “[t]he use of sanctions as a tool of statecraft has been the subject of much 

controversy and debate in recent years” (Al-Rodhan, 2009: 20). For instance, 

migration policy might attempt to use aid conditionality as a statecraft tool 

although development policy would resist it. 

In addition, one branch of literature has brought more attention to case stud-

ies of the effects of positive statecraft, i.e. positive economic inducements, to 

influence other actors (Blanchard, Mansfield and Ripsman, 2010: 310). How-

ever, it is not self-evident that states will use positive statecraft without eval-

uating alternative options first: “States do not choose the carrot in a policy 

vacuum. Even if the carrot is a feasible option, they will opt for other modes 

of statecraft if they derive more utility from those options. Thus, even if the 

transaction costs are minimal, sanctions could be preferred for several rea-

sons”. In fact, we may regard positive and negative sanctions and measures as 

complementary forms of statecraft (ibid., 203). Summing up, power statecraft 

requires a deeper scrutiny of classical realism in order to explore the role of 

power, interests, and strategic action. 

 
18 Hyde-Price has noted that “[r]ealism has been concerned to elucidate some princi-

ples of statecraft for the ‘modern prince/nation state” (Hyde-Price, 2018).  
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Ideational statecraft 

In contrast to power statecraft, mainstream constructivism is concerned with 

what I refer to as ideational statecraft. Knowledge comes to the fore in this 

form of statecraft. Both constructivist and governmentality literature are use-

ful in this regard. For instance, the application of the concept of statecraft in 

the global governmentality of migration (Kalm, 2008: 122-123), contrasts 

with the realist notion of statecraft where state actors are regarded as under-

taking rational decisions, as already constituted entities. In comparison, the 

constructivist and post-structural approaches to IR regard statecraft as a way 

to reconstruct the relations between the units themselves in the state system. 

The practices of statecraft, in this sense, constantly produce and redefine the 

components of a state (territory, population, authority) (Biersteker and Weber, 

1996: 5, 13). States are “work in progress” through statecraft, drawing bound-

aries between outside and inside and constructing threatening ‘others’ (Weber, 

1995; Kalm, 2008: 122-123). 

Furthermore, statecraft regularly faces influences that work in the opposite 

direction to each other, such as globalisation and transnationalism (Kalm, 

2008: 124). Practices of statecraft attempt to mark boundaries among compet-

itive forces that tend towards the dissolution of borders. Thereby, statecraft 

may be considered to work as a tool in establishing order, avoiding ambiguity 

and uncertainty (ibid., Doty, 2003: 75). Normative orders can, in other words, 

be shaped by statecraft (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019: 306). My 

interpretation of this is that if states seek stability and order through statecraft, 

we could also explore such an expectation in regard to migration and devel-

opment policies. As shown by Kalm: 

migration seems to pose a challenge for practices of statecraft. It exposes the 

limits of the ‘model’ on which the system of sovereign states is built […] and 

[…] defies the norm which locates and fixes people’s identity within the spatial 

boundaries of the nation state (Kalm, 2008: 127).  

 

Regarding statecraft as ideational also chimes with Richard Devetak’s inter-

pretation of Machiavelli and Derrida. Statecraft is paradoxical as “a sign of 

the ceaseless activity of (re)constituting the state, and the impossibility of ever 

completing the state, by closing it off (bounding it) in a unified totality” 

(Devetak, 1995: 21). In practice, this process implies a constant maintenance 

of the state, countering inconveniences and threats. However, as also Hegel 

noted, the political production and reproduction of the state can never be fi-

nalised (ibid., 20-21). This is where a constructivist interpretation makes sense 

as statecraft is a process of demarcation through ideas: “Statecraft embodies 

the interminable attempt to constitute or frame the state’s identity against dif-

ference” (ibid., 31). 

While this literature focuses on structural dimensions and constitution, the 

actor level needs to look at statecraft as the arena for intersubjective 
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negotiations and diplomacy. Migration diplomacy is broadly and increasingly 

used by the EU and its member states but has so far not been the subject of 

specific, in-depth studies or more theoretical considerations (Adamson and 

Tsourapas, 2019). Moreover, it should also be noted that diplomacy and state-

craft are not the same, as the latter is related more directly to the exercise of 

power (Al-Rodhan, 2009: 24). To capture the EU level beyond the level of 

individual states, we may also equate national statecraft to Stefan Borg’s no-

tion of Euro-crafting (Borg, 2014, 2015). Referring to statecraft in a study 

about EU foreign policy, however, indicates the continued importance of 

member states beyond the EU as a unitary actor. 

Both statecraft and diplomacy rely on intersubjective and social reifications 

of ideas. Furthermore, this is also evident from the moral dimension of idea-

tional statecraft. The engagement with morality is shared with classical real-

ists. Such moral statecraft, when avoiding any callous disregard, is often en-

gaged in processes of legitimation, producing and constructing actors through 

their practices. Legitimation in this regard denotes “the public justification of 

policy” (Goddard and Krebs, 2015).19 Morality, like power, may also be rela-

tional, recurrently reproducing actors such as the EU as morally responsible 

in international relations (Vik, 2015: 15-16). The question is then whether in-

terests may also be moral interests, based on socialisation and the internalisa-

tion of ideas that emerge elsewhere in the international system. In sum, idea-

tional statecraft requires that we further explore mainstream constructivism in 

regard to the role of ideas, norms, identities, and socialisation. 

Leveraged statecraft 

Leveraged statecraft is my proposed, original concept to fill the theoretical 

gap in regard to statecraft within realist constructivism. Here, power and ideas 

have equal weight. Some scholars who have elsewhere written about realist 

constructivism, have recently explored what they call repertoires of statecraft. 

They argue that statecraft (or strategies of action) is suitable for studying the 

combined effects of power and ideas (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 

2019). Goddard and Nexon have earlier highlighted the sociological ingredi-

ents in Waltz’ IR theory to show how it has some common ground with con-

structivism, for instance in their shared rejection of “reductionist accounts of 

international order”. They also suggest a synthetic approach to the two theo-

retical frameworks, although they are quite cautious about the difficulties. 

However, with a focus on “sociocultural variations in international, regional 

and domestic structures”, it might be possible to pinpoint agent-based 

 
19 Quoted from the abstract. 
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variations from the systemic, structural expectations (Goddard and Nexon, 

2005: 48-49).20 

Power politics as well as norm-based politics through ideational change 

may include the use of various tools of leverage to persuade, convince, or lure 

the counterpart into cooperation. Leverage can be understood as “the property 

of a lever and fulcrum which uses minimum effort to create a maximum 

force”. Moreover: “Leverage is best understood as a form of power, but not 

all instances of power involve leverage” (Anderson, 2014: 5). Other common 

definitions of the ancient concept of leverage are “[t]he exertion of force by 

means of a lever” and “[t]he power to influence a person or situation”.21 Al-

ternatively, also the notions of political leverage and the politics of leverage 

are used (see e.g. Friman, 2015). For instance, Tsourapas discusses labour mi-

grants as political leverage (Tsourapas, 2018). 

The analysis of leverage can partly be based on Morgenthau. There is an 

intersubjective quality to leverage as “real power – the ability to influence the 

policies of other governments – is at any moment largely the product of stra-

tegic interactions” (Cottam, 1967: 79). This understanding is thus suitable for 

a realist constructivist approach as “leverage refers to those means not involv-

ing direct action by which one government can exercise some influence over 

the policies of another government at any particular time” (ibid., 82). Levers 

can be active or passive and more or less manipulative, threatening sanctions 

or promising rewards. Their effectiveness to a large extent depends on percep-

tions (ibid., 82-83). These could also be linked to ideas and norms. There is, 

therefore, a range of assets the EU could use as parlay. 

Leverage is important due to the limitations of power politics in ordinary 

international relations. Although an actor such as the EU may have material 

capabilities, these cannot easily be used disproportionately to give its oppo-

nents a thrashing. Influencing other actors requires more ‘means’ than just the 

material sources of power, it also takes the use of leverage within a specific 

context. Studies of political leverage geared towards economic impacts show 

how states use foreign aid, trade, or other economic linkages to influence other 

actors (Friman, 2015). Negotiating leverage has been defined as “power 

rooted in consequences” although social norms set boundaries to the realm of 

coercion (Kirgis, 2014: 101). As leverage, thus, is an element of negotiations 

(Anderson, 2014: 5), it belongs to practices of diplomacy and foreign policy. 

For instance, knowledge about the ideal use of aid to promote the idea and 

objectives of development needs to be weighed against its instrumentalisation. 

 

20 A recent case study of currency statecraft bears some similarities with migration 

statecraft as a subcategory of leveraged statecraft. Both migration and money may be 

used as effective policyinstruments and “pathways to leverage”. The role of ideas, 

norms and identity for statecraft makes it important to analyse the ideational, not only 

material, context (Cohen, 2019: 2, 8). 
21 The Oxford English Dictionary. 
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Is development cooperation thus an idea or an interest? I argue that it can 

be both. Morgenthau regarded foreign aid as a form of leverage that states use 

to gain power and influence, as a form of bribery (Morgenthau, 1962: 302; see 

also Berthélemy, 2006).22 If we consider the relational and psychological as-

pects of power (see e.g. Baldwin, 2013: 274), Morgenthau grasped the way in 

which cooperation was dynamic, rather than static in each historical context. 

He saw the dimension of morality as influencing cooperation. Morality and 

leverage, then, need to be combined through prudence because “if the recipi-

ent continues to disapprove of the political philosophy, system and objectives 

of the giver, despite the aid he has received, the political effects of the aid are 

lost” (Morgenthau, 1962: 309). 

This is why we cannot disentangle power from ideas in the context of for-

eign aid and development policymaking. Even though it has recently been 

suggested that realist power can be replaced by economic means of power 

(“geoeconomics”) as a foreign policy strategy to achieve strategic objectives 

(Scholvin and Wigell, 2018), we cannot avoid analysing these phenomena as 

forms of normative statecraft. From a realist constructivist perspective, lever-

aged statecraft forms an important intersubjective linkage between power and 

ideas, between interests and knowledge in this area of cooperation. This per-

spective can reinforce the role of power in the realist constructivist approach. 

It can also “explain the importance of specific agents in generating change in 

patterns of international regimes” (Bano, 2020: 115). 

Within international regimes or bilaterally, it is clear that weaker states also 

can use migration as a bargaining chip in order to gain benefits. For instance, 

although European states in general believe that it is enshrined in international 

law that all states are obliged to readmit their own citizens if they lack the 

right to remain in another state, many developing countries are recalcitrant 

and refuse to readmit some of their citizens (Coleman, 2009). A large propor-

tion of individuals staying irregularly in the EU are eventually discharged of 

their duty to leave (European Commission, 2020a).23 Some research has also 

shown that mobility issues can be turned into ‘weapons of mass migration’. 

The apparently weaker state can instrumentalise refugees and migrants as a 

tool and method of persuasion and state level coercion (Greenhill, 2010).24 As 

an example, the EU yielded to Gaddafi for a while instead of resisting him 

 
22 On the basis of a three-dimensional panel dataset, Berthélemy (2006) demonstrates 

great heterogeneity among donors’ motives for giving aid ranging from mainly ‘ego-

istic’ to ‘altruistic’. 
23 Annually around 370,000 asylum applications are turned down while only a third 

of the luckless individuals are sent back home (European Commission, 2020a: 1). 
24 Greenhill notes that “there are a myriad ways to use refugees as instruments of 

statecraft” (Greenhill, 2004: 26). This can put into question the validity of the realist 

argument that material capabilities matter the most. Strong actors are sometimes sub-

dued by the weak as the latter have the capacity to create crisis situations for the for-

mer (ibid., 307). 
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(Kalush, 2020; BBC, 2010, 2018).25 The uses of statecraft of different actors 

may thus collide (Cohen, 2019: 10).26 

To better understand conflicting and contested forms of statecraft, realist 

constructivism should not distinguish between the international and the do-

mestic: “Statecraft produces the state by the implementation and operational-

isation of an ensemble of practices and policies, both domestic and foreign” 

(Devetak, 1995: 31). This is where leveraged statecraft becomes relevant. Es-

pecially when we study regime practices in the migration and development 

regime, leverage can be considered in two ways. It may ease the role of devel-

opment in migration control, and it may help development policy to achieve 

the goal of poverty reduction through facilitating migration. In this context, 

we are looking for an operational application of the notion of leveraged state-

craft. I will attempt to show that leveraged statecraft is used by states and the 

EU as a unitary actor in a way which makes realist constructivism a valuable 

approach. This is particularly true in migration policy research. 

It is beneficial, then, that leveraged statecraft can be thought of as repre-

senting both realist and constructivist approaches as it amalgamates power 

and ideas. From an IR perspective, leverage and aid conditionality represent 

realist, rationalist attempts to influence the behaviour of other states and their 

cost-benefit calculations through offering positive or negative material incen-

tives. There is a logic of consequences in this. On the other hand, a logic of 

appropriateness prevails when states internalise new knowledge or assume 

that the counterparts will learn and change behaviour through socialisation 

(Koch, 2015: 98).27 The former logic might be the case if the EU solely would 

rely on control policy when trying to persuade partner countries to reduce un-

wanted migration by changing their beliefs and preferences. However, devel-

opment policy needs to be understood more through the latter logic, by the 

utilisation of knowledge and related perceptions, as well as leverage, in link-

ing migration to preferred development outcomes. 

 
25 Gaddafi demanded money from the EU in exchange for migration control, inter alia 

in this colourful statement: “Tomorrow Europe might no longer be European, and 

even black, as there are millions who want to come in”. Gaddafi also chaffed EU 

leaders: “What will be the reaction of the white and Christian Europeans faced with 

this influx of starving and ignorant Africans... we don’t know if Europe will remain 

an advanced and united continent or if it will be destroyed, as happened with the bar-

barian invasions” (Kalush, 2020: 6). 
26 As another example, from the perspective of a developing country that wants to 

nurture its relations with the diaspora and promote their contributions to home country 

development, the “migration-development scenarios are... demonstrations of state-

craft” (Kleist, 2015: 138). 
27 These various logics will be discussed further on. 
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In this thesis I will develop the concept of migration statecraft as an applied 

form of leveraged statecraft.28 Therefore, I follow the remark made by Mark 

J. Miller in 1994 that “[n]ever before has the study of international migration 

appeared so central to statecraft. Yet the theories that most inform statecraft, 

namely, theories of international relations, scarcely address international mi-

gration. This cannot and will not endure” (Miller, 1994: 16). As I agree with 

this observation’s remaining applicability today, I argue that there is a need to 

develop the concept of migration statecraft as part of a realist constructivist 

approach. Decision-making elites rely on statecraft to subsume the influence 

of normative structures within the scope of their actions. Statecraft as a con-

cept can help us explain as well as understand intersubjective action. The no-

tion of migration statecraft has not been used before in IR research so I need 

to define it. 

For the purposes of this thesis, by ‘migration statecraft’ I refer to a simul-

taneously self-interested and norm-bound leverage strategy and identity-

based policy instrument that states apply towards other states and towards 

migrants. Migration statecraft is also applied by the EU. It serves various mi-

gration and development objectives, both in relation to migrants and to other 

states, and is partly a consequence of socialisation. In my case study it includes 

intersubjective narratives and practices to improve migration control and to 

master the migration-development nexus for the benefit of poverty reduction. 

Migration statecraft attempts to bring together the logic of consequences with 

the logic of appropriateness. Thereby it is a form of intersubjective and nor-

mative statecraft which entails contested actions and interventions based on 

power, ideas, and actor identities according to a logic of the social.29 These 

actions are, however, not always calculated and conscious. Summing up, both 

leveraged statecraft and migration statecraft are, therefore, in many ways ap-

plications of realist constructivism which we will need to explore further. 

 

28 With my notion I also avoid the common terms of migration management (see e.g. 

Oelgemöller, 2017; Geiger and Pécoud, 2010; Boucher, 2009) and migration govern-

ance (see e.g. Geddes, 2021; Betts, 2011; Williams and Tremblay, 2016), as these are 

both too narrowly defined, as well as politicised and blurred by the fact that they are 

also used by policymakers in the EU and by various stakeholders. Migration diplo-

macy (Adamson and Tsourapas, 2019; Tsourapas, 2017; Oyen, 2015; İçduygu and 

Üstübici, 2014; Thiollet, 2011) would be an alternative, but this is also narrower than 

the notion of migration statecraft. 
29 I will discuss the logic of the social later in this chapter. 
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Power statecraft in classical realism 

The legacy of Carr and Morgenthau 

My main analysis of power statecraft is restricted to political realism. Some-

what confusingly, it has later on often been referred to as classical realism. 

My focus follows from Barkin’s incorporation of classical realism into realist 

constructivism (2010, 2020).30 This realism in IR has its intellectual roots in 

the real classics of realism such as Thucydides, Hobbes, and Machiavelli. I 

exclude the writings of neorealists such as Waltz and Mearsheimer, as the sys-

temic level and the concepts of anarchy and survival are of less relevance for 

my case study and as those realist approaches are not compatible with con-

structivism (Barkin, 2010; Copeland, 2000). Instead, power statecraft needs 

to be considered within the context of the “history, values, and ambitions” of 

states and societies (Rynning, 2005: 19). 

Classical realists had a positivist approach to science based on causality, 

which also questioned utopianism. In his realism, E. H. Carr referred to ethics 

merely as an instrument of politics and argued that realism did not recognise 

any ethical standards in the relations among states. At the same time, he wrote 

“that any sound political thought must be based on elements of both utopia 

and reality”. He came to this conclusion, which is of relevance to statecraft, 

as “pure realism can offer nothing but a naked struggle for power which makes 

any kind of international society impossible”. Still, he noted that power dom-

inates the international order. In other words, Carr argued that politics is al-

ways power politics (Carr, 1940: 118) and thus power statecraft. 

Classical realists focus on power. When Hans J. Morgenthau promoted 

what he referred to as political realism, he also formulated his famous “con-

cept of interest defined in terms of power” (Morgenthau, 1978: 5). Political 

power was, according to Morgenthau, a psychological relation. Influence 

through power statecraft could be implemented through persuasion, orders, or 

threats and “always entail control of the actions of others through influence of 

their minds” (Morgenthau, 1948: 14). This role of power in international pol-

itics had its parallel in the same force in domestic politics (in both cases often 

camouflaged as ideologies) which had its origin in human nature. Statecraft 

therefore aims either to keep power, gain power, or demonstrate power (ibid., 

18, 21, 62). 

Classical realists focused on the hierarchy of national interests with sur-

vival and security at the top (Morgenthau, 1948: 440). This did not mean that 

they equated power with violence and brute force (Williams, 2004). 

 
30 Elements of Sterling-Folker’s (2002a, 2004) version referred to as (hyphenated) 

realist-constructivism is also being applied in my thesis. As a self-declared realist, she 

tries to synthesise structural realism with constructivism, which I, however, find more 

problematic and less useful in my case study. 
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Preserving international order also depended on the willingness of states to 

give up parts of their sovereignty (Morgenthau, 1948: 445). Ideas were also 

taken into consideration (Williams, 2004; Kitchen, 2012). Morality and pru-

dence concerned the domain of ideas. Power statecraft then, considers “pru-

dence – the weighing of the consequences of alternative political actions – to 

be the supreme virtue in politics” (Morgenthau, 1978: 11). This means that 

prudence can be regarded as a form of sound judgement in international rela-

tions. Prudence includes steering clear of overestimating one’s own 

knowledge as a policymaker (Barkin, 2010: 94). 

What makes political realism interesting from the perspective of realist 

constructivism is the intersubjective character of power in Morgenthau’s writ-

ings. He argued that “the concept of power is always a relative one” so one 

nation’s power always needs to be compared to the power of other nations 

(Morgenthau, 1948: 112, see also 440). This chimes with a similar view at the 

time on relational power based on shared understandings (Lasswell and 

Kaplan 1950: 76; Guzzini, 2018: 28). Classical realism was rooted in ‘inter-

actionality’, i.e. “the idea that outcomes result from the interactions of actor 

uncertainties” (Barkin, 2020a: 14) with a focus on the capriciousness of this 

power struggle (Prieto, 2020). Since most of the international laws and rules 

are adhered to by states (Morgenthau, 1978: 267; see also Stokke and Vidas, 

1996: 22; Evans and Wilson, 1992), the scope of power statecraft is de facto 

limited. 

Later realism and regime theories 

While classical realism is valuable for my notion of power statecraft, it was 

originally very vague and lacked theoretical and conceptual clarifications: 

“Morgenthau offers no theoretical account of when and why a state will chose 

one strategy over another” and his “theory simply cannot tell us whether a 

state will seek safety or gain”. This theoretical “indeterminacy” (Donnelly, 

2000: 46) motivates the combination of classical realism with other and more 

recent theoretical approaches, such as constructivism and realist constructiv-

ism.31 The focus regarding statecraft should then be on the level of analysis 

 
31 Carr and Morgenthau were inspired by their contemporary Reinhold Niebuhr’s eth-

ical realism (see Donnelly, 2000: 27). Niebuhr saw a kind of normative prudence 

linked to “a nation’s morality and politics in an ethical and pragmatic statecraft of 

nations” (Coll, 1991) (quote from abstract). Later classical realists, e.g. Kenneth 

Thomson, Raymond Aron, Martin Wight, and Henry Kissinger, brought these ideas 

forward. Kissinger’s recent book World Order has, however, been described as con-

structivist (Lynch, 2014), so we may perhaps also trace some realist constructivist 

leanings in this work. With realism’s enormous importance to the IR field up to the 

present day, it is not surprising that realism and its corollaries and the understanding 

of power statecraft since has become very diverse. Waltz and Vasquez have argued 

that realism is an approach or a paradigm rather than a distinct theory (Vasquez, 1998). 
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and key actors, the role of norms and rationality, as well as regimes. It should 

be applicable to migration. It should reveal the factors that are debilitating the 

EU. 

Firstly, the ambition should be to avoid the general stereotypes, e.g. that 

classical realists entirely disregarded the importance of both non-state level 

actors and norms.32 Admittedly, much of later realism agrees that states are 

the main actors, performing through power statecraft. Collectives of states, 

however, bring different dynamics. Realism can, therefore, recognise that do-

mestic, conflicting group interests may also play an important role (Wayman 

and Diehl, 1994: 5, 7; Snyder, 1991; Kaarbo, 2015). In fact, neoclassical real-

ism tries to combine foreign policy analysis and the role of domestic politics 

with neorealist anarchy at the systemic level (Wivel, 2005; Lobell, Ripsman 

and Taliaferro, 2009; Mouritzen, 2017; Rose, 1998). Later realists of various 

kinds have also studied the EU (see e.g. Pollack, 2012; Wivel, 2004) and do 

not entirely disregard normative values.33 

Secondly, while pursuing their interests, states can be more or less constant, 

clear, and consistent, which impinges on their rationality (Wayman and Diehl, 

1994: 5, 7). In that way, the realist approach is partly linked to the effective-

ness of statecraft: “The most basic motive or rationale for being a realist about 

politics involves a desire to undertake effective action in the world” (Maloy, 

2013: 16). Even the pacifist Bertrand Russell (1938: 35) defined power as “the 

production of intended effects”. A realist approach assumes the predictable, 

short-term processing of new information by interest-maximising rational 

agents. However, this is merely about adapting calculated strategies after each 

new encounter with other actors (Checkel, 1999: 7). While rationality is com-

patible with constructivism, to explain preferences we also need to look at 

norms, which are not as predictable (Spruyt, 1994).34 

Thirdly, international regimes have in the realist tradition been viewed as 

transmitting social institutions for rationalist interaction or transactions (Lip-

son, 1982: 417; Keohane 1984: 64). Power, the distribution of capabilities, 

and self-interest are not sufficient to account for this denouement concerning 

 

32 Classical realism can thus comfortably be used for studying ideas and norms at 

various levels: “Culture and history are primordial analytical components to Classical 

Realists because they account for ways in which different people view the world. 

True, global and international norms exist and help shape policy, foreign policies in-

cluded, but these norms are typically more superficial than local or regional norms 

and values” (Rynning, 2005: 34). 
33 Realists discern mixed motives and a certain degree of hypocrisy as the EU’s uni-

versalistic values and norms often disguise material economic interests and compen-

sate for a relative military weakness. The EU is thus prepared to violate international 

law when it is in its interest (Pollack, 2012: 8-9). 
34 Spruyt argues that it is not sufficient to look at material interests: “Beliefs and norms 

inform one’s preferences. Hence, in order to ascertain the actual preferences of an 

actor, that individual’s belief system must be examined” (Spruyt, 1994: 27). 
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the social dimension. International cooperation also draws attention to the role 

of ideas and knowledge. While preserving the centrality of power statecraft, 

realism admits a certain position to norms and norm-based action as part of 

regimes. However, “one cannot think properly about norms and their relation 

to behaviour without considering power and rationality”. This shows that the 

effects of norms should be measured against actors’ self-interest (Goertz and 

Diehl, 1992: 635). States use norms within regimes to get what they want. 

Finally, migration policy is not in focus in classical realism while it is rather 

frequent in later realist studies. Still, Morgenthau “maintained that all politics 

was a struggle for power”,35 although some issue areas would be quite far 

away from the core (Vasquez, 1998: 37, see also 58). Realism should therefore 

also be relevant for the politics of migration and development. The realist mi-

gration scholar Myron Weiner has argued that “migration and refugee issues 

have become an issue of high international politics, engaging the attention of 

heads of state, cabinets, and key ministries involved in defence, internal secu-

rity, and external relations” (Weiner, 1995: 16). One reason is that migration 

changes societies and their identities and thus has repercussions which influ-

ence policymaking domestically as well as internationally (Jervis, 1998: 

988).36 

In sum, classical realism overall highlights key actors (the nation states), 

the decision-maker’s main concerns and considerations (security), and out-

lines combinations of outcomes depending on statecraft and various courses 

of action by those main actors (Jervis, 1998: 980). My concept of power state-

craft relies on a deep-seated tradition of classical realism where power and 

interests are of central importance. Actors are supposed to have clear motives 

and try to be rational and form well-defined priorities. When we refer to power 

statecraft, hence, the key aspects remain power, interests, capabilities, and 

strategic action. Through prudent power statecraft, these aspects dominate 

over norms, identities, and morality. 

Ideational statecraft in mainstream constructivism 

Constructing the social 

Constructivism is about the social construction of the sociopolitical world and 

the attempt to explain how human practice brings it about (Kubalkowa, Onuf 

 
35 My emphasis. 
36 Realism can thus incorporate an analysis of the role of identities as to some extent, 

“identities are manipulated, if not created, by selfserving elites who see that power is 

to be gained by convincing a large segment of the population that they form a com-

munity—one, furthermore, that is threatened by people who are different from them” 

(Jervis, 1998: 988). 
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and Kowert, 1998: 20; Haas, 2001: 22). The roles of ideas, norms, identities, 

and discourse are central themes in constructivist literature (see e.g. Risse, 

2004). While constructivism is not a theory in itself (Jørgensen, 2001), these 

themes hint at the intellectual roots of constructivism, which can be found in 

the social theory of knowledge (Berger and Luckmann, 1966). Therefore, the 

epistemology of constructivism is about the social construction of knowledge 

(see e.g. Guzzini, 2000; Hynek and Teti, 2010). While constructivism thus has 

a much older history among sociologists and philosophers (see Bigo, 2001b: 

97),37 it was broadly introduced in the IR field during the 1990s by scholars 

such as Nicholas Onuf and Alexander Wendt (Onuf, 1989; Wendt, 1999).38 

Ideas, as the key concept in contrast to power, consist of world views, 

causal beliefs, and principled beliefs (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993). They 

can be defined as “claims about descriptions of the world, causal relationships, 

or the normative legitimacy of certain actions” (Parsons, 2002, p. 48). Fur-

thermore, ideas are tools linked to culture, and constitute “assumptions that 

assign costs and benefits to possible actions” (Parsons, 2003: 7; see also 

Swidler, 1986). While it is useful to describe ideational statecraft, not all con-

structivists would agree with such a definition as there are diverging views on 

causality (Parsons, 2018). Nevertheless, underlining the processes where 

power begins to evolve into encouraging ideas, the latter can also be regarded 

as beliefs that actors relate to in a given policy area. Those actors “must resort 

to ideas to articulate and advance their interests” (Jabko, 2006: 8; see also 

Guzzini, 2013: 6). 

Constructivists also accord pride of place to ideas as the firm footing of an 

intersubjective and therefore social understanding of action (Hobson, 2000: 

145). This stands in contrast to realist and liberal rationalists who may attach 

importance to ideas for state interests, but who argue that they are held as 

secondary in significance and as “causally epiphenomenal to more fundamen-

tal underlying influences on state behaviour” (Moravcsik, 2001: 181). There-

fore, ideas cannot be placed at the centre of causality. For constructivists in 

comparison, ideation cannot beget causation, as ideas and norms are always 

intersubjectively interpreted by actors (Guzzini, 2013: 279). When looking at 

ideational statecraft then, we need to establish how intersubjectivity matters 

more than in power statecraft. 

Rationalism is, as noted above, a main overarching dividing line between 

constructivists and realists (Schmidt, 2007). Statecraft is not always rational, 

 
37 The notion of social construction can be traced back to the sociologist Karl Mann-

heim’s Ideology and Utopia (1936) which argued that social science should be inter-

pretative as it was a consequence of social relationships which could not be regarded 

as objective, neutral phenomena (Ingram, Schneider and deLeon, 2007: 94). 
38 The growth of constructivism in IR also benefitted from the English School emerg-

ing in the 1950s focusing on international society and world society (Bull, 1977: 53-

54; Buzan, 2004; see also Dunne, 1995; Wendt, 1999: 31). 
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based on materialism and individualism (Hobson, 2000: 145). This construc-

tivist criticism also affects liberal institutionalists as they usually agree with 

realists about the primacy of states, rationality, and anarchy (Johnson and 

Heiss, 2018: 13). On the other hand: “Rationalists like to claim that they adopt 

an “actor-centred theory and that, if this is rejected, then one is necessarily 

committed to a view of human agents as blindly following internalized norms” 

(Hurrel and Macdonald, 2012: 71). The two positions lead to ontological and 

epistemological differences that to some extent seem irreconcilable. 

My view is that we need to identify both when actors act rationally, and 

when they do not. This applies to power statecraft as well as ideational state-

craft. The most promising IR research attempts to bridge the divide between 

rationalism and constructivism and views these approaches as analytical tools 

rather than metaphysical standpoints (Fearon and Wendt, 2002: 52). Indeed, 

so-called soft-rationalists including the mainstream, modernist branch of con-

structivism, attempt to remain close to the rational action model and to cau-

sality (Haas, 2001: 26; Barder and Levine, 2012). They embrace a loose type 

of causation in their epistemology as they often mix positivist and interpreta-

tive traditions. They apply an ontology which regards methodological individ-

ualism with critical eyes, while they embrace the general constructivist focus 

on mutual constitutiveness (Checkel, 1999: 2, 6, 22).  

If agents and structures are mutually constitutive it means “that they are not 

causally linked but co-determined – agents instantiate structures through their 

actions, even as those structures simultaneously constrain and enable agency” 

(Jackson and Nexon, 1999: 295; see also Barkin, 2010: 28).39 This is ongoing 

– as Nicholas Onuf expressed it: “[t]he co-constitution of people and societies 

is a continuous process” (Onuf, 1994: 7; see also Checkel, 1999: 2, 6, 22). 

Ideational statecraft signifies instances of such co-constitution – norms play a 

constitutive as well as an interest-shaping role in the framework of this social 

interaction. Manifestations of power statecraft thus need to be found empiri-

cally as typifying the lack of co-constitution, lest we observe ideational state-

craft. 

Moreover, constructivism operates on the premise that identity permeates 

politics, either as an end on its own or as a means towards reaching other po-

litical goals (Booth and Erskine, 2016). Groups, including nation states, have 

self-images that translate into collective identities (Legro, 2009: 40). Identity 

presumes recognition and attribution by others (Sassatelli, 2019: 40). In addi-

tion, ideas influence state actors in terms of how they view the world, and how 

they cooperate. Eventually they also curb their power to act autonomously or 

unilaterally (Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 1996: 207; 1997). Identity is 

 
39 Some constructivists, notably Wendt (1987, 1999) and Onuf (1989) seek a synthesis 

between structure and agency through inspiration of Giddens’ structuration theory 

(structure as an ongoing process). Others, e.g. Finnemore (1996), regard structure as 

more influential than agency (Hobson, 2000: 146-7). 
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constraining, therefore, as ideas influence the formulation of interests (Béland, 

2010: 151). In other words, the point is “not that ideas cause actors to make 

certain choices, but that the institutionalization of certain ideas gradually re-

constructs the interests of powerful actors” (Parsons, 2003: 6). 

Constructivism and regime theories 

For most constructivists, the primary importance of both domestic and inter-

national norms is that they are shared, collective, and intersubjective under-

standings. States are socialised by norms to behave according to them (Hob-

son, 2000: 147-8; Checkel, 2001a: 56). The aggregate state level or the EU 

level work in a similar way as the individual level: “Socialization refers to the 

process of inducting individuals into the norms and rules of a given commu-

nity” (Hooghe, 2005: 869). Another way to refer to socialisation based on so-

ciological writings since the era of Durkheim is that “norms or ideas spread in 

a relatively incremental, evolutionary way generated by repeated interaction 

within groups” (Parsons, 2018: 85).40 

The EU could for instance adopt norms from outside and adjust to them. 

Such norm internalisation is essentially social behaviour. This process is not 

easily aborted. Socialisation, according to cognitive approaches to political 

science and social psychology, usually also changes interests accordingly 

(Checkel, 2001a: 57-8; Checkel, 1999: 4). Put differently, the construction of 

identities and changes in interests as well, are subject to socialisation (Faleg, 

2014: 43). This also means for constructivists that “the relational aspect of 

power is conceived [...] so as to allow social norms to become visible in their 

role for the constitution of power in its recognition” (Guzzini, 2013: 6). Power 

is, thus, embedded in norms, and both forge ideational statecraft that could 

also lead to the thawing of relations. 

Furthermore, international regimes were early on seen as social structures 

in accordance with a constructivist stance, but without employing a social the-

ory of choice (Keohane, 1984: 82). Constructivists argue that states’ interests 

are demarcated by norms as “constitutive norms define the identity of a state” 

(Hobson, 2000: 147). This argument also includes an overt critique of ration-

ality as constructivists note that policymakers are not always aware of how to 

design effective policies and cooperation. They are not “calculating machines” 

and seek to identify their interests as they go along. Interests change over time 

in reaction to and interaction with previous and ongoing action in the social 

fields (Risse, 2004: 16; Checkel, 1999: 7). Moreover, states cannot always 

assess the possible impact of their actions. These factors make it more likely 

 
40 Constructivism in this way has brought the additional perspective of the collective 

within the parameters of language and history (Quay, 2003: 106), which should also 

apply to collectives of states. 
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that they will look favourably on the participation in international regimes 

(Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 1996: 206-7). 

The most decisive critique of regime theory was presented by Kratochwil 

and Ruggie in 1986 when they identified an irreconcilable discrepancy be-

tween the social, intersubjective ontology of converging expectations in a re-

gime and the rationalist and purely positivist epistemology of most regime 

studies. They pointed out the positivist differentiation between subject and 

object, whereby positivists usually analyse the objective, exogenous forces 

that affect actors in their social interaction. Such a positivist approach was 

unable to account for the intersubjective qualities of social interaction among 

states (Kratochwil and Ruggie, 1986: 764).41 I therefore argue that not only 

intersubjectivity, but also statecraft and co-constitution need to be part of re-

gime analysis. We cannot accomplish this task through traditional positivism. 

The notion of regimes should drop the assumption of converging expectations 

as understood by Krasner. 

Meanwhile, what matters for regime change, is the shift between modes of 

statecraft as affected by crises and knowledge. Statecraft operates between 

stability and change with a view to arrive at and maintain order. Statecraft is 

key here as “crises amount to moments of disorder among states” (Mattern, 

2005: 10) which we can assume the EU wants to avoid.42 In sum, although 

there is a broad range of constructivist approaches, they usually lack a focus 

on the interlinkages between power, ideas, and identity in an analysis that re-

lates to their own processes of producing knowledge (Hynek and Teti, 2010: 

192). In ideational statecraft ideas, norms, identities, and knowledge always 

dominate over power and interests. Given that we want to understand the pro-

cesses behind both power statecraft and ideational statecraft, we now need to 

find a way to merge power and ideas within a more comprehensive theoretical 

framework. 

 
41 This is why regime theory could benefit from “an interpretivist understanding, one 

in which ideas are shared and yet are not external to an agent in causing his or her 

behaviour; rather, they are internal and provide reasons for action” (Guzzini, 2020: 

224). 
42 The Council has e.g. expressed that the main objective for external cooperation and 

funding is about maintaining and upholding international order: “The global context 

for action is the pursuit of a rules-based global order” (Council of the European Union, 

2020a: 5). 
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Leveraged statecraft in realist constructivism 

Realism and constructivism 

With this backdrop, the way forward to understand statecraft is a combination 

of realism and constructivism, as several scholars have argued (Barkin, 2020c, 

2010, 2003a; Sterling-Folker, 2004, 2002ab; Jackson and Nexon, 2004; Mat-

tern, 2004). Others have increasingly tried to at least build bridges between 

the two approaches (Adler, 2012: 112). The realist Sterling-Folker, acknowl-

edges that “the realist constructivist combination has a great deal to offer the 

study of international cooperation” (Sterling-Folker, 2002a: 4; see also Tur-

pin, 2018).43 In comparison, Jervis has noted that “[c]onstructivism 

does…have an important affinity with realism in its skepticism about the uni-

versality, if not sincerity, of the ideas and rationales expressed by national 

leaders […] and the self-righteousness of powerful actors” (Jervis, 1998: 976-

977). 

The most well-known proponent of realist constructivism, Samuel Barkin, 

has elaborated upon a hybrid form of the two approaches. This approach 

builds on previous work attempting to merge lessons learnt from realism and 

constructivism (Williams, 2005; Spegele, 1996; Goddard, 2009, 2018; Dueck, 

2006; Krebs and Jackson, 2007). Barkin argues that realism and constructiv-

ism are in fact not mutually exclusive or incompatible. His synthesis moves 

away from situating the two approaches in contrasting paradigms. Rather, he 

acknowledges that they usually look at different aspects of IR (Barkin, 2010: 

4). Therefore, cooperation between realist and constructivist scholars is more 

fruitful than merely competition (Farrel, 2002: 72; Wendt, 1999; Risse, 2004: 

161; Fearon and Wendt, 2002: 58).  

Put differently, we need “a synthetic account of how international power 

interacts with prevailing national ideas to shape outcomes” (Legro, 2009: 39; 

see also Checkel, 1999; 2001b). Similar attempts indicate that action influ-

enced by norms can be rooted in interests, while rational behaviour can target 

socially constructed ideas. Saurugger (2013b: 896-898) refers to the merger 

of realism and constructivism as actor-centred constructivism or strategic con-

structivism. Accordingly, several scholars in the field of International Political 

Economy (IPE) (see e.g. Jabko, 2006; Parsons, 2003; Blyth, 2002),44 agree 

with the notion that actors’ ideas are constructed, but they also address how 

 
43 Note that there is a difference between Barkin’s synthesis of classical realism and 

constructivism, and Sterling-Folker’s combination of structural realism and construc-

tivism. 
44 When actors attempt to solve crises and address other forms of uncertainty, they do 

this on the basis of ideas. Still, their actions cannot solely be attributed to a change in 

normative structures. Scholars therefore need to “rethink the relationships among 

ideas, interests, and institutions” (Blyth, 2002: 251-252). 
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these actors use those ideas, and how ideas frame interests. They often show 

how ideas are being used strategically, either while being incorporated into 

broader social structures, or more independently (Saurugger, 2013b: 898).  

Another take is offered by Jeffrey Checkel, a self-declared modernist con-

structivist interested in why actors abide by norms rooted in international re-

gimes. It is not the centrality of social structures that separates constructivism 

from realism, he argues. It is rather the mechanisms of choice at the actor level 

– the question concerns when to apply cost-benefit calculations and when to 

apply socialisation and learning as the most suitable explanation (Checkel, 

1999: 2). The focus could shift during the course of one single study, in my 

case among the three modes of statecraft. A synthesis is facilitated as “social 

constructions and inherent logics of behavior may in fact be in a recursive or 

dialectic relationship with each other. In other words, some socially con-

structed institutions create their own logics” when generated by a community 

influenced by similar knowledge structures (Barkin, 2003b, 156).45 

The limitations of realist constructivism 

Although realists make assumptions about human nature, both realist ration-

alism and constructivism focus on interactions. The former’s treatment within 

game theory shows how actors assess the potential behaviour of others, and 

that the outcomes often differ from intentions. Meanwhile, in parallel to such 

statecraft games, constructivists view norms and practices as both constrain-

ing and facilitating action, thus moulding their very identities (Jervis, 1998: 

977). We need to elucidate this point further. Normative structures may point 

to substrata that can help us understand how power and ideas fuse at specific 

intersections. In this light, the realist constructivist synthesis suggested by 

Barkin brings both advantages and disadvantages: 

The resulting synthesis is one that brings from classical realism a focus on 

power politics and on foreign policy, and from constructivism a focus on, and 

a methodology for studying, the co-constitution of structures and agents. It 

builds on a common foundation of a logic of the social, and a demand for re-

flexivity and historical context found in both constructivism and classical real-

ism (Barkin, 2010: 8).  

 

Barkin realises that his hybrid approach relies on the specific context being 

studied, so it remains unable to either predict or prescribe foreign policy. Even 

if this added up to an aberration, the important relationship between structure 

 
45 Such combinations are not entirely surprising given that power politics and idea-

tional dimensions are generally recognised to co-exist (Youngs, 2004). Thus, we 

should “reread realism as an explanation of the process of global institutional trans-

formation itself” from a constructivist perspective “addressing the evolution of par-

ticular social content” (Sterling-Folker, 2002b: 75). 
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and agency is signified by a focus on the social. Social structures are key to 

this theory as they simultaneously constrain and enable action. Both construc-

tivism and realism address agency as an important mechanism of change in 

those structures (Barkin, 2010: 10-11).46 However, while Barkin’s synthesis 

may help us focus on the role of normative structures for action, it lacks a 

more actor-centred concept such as statecraft with which the structure-actor 

divide could be bridged. 

I therefore argue that the two perspectives need to be fully integrated, con-

sidering both the limitations of classical realists’ rationalism and the norma-

tivity of mainstream constructivism. Rationalists overall are not able to ex-

plain politically significant motives of social actions which may be very broad 

and diverse. Policymakers cannot rely on happenstance for making well-in-

formed decisions. On the other hand, constructivism cannot entirely be used 

instead of rationalism to explain IR, as self-interest based on cost-benefit anal-

ysis can make state actors abandon some of their normative values and iden-

tities (Choi, 2015: 110). My suggestion is to focus on leveraged statecraft, 

which may bring together the two. Empirical research then needs to produce 

more clarity – when do we know that we are witnessing leveraged statecraft? 

Such empirical research could draw on Max Weber’s distinction between 

instrumental rationality (Zweckrationalität) and value rationality (Wertra-

tionalität) (Weber, 1978: 25-26).47 The two Weberian forms of rationality can 

be united in the concept of leveraged statecraft. Nevertheless, such a concept 

begs the question of whether a synthesis between realism and constructivism 

can really solve the observed tensions between power and ideas (cf. Sterling-

Folker, 2004: 343). The answer would be no if we asked Jackson and Nexon, 

as they point to one limitation of Barkin’s synthesis. Misrepresenting the no-

tion of power, Barkin does not take into account the fundamental disparities 

between constructivism’s focus on contingent social interactions, and realism 

 
46 Still, key constructivists such as Finnemore and Sikking have been shown to neglect 

agency (Jakobsson, 2018: 41-43, 52-56, 172). Bringing in sociological characteristics, 

moreover, is in effect a refutation of basic realist assumptions (Vasquez, 1998: 56). A 

synthesis, thus, needs to take such constraints into account. 
47 While the former involves action where rational calculation relates to both ends and 

means, including the weighting of alternative courses of action, the latter comprises 

actions based on some notion of binding unconditional demands, values, or obliga-

tions for their own sake, for instance in line with an overarching societal norm. From 

the point of view of instrumental rationality, actions in line with value rationality, are 

always irrational. Weber pointed out, however, that “[i]t would be very unusual to 

find concrete cases of action, especially of social action, which were oriented only in 

one or another of these ways” (Weber, 1978: 25-26). 
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which is based on notions about the social which spring from “natural neces-

sity” (Jackson and Nexon, 2004: 338).48 

It is precisely the role of power that is not sufficiently analysed in Barkin’s 

version of realist constructivism: “What we need is a realist-constructivist ap-

proach that emphasizes the forms and expressions of power entailed in social 

construction” (Mattern, 2004: 343). My argument is that realist constructivism 

should take into account that power is integral to any form of statecraft, and 

thus also to IR as the scientific study of statecraft. Power can take many shapes 

(moral authority, force, care etc.) and be attained through material as well as 

ideational and discursive channels. Thus, this approach is based on the aspira-

tion to investigate how actors use various types and manifestations of power 

to produce specific norms (cf. ibid., 345-346) and vice versa. We are getting 

closer to that by regarding power as “the production, in and through social 

relations, of effects that shape the capacities of actors to determine their cir-

cumstances and fate” (Barnett and Duvall, 2005: 42). 

Social power politics and the logic of the social 

Barnett and Duvall’s (2005: 44) constructivist definition of power includes 

“both social relations of interaction and constitution, that is, both ‘power over’ 

and ‘power to’”. For realist constructivism then, power politics becomes key 

at the actor level concerning statecraft. It needs to be understood as being in-

terlaced with social structures. The classical realists’ understanding of power 

is compatible with the constructivists’ intersubjective and social understand-

ing (Barkin, 2010: 90). The latter usually derive their power notion from 

Lukes and Focault (Guzzini, 2007: 23).49 Karl Deutsch may be a source of 

inspiration for the synthesis. His communitarian critique of realism and alter-

native analysis of power emphasised socially constructed, collective identities 

and learning in IR (Cusack, 2020; Senghaas, 2020: 240; Adler, 2005: 215; 

Deutsch, 1968). 

Moreover, constructivist understandings of norms may be likened to the 

classical realist concepts of morality and prudence, which influence and 

change worldviews among policymakers (Barkin, 2010: 90-92). 

 
48 Sterling-Folker pinpoints aspects of the “human nature” itself that makes “genu-

inely liberal societies constantly behave illiberally in their international relations” 

(Sterling-Folker, 2004: 342). However, I share Barkin’ view that rational individual-

ism can be used analytically without making assumptions about human nature (Bar-

kin, 2015: 164), especially since such assumptions have never been based on any con-

vincing evidence. 
49 In relation to Lukes’ (2005) famous three faces of power, contestation may motivate 

actors to exploit external ideas for power purposes which rest elsewhere (Hay and 

Rosamond, 2002: 150). Power has also been a focus of another attempt to merge re-

alism and constructivism by adding neoliberalism, and suggesting the notion of cos-

mopolitan power, situated between soft and hard power (Gallarotti, 2010: 268). 
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Morgenthau’s “understanding of the politics of collective identity formation 

was not limited to understanding ‘the social construction of power politics’; it 

was also an attempt to understand the role of ideas in the moral construction 

of power politics” (Williams, 2004: 635).50 An exaggerated emphasis on the 

actor level fails to identify constitutive social relations (Barnett and Duvall, 

2005: 44). Power is also socially constructed and involved in the construction 

of normative structures (Barkin, 2004: 350-351). At least some rationalists 

and constructivists are, thus, united around power analysis (Baldwin, 2012: 

286).51 

With this backdrop I argue that norms themselves can be used as leverage. 

This is why we should be able to observe leveraged statecraft in the real world. 

Norms are strongly interlinked with knowledge. Knowledge, however, is al-

ways contingent. The key role of knowledge for norms, statecraft and regimes 

should then also be brought in by realist constructivism by merging the two 

identified types of logics guiding actors’ behaviour (March and Olsen, 1998). 

The realist and rationalist logic of consequences based on strategic behaviour 

and fixed interests relying on material preconditions, is often contrasted with 

the constructivist logic of appropriateness based on actors doing ‘the right 

thing’ from the perspective of norms and identities (Risse, 2004: 163; 

Checkel, 1999: 6). The former has been linked to bargaining and the latter to 

problem-solving in international negotiations (Smith and Elgström, 2012: 

303).  

However, these two suggested logics have been charged with misrepresent-

ing both realism and constructivism (see e.g. Sending, 2002; Hopf, 2002: 13). 

While nothing conditions human behaviour to be either strategic or appropri-

ate (Barkin, 2015: 164), the two logics should instead be integrated (Müller, 

2004). Barkin implies that there is only one logic of the social. Classical real-

ism is not individual, instrumental and predictive, but based on the social, a 

level of aggregate, nationalist affinity and loyalty to the nation state as a basis 

of national power (Barkin, 2010: 60-61). Classical realism and constructivism 

are compatible. The commonality is found in the notion of the public interest52 

as a primarily social, intersubjective phenomenon (ibid., 76). In this regard, it 

is also helpful to refer to Weber’s thoughts about ideas as an inherent 

 
50 In fact, a re-reading of realist classics such as Thucydides, Clausewitz, and Mor-

genthau reveal that “[a]ll three realists were interested in questions that are often con-

sidered the preserve of constructivists; all three maintained that identities and values 

were more important determinants of policy than the constraints and opportunities of 

the external environment” (Lebow, 2004: 346; see also Williams, 2004: 639).  
51 Here it is pertinent to refer to a broad range of scholars who have also theorised the 

relationship between power and ideas such as Marx, Gramsci, Lukes, Foucault, or 

Laclau and Moffe (see Carstensen and Schmidt, 2015). While a synthesis is not en-

tirely new, Barkin’s application within IR is novel and worth exploring against an 

empirical case. 
52 This concept will be discussed more at length below. 
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foundation of interests (Parsons, 2018: 76; see also Weber, 1992). Leveraged 

statecraft would, accordingly, be conducted through the logic of the social. 

This logic can also help us address some of the long-drawn-out inconsistencies 

within regime theory. Not only regimes but also ideas and normative struc-

tures are sources of power (Guzzini, 2013: 22). Realist constructivism can be 

summarised as an approach focusing on “how power and ideas are mutually 

constitutive” (MacKay and Levin, 2018: 81). In leveraged statecraft, then, 

power and ideas are amalgamated and equally important. 

 

Figure 1 Intersubjectivity and co-constitution 

 
Realist constructivism has the potential to help solve the puzzle of this thesis 

and theories “are most useful when they make apparently odd or surprising 

events seem comprehensible” (Walt, 2005: 27). I contend that realist construc-

tivists have not studied regimes. However, regimes partly overlap with insti-

tutions when the latter are defined as “sets of behaviors that are recognized 

and expected by the relevant actors” (Barkin, 2019: 29). Expectations may be 

influenced by interests as well as identities. They may say something about 

the role of co-constitution, normative structures, and statecraft in regime co-

operation. The social, political, and economic normative structures that will 

be studied in this thesis need to be combined with the actor-focused notion of 

statecraft. While structures and agents are co-constituted, statecraft is inter-

subjective, as illustrated in figure 1. This figure is part of my analytical frame-

work. 

Power, intersubjectivity, and co-constitution  

This thesis will explore the role of domestic and global normative structures 
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power and ideas.53 A theory-based model of amalgamation is useful as “power 

shapes and constrains the impact of ideas on politics. However, ideas also 

shape power politics, since ideas impact perceived interests, and can be used 

to shape political outcomes” (MacKay and Levin, 2018: 80) both domestically 

and globally. Identities are in between the two levels and “agent identities are 

highly malleable and change as normative structures change” (Flockhart, 

2010: 788). Leveraged statecraft thus continuously interacts with normative 

structures. It also crosses the external-internal policy divide. 

Regarding internal and external policy aspects as “intertwined” parts of a 

whole opens up new, improved possibilities both for the study of IR and of 

EU and national migration and development policies (Heisler, 2001: 231). 

Statecraft is the medium for balancing out frictions between actors and struc-

tures. The vagaries of the international political environment must be steered. 

It therefore appears necessary to bring both levels of analysis together, looking 

at the two dimensions conjointly. Such an approach can take seriously the is-

sue of co-constitution of structures and agents in IR, leaving behind the recon-

dite character of mutual constitutiveness. We also need to distinguish between 

social, political, and economic dimensions of normative structures as group 

interests may differ across those dimensions (Checkel, 1998: 2). 

Domestic normative structures 

With a realist constructivist approach, it is important to note that normative 

structures also exist within realist notions of power and interests (Gelpi, 2010: 

5).54 Statecraft responds to both norms that are power-based and norms that 

are not contingent on power and interests. Domestic structures cannot be ig-

nored (Risse-Kappen, 1995: 20), as they influence international regime coop-

eration. Precepts of state behaviour in the shape of statecraft then catch our 

attention. Policymakers respond to domestic sentiments and various compet-

ing group interests. In the case of migration control policy, the primary nor-

mative structures may include dimensions such as the norms of sovereignty 

 
53 Antje Wiener’s ‘structure of meaning-in-use’ denotes normative structures as a 

point of reference for policymakers which may be distinguished according to type, 

category, and meaning of the norms they contain (Wiener, 2004). Contestation within 

the actor-structure process involves power means also concerning normative struc-

tures (Carlsnaes, 2016: 114, 116-117). 
54 Ideational and leveraged modes of statecraft share this characteristic as “a variety 

of different normative structures may operate within any given power structure. Thus 

norms must develop in a manner that is in some ways independent of power and in-

terests. If norms are not entirely determined by power and interests, then these ideas 

may have an independent influence on state behavior” (Gelpi, 2010: 5). 
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and nationalism.55 Actors’ identities are constituted by norms which demar-

cate who they are within a community. The sovereignty norm determines in-

ternational relations as well as defines what states are (Risse, 2004: 163). The 

nationalism norm is largely based on the exclusion of others such as migrants 

(Coenders, Lubbers and Scheepers, 2020: 486).56 

Power statecraft was based on nationalism in classical realism. The inten-

sity of nationalism in international relations depends on the sense of security 

felt by the population in a nation state. Perceived social disintegration and 

personal insecurity can bring about support for nationalistic power games 

(Morgenthau, 1948: 21, 76-77; Goertz and Diehl, 1994: 104). Current govern-

ment responses to nationalist sentiments on immigration also constitute state-

craft, including in its international facets. While we should recognise the dis-

tinction between domestic politics and international politics (Vasquez, 1998), 

the salience of identity shines through within domestic normative structures 

(Katzenstein, 1996). Identity cannot be entirely separated from power and in-

terests. Neither should we let norms obscure our view, so we miss out on eve-

ryday social practices (Hopf, 2002: 11-12, 149; McCourt, 2016). We thus need 

to distinguish between identity change and strategic shifts in policies and ac-

tions (see Zehfuss, 2002). 

It is advisable to consider both the realist notion of national interest and 

the constructivist concept of public interest in a realist constructivist analysis. 

A public interest is “a set of political goals intersubjectively held within a so-

cial group”. The goals are also linked to collective identities – members may 

be internally gregarious, and externally wicked. When the group overlaps with 

the state (which is not always the case) we may refer to it as the national in-

terest in international relations. The national interest is also socially con-

structed and the result of intersubjective understandings. Such interest-based 

politics may serve moral, economic, or security-related objectives, either stra-

tegic or appropriate (Barkin, 2010: 66, see also 68-69). If we want to 

 
55 An expert group appointed by the Commission reported in 1990 that “Member 

States’ external borders have to be controlled effectively if their integration policies 

are to succeed. National populations will more readily accept the settlement of immi-

grants if they have the feeling that the inflow of non-nationals is under control” (Com-

mission of the European Communities, 1990: 17). Based on nationalism and sover-

eignty, there is a complex and varied pattern of public attitudes that influence migra-

tion control in the EU (Dennison and Dražanová, 2018: 16-18; Eurobarometer, 2018). 
56 Constructivists often study very broad, fundamental norms such as sovereignty, 

equality, and justice, which are either linked to state power or to fundamental ideas. 

Therefore, it is the more important to depict such norms systematically in each spe-

cific context (Weber, 1995). 
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understand structure-agent relationships, thus, we cannot black-box the do-

mestic level as it influences both statecraft and international politics.57 

Global normative structures 

At the global level I choose to focus on knowledge and ‘knowledge struc-

tures’. A certain diffused power can be sourced from them as they infold and 

imbue actors. The channels through which ideas, beliefs, and perceptions are 

transferred can be controlled by some. When including and excluding diverse 

actors, they can produce various asymmetries in networks of information. 

Power from knowledge can be judged in a subjective rather than in an objec-

tive, or quantified way. Competition among states is developing into a rivalry 

for leadership in the knowledge structures (Strange, 2015), which also contain 

a set of contested knowledge norms. Some statecraft is then about using sci-

ence mainly to legitimise political options and objectives (Pielke, 2007; 

Sarewitz, 2004, 1998; Grundmann and Stehr, 2012: 14). 

Policymakers often cherry-pick the scientific results that suit their essential 

political objectives. This is why I will analyse the politicisation of the re-

search-policy nexus (see e.g. Weingart, 1999; Davies, Nutley and Smith, 

2000c; Hoppe, 2005). Morgenthau cautioned against the belief that social sci-

entists could convey practical knowledge to policymakers. Such credence 

would hurt the quality of statecraft (Zambernardi, 2020: 12). This understand-

ing also seems to be compatible with the constructivist approach to knowledge 

as socially constructed (see e.g. Vik, 2015: 15).58 In the case of migration 

statecraft then, it appears as crucial to detect how policymakers relate to their 

environment through the accretion of knowledge on the migration-develop-

ment nexus. 

Even if applied to development norms within global normative structures, 

a devotion to knowledge is intimately linked to power: “control of knowledge 

provides one of the cornerstones for the exercise of power, and […] these 

structures are politically contested by state and non-state actors” (Haggart, 

 
57 IR studies need to recognise the domestic level and power relations across groups 

– political parties, organised interests, business groups, natives and immigrants etc. 

(Facchini, Mayda and Mishra, 2008; Baird, 2018; Freeman, 2001; 1998). A realist-

constructivist re-reading of realism highlights the importance of group membership, 

in-groups versus out-groups, which may also lead to discrimination against perceived 

outsiders (Sterling-Folker, 2002b: 84). Multilateralism may be regarded “as a useful 

cover for obtaining multiple domestic interests” (Sterling-Folker, 2002a: 220). 
58 Perceptions are of key importance for statecraft in this regard as “perceptions can 

and do have powerful effects [...] that are themselves constitutive of international mi-

gration. What is meant by ‘constitutive’ is that (mis)perceptions, (mis)representations, 

and (mis)judgements about what is going on ‘out there’ – for example, of why people 

are migrating and the effects of migration – can shape or inform subsequent action” 

(Geddes, 2021: 7; see also Wivel and Paul, 2019: 9). 
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2017a: 166). While focusing on power beyond state-centrism, we need to 

make sure to capture intersubjective meaning which could mediate shared un-

derstandings (Tooze, 2000: 8). Although I do not pursue an approach based 

on Foucalt’s famous power/knowledge analysis, adopting a focus on 

knowledge structures could help in identifying the processes that govern the 

production, communication, and use of knowledge (Haggart, 2017a: 172; 

2017b; see also Revell, 2014: 28-29; Grundmann and Stehr, 2012: 14). 

I will take on this issue through looking at how knowledge and develop-

ment norms are shaped by epistemic communities. The process of using power 

and knowledge conjointly to gain leverage can be studied as a more or less 

visible EU strategy in this regard (Cross, 2013). Epistemic communities func-

tion as major norm diffusion pathways. They can be regarded as networks “of 

professionals with recognised expertise and competence in a particular do-

main and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge” (Haas, 1992: 

3; see also Cross, 2013: 5). Scholars such as migration specialists and experts 

in international organisations can also play an important role in the diffusion 

of norms (Cross, 2015: 91; Glaab and Engelkamp, 2011). Often there are sev-

eral different, and sometimes, competing epistemic communities. By studying 

which epistemic communities the EU legitimises, we may learn by which ones 

they are influenced. 

Global normative structures also host ideational power, i.e. “the capacity 

of actors […] to influence other actors’ normative and cognitive beliefs 

through the use of ideational elements” (Carstensen and Schmidt, 2015: 321; 

see also Béland, Carstensen and Seabrooke, 2017). Through ideational state-

craft, actors use ideational power to influence or control the prevalent inter-

pretation of ideas. Often this leads to a battle of contested ideas, expressed 

through discourses and narratives within a particular historical, institutional 

setting (Carstensen and Schmidt, 2015: 323). Knowledge structures, thus, may 

be both a source of socialisation and a power instrument within institutions 

(Faleg, 2014: 319). Ideational statecraft is, therefore, not always a conscious, 

fully controlled process through the actors’ own volition.59 

Stability, change, and leverage 

If both domestic and global normative structures influence actors and their 

statecraft, then we need to bring together the mutually constitutive actor-struc-

ture processes into one comprehensive analysis (cf. Elgström and Jerneck, 

 
59 Global knowledge structures and epistemic communities may exert more influence 

in areas of policy uncertainty (see e.g. Balch, 2010: 7), when there is a high degree of 

complexity regarding causes and effects and the relative effectiveness of alternative 

actions, or during times of great uncertainty or crisis (Cross, 2013: 151-152; Dunlop 

2016: 275; Haas, 1992: 4). Different generations of experts may have various agendas 

and varying capacities to impact policymaking (Bueger, 2014). 
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2000: 282, 284-285).60 A key issue thus is to disentangle the extent to which 

actors act strategically (as in realism) versus the degree to which they are so-

cialised by ideas within normative structures (as in constructivism). While do-

ing that, we also need to highlight the attributes of change. With a realist con-

structivist perspective, we should look at processes characterised by stasis as 

well as change. Thereby, both norms and statecraft are ramifications of social 

construction writ large: “Structure and history are indivisible, not alternative” 

(Sterling-Folker, 2006: 2; see also 2002b: 74).61  

Nevertheless, studies with a socialisation approach have demonstrated how 

shared knowledge and expertise can drive statecraft and policy change as well 

as institutional change, but also that ruptures across knowledge structures can 

lead to policy failures. For example, in one case study it was shown how 

“[c]hange occurred through the complex interplay between ideas and interests, 

that is between knowledge and power, leading specific norms to be visualised 

as consensual and dominant” (Faleg, 2011: 1; see also 2014: 17). This could 

be an example of leveraged statecraft. A focus on processes of socialisation is 

therefore useful as we could then take into account both individual and group 

features. Collectives of states within the EU and its regime cooperation, rely 

on intersubjective knowledge formation and socialisation (Tell, 2017: 24). 

This is where realist constructivism needs to bridge the gap between the 

insights from socialisation studies and the methodological-individualist ap-

proach of most realist rationalists. This gap also challenges the concept of 

strategic social construction according to Checkel (2001a: 53; 1999: 22). 

However, I disagree and argue that we can indeed further explore strategic 

social construction. I regard it as strategic action based on socialisation. It is 

described by Finnemore and Sikking to involve “actors […] making detailed 

means-ends calculations to maximize their utilities […] [which involves 

changing] other players’ utility function in ways that reflect the normative 

commitments of the norm entrepreneur” (Finnemore and Sikking, 1998: 910). 

In order to apply realist constructivism, a mere comparison between strategic 

action (power statecraft) and socialisation (ideational statecraft) needs to be 

replaced by amalgamation (leveraged statecraft). We also need to take into 

consideration norm-entrepreneurs such as the EU Commission in our case. 

The intersubjective quality of statecraft, therefore, needs to be related to 

how state and EU actors are co-constituted with global and domestic norma-

tive structures – both shaping them and being shaped by them. I will partly 

 
60 An analogy can be made with the importance of normative structures for the estab-

lishment of stable peace, involving norm consolidation whereby peace norms are re-

placing war norms (Elgström and Jerneck, 2000: 282). 
61 We should, then, not ignore that other than IR literature also has much to say about 

structures, history, and change as a result of (hegemonic) power and ideas, e.g. Gram-

sci, who was both influenced by Marx and Machiavelli (see e.g. McNally and 

Schwarzmantel, 2009; Femia, 2005). 
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focus on crisis situations where the role of both power politics and socialisa-

tion for change should be particularly clear: “[s]ocial learning is more likely 

where the group feels itself in a crisis or is faced with clear and incontrovert-

ible evidence of policy failure”. Prudence allows for the unpredictability of 

agency (Barkin, 2010: 116), as well as the unpredictability of crises (Checkel, 

2001a: 53-54). In any case, statecraft is based on agency, and power is mutu-

ally constitutive with normative structures (Cohen, 2019: 33). That kind of 

strategy will also necessitate a reassessment of ideas and identities. 

The interplay between normative structures and 

migration statecraft 

Hegelian structures and actors 

Statecraft is circumscribed by normative structures. Both shape regimes aim-

ing to establish and maintain order. I theorise that stability and crises co-vary 

with change and knowledge. Periods of norm stability can expedite the use of 

power statecraft through strategic action, while crises challenge it. This is par-

ticularly the case for domestic normative structures. Periods of change and 

new knowledge bring to the fore ideational statecraft through norm contesta-

tion and socialisation. This is especially relevant for global normative struc-

tures. I assume that both a (permanent) crisis and new knowledge may shift 

the balance between power statecraft and ideational statecraft. Such a shift 

could lead to an amalgamation through leveraged statecraft. All three modes 

of statecraft are influenced by domestic and global normative structures, but 

to varying degrees. 

Leveraged statecraft is buttressed by crises and change. Critical junctures 

can shift the balance between the two other modes of statecraft depending on 

the characteristics of knowledge. The overarching objective to achieve order 

when facing exigency brings about an equal weight of power and ideas 

through leverage. This is because stability and change are entwined with so-

cietal order. Neither domestic social order nor international order are static.62 

They can contain shifting periods of stability and crises, of change and new 

 
62 International orders do not need to be universal or global. They can be regional as 

well or concern only a subset of states. Such an order concerns relations among states 

at specific points in time or periods. Order is often held to be valuable as it creates 

certainty, regularity, predictability, and a stability of shared understandings among 

participants (Mattern, 2005: 29). For the EU, external migration cooperation aims to 

achieve both regional and international order: “The global challenges we face in to-

day’s world require effective multilateral approaches, based on solidarity, human 

rights and a rules-based international order” (European External Action Service/Eu-

ropean Commission, 2020: 1). 
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knowledge (Mattern, 2005: 4-6; Legro, 2009: 38). International order is a 

structure which actors can influence through their dispositions towards norms 

and knowledge. It is not surprising, then, that international regimes have been 

“voluntarily established by states to provide some degree of order in interna-

tional relations” (Maxwell and Chmiel, 2014: 131). 

Importantly for regime cooperation, studies of statecraft have time and 

again concerned domestic order, which is also structural (Goddard, MacDon-

ald and Nexon, 2019).63 The ideas actors hold regarding the effects of their 

own and others’ actions, will have an impact on the actual outcomes. In other 

words, “while states can use power to change norms, they can only do so in 

the context of existing normative structures” (Barkin, 2020a: 15; see also 

Bano, 2020). Interests, therefore, should be regarded as confined by ideas 

(Barkin, 2020a: 33-34), which is the case in leveraged statecraft. As Barkin’s 

realist constructivism is missing the actor-centred focus on statecraft, adding 

such a linchpin may assist in the endeavour to “break the long-standing ten-

dency within political science to hold ideas and interests as mutually exclusive 

analytic categories” (Blyth, 2002: 27). 

I will suggest a way to do that in this thesis based on the intellectual pedi-

grees of realist constructivism. The starting point for such a discussion is the 

attempt by MacKay and Levin (2018) to anchor realist constructivist theoris-

ing in the work of G. W. F. Hegel.64 Hegel highlights the ‘struggle for recog-

nition’ both among individual and corporate actors. While Hegel is rarely re-

ferred to as a basis for IR theory, his work on international power politics is 

both linked to realism (Linklater, 1996; Vincent, 2009) and to the consolida-

tion of national identity (MacKay and Levin, 2018: 75-76; Lebow, 2008: 477; 

Adler-Nissen and Zarakol, 2021: 614). Wendt argues that “the struggle for 

recognition between states will have the same outcome as that between indi-

viduals, collective identity formation” (Wendt, 2003: 493).65 

 
63 Nationalism as a norm or a part of a normative structure of social order may appeal 

to the social power of various domestic communities. It may simultaneously contrib-

ute to the construction of identities for internationally enhanced power and the influ-

ence of decision-making elites (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019). 
64 Hegel’s understanding of his famous dialectics is a progression towards the “Abso-

lute” – “the self-reflective appropriation of the whole process of national and interna-

tional development” (Rossotto Ioris, 2014: 645). While quoting this and discussing 

Hegel, I exclude any connotations to the teleological aspects of his philosophy (cf. 

Wendt, 2003) and do not connect this aspect to realist constructivism. 
65 A recent analysis of the struggle for recognition linked to the liberal international 

order argues that “[t]he struggle for recognition not only manifests as a desire to be 

acknowledged, but is also fundamental to identity development, whether as individu-

als, groups, or states. Misrecognition—understood as a gap between an individual or 

a group’s desired identity and how that person or group experiences being seen by 

others—destabilizes self-identity” (Adler-Nissen and Zarakol, 2021: 614). 
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Collective identities are social in the sense that they rely upon a contrasting 

view of the ‘other’; thus social order also depends on that view. There is an 

international structure within which states assert themselves against other 

states, but such a structure also depends on domestic processes of national 

identity construction. At the domestic level there are social, political, and eco-

nomic iniquities that Hegel summarises as “contingencies”. These form the 

basis of tensions that could grow into threats to state legitimacy if they desta-

bilise social cohesion (MacKay and Levin, 2018: 75-76): “Contingencies must 

thus be mitigated or eliminated in order to preserve sociopolitical stability”. 

One way of treating contingencies is by externalising them – “[c]ontingencies 

can be externalised by the state” (ibid., 85). Externalising migration control 

could be an example of this, and that process might then be underpinned by a 

specific public interest, such as nationalism (Barkin, 2010: 69-71). 

Nationalism, migration control, or development cooperation may all be ex-

pressions of states engaging in statecraft that can generate and consolidate na-

tional identity. When Hegel discusses identity, he argues that there is co-con-

stitution between the self and others. Structures of social order interact with 

individual- or group-related processes and intersubjective engagement (Mac-

Kay and Levin, 2018: 76, 82-83). Leveraged statecraft thus follows a logic of 

the social. Interactionality with other actors is instantiated through statecraft 

as leverage (Barkin, 2020a; Prieto, 2020). Actors thereby position themselves 

in regard to recognition of other actors.66 

While normative structures enfold states, their statecraft and the power of 

their leadership in external relations need to be “supplemented by recognition 

on the part of other states. But this recognition requires a guarantee that the 

state will likewise recognise those other states which are supposed to recog-

nize it, i.e. that it will respect their independence; accordingly, these other 

states cannot be indifferent to its internal affairs” (Hegel, 1991: 367). There-

fore, the international order depends on mutual recognition and understanding 

among states (MacKay and Levin, 2018: 78; cf. Pizzorno, 2019; Bartelson, 

2016).67 In our case, if the EU is mainly interested in migration control, while 

its partner countries target development, then cooperation around both issues 

may signal a kind of mutual recognition. Such a view acknowledges the dia-

lectics between domestic and international politics based on Hegel as a reluc-

tant realist who regards international relations intersubjectively (Jaeger, 2002; 

Brooks, 2004).  

 
66 Hegel argued the following: “Without relations [Verhältnis] with other states, the 

state can no more be an actual individual [Individuum] than an individual [Einzelne] 

can be an actual person without a relationship [Relation] with other persons” (Hegel, 

1991: 367). 
67 Also Habermas and Honneth base some of their theorising on Hegel’s understand-

ing of recognition, which present useful insights for IR research (Haacke, 2005; Hon-

neth, 2012: 31, 33). 
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Power politics and public interests 

In their understanding of strategic social construction, Finnemore and Sikking 

argue that “instead of opposing instrumental rationality and social construc-

tion we need to find some way to link those processes theoretically” (Finne-

more and Sikking, 1998: 910). In relation to other states, then, already the 

classical realists discerned that power politics and national interest could 

merge in statecraft that disguised self-interest in discourses of a universal in-

terest (norms or morality). Realist morality can be incorporated within con-

structivist norms: “[c]lassical realists … viewed the art of international poli-

tics [and statecraft] as the practical balancing of the demands of power on the 

one hand and morality on the other – as a dialectic between power and moral-

ity” (Barkin, 2010: 74-75).68 This might also caution us to try to detect when 

the EU obtrudes upon its partner countries about development. 

What has been referred to as “Hegelian Statecraft” signifies the core pur-

pose of public affairs, namely to dress the state in rational clothing (Rossotto 

Ioris, 2014: 645). Rational reason is used to secure social order and to negoti-

ate between divergent interests. In our case, we need to explore how migration 

and development policies have each dialectically contributed to malleable 

forms of statecraft (cf. ibid., 642). Perhaps, if outcomes are irrational despite 

the opposite intent, contestation based on diverging ideas may provide an ex-

planation as according to Godson, Hegel also argued that “[s]tatecraft involves 

how to constantly be negotiating different kinds of conflicts” (Godson, 2018: 

144). Dealing with such contestation presumes an ambition to reach order and 

a power equilibrium within the context of normative structures. This can be 

done through regime cooperation. 

In sum, my theoretical model of the three modes of statecraft is based on 

three theoretical approaches. The model forms the basis of my analytical 

framework. Power statecraft builds on the key role of strategic action accord-

ing to classical realism. Ideational statecraft follows from the influence of so-

cialisation on actors in mainstream constructivism. Leveraged statecraft is the 

means through which strategic social construction takes place according to 

realist constructivism. Depending on the relative influence of normative struc-

tures and the character of an actor’s recognition of the counterpart, one or the 

other form of statecraft is expected to dominate regime cooperation. There is 

no necessary sequencing here. I theorise that power and ideas are of equal 

importance in a regime when crises and new knowledge overlap and emerge 

simultaneously. All three modes of statecraft are, however, likely to be present 

in any given historical context. 

 
68 We may e.g., sense that when Carr described even those with good intentions (such 

as a utopian) as “clothing his own interest in the guise of a universal interest for the 

purpose of imposing it on the rest of the world” (Barkin, 2010: 75, referring to Carr, 

1940). 
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Figure 2 Regime-focused congruence analysis 

 

 
 

Research questions 

The prevalence of these three statecraft modes will be explored throughout my 

empirical case study. A regime is one of the means through which collectives 

of states try to construct order. Statecraft within one particular regime will be 

the focus of this thesis (see figure 2). I have thus set up an unadorned theoret-

ical model to be employed for scrutinising an empirical body of material. 

Moving ahead from this theoretical model, I will now briefly discuss my re-

search questions from the perspective of realist constructivism. These ques-

tions should also be considered based on realism and constructivism. I am 

chiefly interested in exploring the interlinkages between the three concepts of 

power statecraft, ideational statecraft, and leveraged (migration) statecraft. 

My overall aim is to explore strategic social construction as strategic action 

based on socialisation:  

 

•   How did EU external cooperation on migration and development emerge 

and evolve during 1985-2020? 

•   How can we explain why, and understand how the EU combined migra-

tion and development policies within one framework? 
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These questions build on some initial assumptions. They seek empirical an-

swers through a theory-based approach. Replies to the second question will be 

sought in theoretically well-founded domains, to be explored in the interplay 

between normative structures and statecraft. I also aim to revive previous re-

search on regimes and norms through a realist constructivist perspective. 

Therefore, I attempt to explore the prevalence of interests, norms, and a re-

gime and whether these phenomena can be explained and understood through 

realist constructivism. I find support for this approach in several recent empir-

ical studies in a range of cases which have confirmed the usefulness of realist 

constructivism (Iancu, 2020; Bano, 2020; Wei, 2020). 

Summary 

Figure 3 summarises the theoretical discussion in this chapter. I based three 

original concepts of statecraft on three theoretical perspectives. The first can 

be operationalised as strategic action, the second as socialisation, and the third 

as strategic social construction. Each statecraft mode will later be discussed in 

terms of its relevance for explaining and understanding the role of normative 

structures for regime emergence and evolution, and for norm contestation. As 

in this chapter, the main focus will be on leveraged statecraft and realist con-

structivism. I will argue that it is not self-evident that power should stand in 

opposition to ideas; they could blend perfectly, and coalesce. This does not 

mean, though, that I suggest knocking on open doors. Rather, those doors (re-

alism and constructivism) should be realigned so they let in more light and air. 

Although it is commonly attempted, IR scholarship has yet to reconcile the 

role of power and ideas. These two core concepts need to be combined and 

integrated in a way that their separate treatment by realists and constructivists 

has not fully managed. Realist constructivism is an approach that promises to 

make initial steps in this direction. Theoretical expectations, however, need to 

be tempered with caution. By applying this approach to a crucial case, empir-

ical research might add to this ‘grand theory’ what is needed in terms of mid-

range theorising. However, a synthesis does not necessarily resolve the disad-

vantages of its constituent parts. 

Even if I were only able to illuminate my selected case of the emerging 

European migration and development regime, it could be an original contri-

bution. Systematic research on this is lacking. I thus explore migration state-

craft on the basis of a logic of the social whereby strategic action and sociali-

sation are conjoined in norm construction. My focus is on states as social, 

group-based aggregates with attached identities, behaving through intersub-

jective interaction and bounded by mutually constitutive structure-actor pro-

cesses. Member states interact with EU institutions, notably the Commission 

as an important norm-entrepreneur. Norms and regimes may emerge under the 

influence of domestic as well as global normative structures. While 
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policymaking around norms is not always rational, calculated, and strategic, 

norms are constantly being reinterpreted based on knowledge. Realist con-

structivism takes into account the socially constructed character of such pro-

cesses, and the related research produced by academic and other experts. 

 

Figure 3 Main theoretical expectations in IR 
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and mainstream 
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constructivism 

 

Ontology 

 

 

A constant, 

transhistorical struggle 

for relational power 

based on human nature 

according to objective 

laws. 

Reality is socially 

constructed through 

social interaction. 

Intersubjectivity and 

co-constitution in a 

continuously changing 

historical context. 

 

Actors 

intersubjectively 

striving for power and 

interests, and ideas and 

knowledge in an 

amalgamated way 

according to a logic of 
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mutually constitutive 

actors and structures. 

 

Epistemology  Predominance of 

national interests 

focusing on 

sovereignty and 

security. 

A focus on the social 

construction of ideas, 
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knowledge and 
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A focus on the 
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Actors 
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in a power 
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Actions 

 

Rationality as an 
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frequent irrational 
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outcomes of 

contestation and 
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This regime may have been pushed for by the EU side. Being collared under 

asymmetrical power, its third country partners are probably seeking to redress 

imbalances. Migration we know of old. It will never be over, merely in abey-

ance. However, while there is hardly any realist constructivist migration re-

search, there remains a lack of theoretical scholarship on migration from the 

classical realist and mainstream constructivist perspectives. This thesis will 

therefore re-read and re-interpret existing migration research from the per-

spective of statecraft and these three theoretical concepts and approaches. 

Thereby, it may contribute both to broader IR theory building and to the mi-

gration research agenda. My focus on leverage is motivated by the assumption 

that actors employ it as a mediating form of statecraft. Migration statecraft 

may then be revealed as the art of the social in international relations. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology and 

operationalisation 

This thesis will be based on the relatively novel realist constructivist approach. 

I will explore the puzzling European migration and development regime. My 

contribution to realist constructivism is to add a theoretical model to explain 

and understand the interlinkages between normative structures and statecraft. 

This chapter will focus on the method and analytical framework chosen for 

the thesis. Firstly, I will deliberate on why I contrast realist constructivism 

with its constituent parts. Moreover, I will illustrate some of the discrepancies 

between positivism on the one hand and constitutive causality on the other. 

Secondly, I will discuss the case study method and criteria for selecting case 

studies. I will emphasise that the combination of two distinct policy issue ar-

eas, migration policy and development policy, appears to be incompatible. 

Thirdly, I will outline the method to be applied. Congruence analysis is a 

theory-centred method. It situates empirical evidence within a broader theo-

retical context. I will also make inferences from text, attempting to reveal how 

actors use communication for various conscious purposes or through uncon-

scious mechanisms. Fourthly, I discuss the corpus and other materials used 

and demarcations applied. A broad range of materials, both primary and sec-

ondary, will be used to explore reasons for regime emergence and evolution. 

The pros and cons of these choices are then discussed. Finally, a simple ana-

lytical scheme and a table with search terms are presented for the operational-

isation of the suggested method. 

Epistemological starting points 

The empirical/analytical chapters of this thesis will operationalise a realist 

constructivist approach to statecraft that focuses on the interlinkages between 

power and ideas. Doing this, the research will compare realist constructivism 

with the alternative approaches, classical realism, and mainstream construc-

tivism. My aim is to tease apart the main reasons for regime construction. As 

Allison put it in his famous study of the Cuban missile crisis, by “comparing 

and contrasting [...] three frameworks, we see what each magnifies, highlights, 

and reveals as well as what each blurs or neglects” (Allison, 1971: v; see also 

Allison and Zelikow, 1999). 
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First, then, we need to pin down the scope of the selected theoretical ap-

proach in terms of its methodological implications. Theories should be applied 

both on their own account and against the most commonly accepted alterna-

tives. One approach does not necessarily exclude other approaches, unless we 

are striving to build essentialist theories which can give one conceptual answer 

to all questions. The same observed outcome may thus be explained by sev-

eral, parallel theoretical models (Jupille, Caporaso and Checkel, 2002: 12, 17; 

Fehl, 2004).69 By illustrating how using different theoretical lenses may cast 

additional light on my empirical case, I will ultimately seek support for or 

refute the synthesis of realist constructivism by comparing it to its constituent 

parts. 

Second, my view is also that eclectic approaches to the study of IR can be 

useful (Sil and Katzenstein, 2010: 32). This also helps when attempting to 

apply a theoretical synthesis (Sørensen, 2008). The added value of bringing 

together suitable aspects from different approaches is “a compelling reason 

for considering realist... and constructivist paradigms that are capable of 

providing separate but interlocking pieces that fit together to help solve a 

larger puzzle” (Lebow, 2004: 346). However, such an approach does not mean 

that any off-kilter method would work. What is clear, however, is that we 

probably have left the conflict between set paradigms behind us (Paul, 2011: 

980). This opens up research strategies for other eclectic theories and meth-

odologies. 

Third, as Kuhn (1962) has shown, comparisons of different theories may 

become very unstable because their different scientific terminologies form ra-

ther unique language systems. Comparisons may become challenging in terms 

of testing logical coherence, falsifiability, parsimony, robustness, scope, and 

empirical fit. Some theories are, however, not entirely incommensurable. 

Those theories that share some mutual, translatable core concepts can usually 

be compared. The core concepts need to be decoded, and this is in particular 

required for the dependent variable of a study. In this way, more than one the-

ory, and more than one theoretical approach, could be utilised to analyse the 

same empirical material.70 

 
69 The disqualification of structural and Marxist theories promises limited potential 

acclaim for such all-encompassing approaches. Within EU studies, Moravcsik (1998) 

has e.g. been clear with stating that liberal intergovernmentalism can only explain one 

aspect of EU integration, leaving the field open for alternative approaches (Jupille, 

Caporaso and Checkel, 2002: 17). 
70 Moreover, we should keep in mind that what I compare are three meta-theories, 

which ask questions about the purpose and logical structure of certain theories, and 

the criteria for their adequacy (Fay, 1985: 150). Since it is hard to test theoretical 

approaches that consist of a range of different first order theories, I will not apply 

competitive testing based on hypotheses (Jørgensen, 2001). In Popper’s tradition, 

even if using hypotheses open to be refuted, empirical questions are easier dealt with 
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In order to demonstrate the value of a synthesis, the important ontological 

difference between realism and constructivism needs to be kept in mind: 

“[r]ealist/positivist approaches are often primarily interested in how power is 

exercised, whereas constructivist/post-positivist theories usually tend to focus 

on how power is experienced” (Kaminski, 2019: 12). For instance, it is in-

structive to look at Reslow’s study of EU external migration policy and a cer-

tain part of the European migration and development regime, namely the case 

of mobility partnerships with third countries. In her study, Reslow treated the 

rationalism and constructivism divide as “two contrasting ‘images’ of deci-

sion-making”, comparing how well they explained her case (Reslow, 2013a: 

53; Lewis, 2003). Reslow’s main conclusion was to suggest building bridges 

between rationalism and constructivism (Reslow; 2013a: 230).71 

This observation was in line with George and Bennett’s advice that given 

the occurrence of cases where competing approaches can provide similarly 

reliable explanations to a given body of empirical evidence, then both expla-

nations should be used as complements (George and Bennett, 2005: 92). I ar-

gue, however, that we need to take one more step towards a more complex 

synthesis. Scientific research is about making inferences grounded in empiri-

cal investigations and based on methods and rules that determine the validity 

of the analysis. Complexity might make the inferences less certain, and com-

plexity is partly conditional on the theory used. Nevertheless, factors outside 

the realm of the applied theory may point to crucial and unexpected insights 

in the sequence of the historical events under study (King, Keohane and 

Verba, 1994: 7-10). 

Supporting the main analysis of a realist constructivist approach, I will 

draw on available combinations of rationalist and constructivist terminologies 

and logics, notably strategic social construction of other actors’ preferences 

and identities, or strategic constructivism (Saurugger, 2013b: 896-898; Finne-

more and Sikking, 1998; Friman, 2008: 131; Checkel, 2001a: 53; Checkel, 

1999: 22).72 Similarly, rhetorical action – the strategic use of norm-based ar-

gumentation – has been suggested as a term to explain how arguments may be 

used strategically, for instance in the case of liberal norms in the EU 

 
from the perspective of more than one specific theoretical approach (see e.g. Fehl, 

2004). 
71 Reslow argued that “[t]he empirical chapters highlighted the difficulty of neatly 

applying either a rationalist or a constructivist explanation. Despite the intensive pro-

cess-tracing carried out in the framework of a case study and the high contextual va-

lidity of such a study, it is still possible that the case study researcher will not be able 

to determine whether one theoretical explanation is more convincing than another” 

(Reslow; 2013a: 230). 
72 Saurugger also calls it ‘actor-centred constructivism’. She argues that strategic con-

structivism is “focusing, on the one hand, on who the carriers of ideas and norms are, 

and on the other, how their power relations shape the policy outcomes under scrutiny” 

(Saurugger, 2013b: 898). 
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(Schimmelfennig, 2003; see also Krebs and Jackson, 2007; Murray-Evans, 

2020).73 These notions may enrich the main focus on Barkin’s and Sterling-

Folker’s versions of realist constructivism. 

Through a heuristic undertaking we may be able to discern how processes 

of strategic social construction are formed and shaped by strategic action as 

well as socialisation. Eventually, theoretical advancement is best served by 

combining power with ideas and by focusing on the interlinkages, rather than 

the differences between rationality and norms (Finnemore and Sikking, 1998). 

In addition, power cannot so easily be distinguished from ideas, e.g. when 

looking at the notion of ideational power. This brings together power with 

ideas, as “the ideational power actors exert is based on their capacity to induce 

other actors to do something through reasoning or argument”, which then in-

fluences the counterpart’s normative and cognitive beliefs (Carstensen and 

Schmidt, 2015: 323). 

Methods for combining realism and constructivism 

The methodological similarities between realism and constructivism are man-

ifested in their shared distancing from methodological individualism and in-

dividual rational choice of the kind used in microeconomic theory and in ne-

orealism. Classical realism regards states as social aggregates, and the inter-

ests in focus are those of the social aggregate, rather than of individuals (Bar-

kin, 2010: 10, 60-61).74 While there is no particular constructivist 

methodology (Jackson, 2011), many constructivists have moved away from 

positivism. They have instead developed systemised research methods, for ex-

ample discourse analysis and process-tracing. A more coherent, rigid, and sys-

tematic constructivist framework for research, including interpretative ap-

proaches, could be linked up better with the positivist approach (Lupovici, 

2009: 195). 

In this way, it should be possible within realist constructivism to conflate 

the two notions of explaining within the scientific tradition and understanding 

within the hermeneutic tradition, as discussed by Hollis and Smith (1990; 

Jackson, 2011).75 Put simply, rationalism and positivism may capture the 

 
73 Some scholars e.g. argue that even the market, based on the notion of homo oeco-

nomicus, is a social construction and self-interested maximisation is an effect of social 

and cultural factors (Elster, 1986: 23; Granovetter, 1985, 1992). 
74 We could even argue that “the view that rationalist models are incompatible with 

the inclusion of norms or culture is the result of an unfortunate conflation of method-

ology and substance” (Kahler, 1998: 933). 
75 Max Weber distinguished between the two as “adequacy on a causal level” and 

“adequacy on the level of meaning”, but argued that both would be involved in a 

“valid ‘causal interpretation’ of action” (Parsons, 2018: 78; see also Weber, 1978: 11). 

In addition, IR scholarship consists of both empiricism and interpretivism (Lamont, 

2015: 17-18) and so should realist constructivism. 
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ambition to explain, while constructivism and intersubjectivity could help us 

understand the puzzle at hand. In this way, both causal and constitutive ques-

tions may be answered (Wendt, 1998). Congruence analysis may then address 

a theory’s relative strength in relation to an empirical case both in terms of 

explaining and understanding (Blatter and Blume, 2008). Realist constructiv-

ism thus needs to be eclectic in terms of method as a consequence of being a 

synthesis, but may hopefully be able to present a fuller picture.76 

This dual approach is useful regarding the notion of narrative in particular, 

and discourse in general. However, while taking into account the role and ef-

fects of language and communicative action, I will not use the specific meth-

ods of analysis associated with those notions (see e.g. Jones and McBeth, 

2010; Toolan, 2001; Franzosi, 1998; Fairclough, 2013; Connoly, 1983; 

Titscher, Jenner, Meyer and Vetter, 2000; Johnstone, 2018). I simply regard 

narratives as “a way of structuring and communicating our understanding of 

the world” (Shanahan, Jones and McBeth, 2011: 539). More specifically, a 

narrative can be viewed as “a story with a temporal sequence of events” that 

has the power to forge beliefs and actions (Jones and McBeth, 2010: 329, 330). 

Narratives are often co-constructed by several participants (Thornborrow, 

2012; see also Kaplan, 1986), and illuminating narratives is also useful in pol-

icy analysis (Roe, 1994). 

As regards the broader term ‘discourse’, it can be understood as “a group 

of statements which provide a language for talking about—i.e. a way of rep-

resenting—a particular kind of knowledge about a topic” (Hall, 1996: 201). 

Its significance lies in that it “is shaped and constrained by social structure” 

and that it contributes to the construction of social identities (Fairclough, 

1992: 64). However, the depth and political context of discourse analysis is 

not always required for adding contextualisation, interpretation, and validity 

to a study (Pashakhanlou, 2017: 452). It suffices to treat the content of dis-

courses as a means through which to detect social constructions and constitu-

tiveness: “in order to further demonstrate the influence of the context we must 

show that the discourse can change and that it interacts with the material 

world” (Lupovici, 2009: 212). This is also why the analysis needs to look at 

both narratives and practices, the latter adding more tangible signs of power. 

I will revert to my view on narratives and discourses in chapter 7. For now, 

the starting point is that they actively take part in and shape the construction 

 
76 An example of where both explaining and understanding should be useful is when 

approaching the notion of intersubjectivity, which also has bearing on methodology. 

Intersubjectivity becomes important e.g. in studies about the evolution of regimes. 

Regime change “may occur when changes in the structure of the issue area and the 

resources relevant to it take place” (Milner, 2009: 7), subject to intersubjective inter-

pretations among the participating actors. An analogy made by Guzzini based on Witt-

genstein points out that language cannot be reduced to neither objective materialism 

(the rules of language) nor to subjective individualism (the private meanings of indi-

viduals). Language is intersubjective (Guzzini, 2013: 205). 
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of EU external cooperation. Interests are dependent on the discursive contexts 

and the historical patterns in which they emerge. Thus, while maintaining 

some degree of positivism, it is crucial to add an analysis of the “contestedness 

of certain concepts” as such contestation is central in the political struggle that 

determines policy outcomes at the domestic (Diez, 2001: 85-86, 89-90), as 

well as the EU level. Meanwhile, we should bear in mind that there is often a 

lower degree of contestation in processes of socialisation which “makes so-

cialization fairly distinct from power” (Parsons, 2018: 85), e.g. if based on 

global normative structures and knowledge production. 

Constitutive causality 

Methodology also concerns causality. This is not the key issue for most con-

structivists, as they “privilege constitution in preference over causation” (Le-

bow, 2009: 1). However, Wendt and others have addressed both causality and 

co-constitution, with the former being adjunct to the latter (Wendt, 1999: 

82).77 While why-questions often require a causal explanation, what-questions 

and how-possible questions cannot necessarily be answered through causality 

(assuming a temporarily prior X producing an independently existing Y). 

Those latter questions require an explanation of the structures that constitute 

X and Y in the first place (ibid., 1999: 83).78 Our methodological tools need 

to be sharp enough to cut through the dense empirical observations. 

Realist constructivism then also needs to cater for interactionality, which 

denotes the results of power struggles among actors. It involves various forms 

of statecraft. Realist rationality as a starting point in that struggle does not 

mean absolute certainty of success. Behaving more or less rationally in an 

uncertain environment, however, “will have causal effects on an agent’s 

power exercise; and the other’s reaction to one’s acts will have causal effects 

on the results of the power struggle”. While such explanations were offered 

by Carr and Morgenthau, the former rejected “positivist Humean accounts of 

causation” (Prieto, 2020: 23-24). I also caution against deterministic causality 

and differentiating between constitutive and causal explanations rendering 

them mutually exclusive. Similarly, Kurki suggests using an Aristotelian ap-

proach to deep causality and also argues against the constitutive-causal theory 

 
77 Wendt argues e.g. that social interaction is partly a causal process of mutual adjust-

ment, and also that socialisation is in part a causal process where learning takes place 

(Wendt, 1999: 82). 
78 Moreover, while interpretative, qualitative methodologies cannot compete with 

quantitative methods in this regard, one should be cautious with any claim of causal 

links that might present correlation rather than causality (George and Bennet, 2005: 

21). 
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divide in IR (Kurki, 2008: 283-4; see also Gofas and Hay, 2008; Jackson, 

2011: 104-108).79 

Therefore, instead of searching for Humean causality, I will refer to consti-

tutive causality. This can be detected where “antecedent conditions, events, or 

actions are ‘significant’ in producing or influencing an effect, result, or con-

sequence” (Lebow, 2009: 3, Ruggie, 1998). We may imagine a typology with 

a continuum enclosed by weak and strong forms of causation at the two ends. 

Constitution is about who becomes a relevant actor, the recognition of actors, 

the identity and status of actors, and how main beliefs as well as practices 

perform in maintaining or changing such identities. Constitutive causation 

“offers no ‘X’ that causes a ‘Y’. In its strongest form it theorizes a necessary 

but insufficient condition for an outcome. Weaker forms of causal claims […], 

offer ‘possible’ and insufficient conditions” (Lebow, 2009: 4). 

A realist constructivist analysis cannot rely on traditional notions of cau-

sality as they do not fit with certain kinds of ideational factors. Co-constitution 

precludes linear notions of causality (Lupovici, 2009: 205). Consequently, in-

stead of causes, I will focus on reasons. This is also relevant for statecraft 

when compared to motivational realism, which underlines the “importance of 

variation in states’ motives and goals”, thus focusing more on the actors than 

on structures (Glaser, 2010: 158-159). Ruggie points out that reasons for ac-

tions are different from causes of actions. Aspirations, legitimacy, and rights 

are such reasons for change and action, e.g. aspirations to unite Europe did not 

cause European integration, but represent a reason why more direct causal 

factors have contributed to shaping integration (Ruggie, 1998: 22). Reasons 

for actions have also been referred to as subjective rationality (Pizzorno, 2008: 

163). 

In line with these methodological and scientific choices, I will also apply a 

longitudinal comparison in this thesis regarding how normative structures 

matter for statecraft. I use this approach as it has a comparative advantage in 

the empirical analysis of decision-making, inter alia at the organisational or 

aggregate level when regarding the EU as a unitary actor as far as perceptions, 

judgements, preferences, and choices are concerned (Levi, 2008: 11). There 

could for example be instances where a specific norm becomes more salient 

over time, thereby rendering practices implied by the norm more likely. A 

norm may also gain strength when another norm is weakened (Lupovici, 2009: 

 
79 Constitutive theorising is, according to Kurki, in fact causal theorising – constitutive 

norms matter as they have causal power over actors’ practices. Her suggestion is to 

deepen and broaden the concept of cause in line with an Aristotelian understanding of 

causation. Normative structures, ideas, and discourses can then also be regarded as 

causal forces (Kurki, 2008: 245, 283-4, 295; Lebow, 2009: 4) or what I will refer to 

as reasons. Aristotle distinguished between four different causes: a formal cause, a 

material cause, an efficient cause, and a final cause. All four are needed in order to 

offer a complete and jointly sufficient explanation of a given phenomenon or outcome 

(see Stein, 2011). 
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209-210).80 Such patterns of norm construction may be displayed through 

the contrasting perspectives of migration policy and development policy. 

The case study method 

Criteria for selecting case studies 

This thesis will apply an idiographic, theory-based case study method. Such a 

method serves to describe, explain, and understand a case (Levi, 2008: 3). A 

case can be viewed as “a bounded empirical phenomenon that is an instance 

of a population of similar empirical phenomena” (Rohlfing, 2012: 23).81 Alt-

hough my interest in studying the migration and development regime was first 

triggered by the inherent contradictions in such cooperation, I also saw it as a 

possibility to further develop the concept of statecraft within realist construc-

tivism. This regime may correspond to other EU regimes such as the one on 

the security-development nexus (Bueger and Vennesson, 2009; Stepputat, 

2012; Klingebiel, 2006) and to other migration and development regimes, 

such as the one between the US and Mexico (Delgado Wise and Marquez, 

2007; Martin, Lindsay Lowell and Taylor, 2000). The two core regime norms 

I study may correspond to other policy norms in other regimes, e.g. the key 

norms in the global development regime (Siitonen, 2005) or environmental 

norms in trade regimes (Morin, Pauwelyn and Hollway, 2017). 

Most/least likely and crucial case designs are critical in the attempt to ex-

plore alternative theoretical assumptions (Levi, 2008: 3; Rohlfing, 2012; Blat-

ter, 2012). I will work on the basis of a within-case analysis – identifying cru-

cial cases, most likely cases, and least likely cases – focusing both on the core 

regime norms and the entire regime. When analysing power statecraft, migra-

tion policy is a most likely case while development policy is a least likely case 

for realism. In regard to ideational statecraft and constructivism I assume the 

reverse. When exploring leveraged statecraft, both policy perspectives and 

core norms combined in the entire regime are approached as a crucial case for 

 
80 By implementing a longitudinal study, I may also establish covariance, illustrating 

how the variables change in parallel over time. Alternatively, covariance could be 

established through a cross-sectional study where the object of study is compared with 

another object or phenomenon (Lupovici, 2009: 209-210). 
81 Case studies are useful in many ways if adequately linked to theoretical frameworks 

where the aim is to further develop our theoretical understanding of specific empirical 

phenomena (Blatter and Blume, 2008: 344). Cases should be selected so they may 

constitute examples of more general phenomena of benefit to social science 

(Flyvbjerg, 2006; Ragin and Becker, 1992). For instance, a case study about the EU 

as a unitary actor could be replicated by case studies of individual EU member states, 

or other Western liberal democracies. 
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realist constructivism. In addition, all three modes of statecraft will be scruti-

nised within the whole regime, i.e. the entire regime case study (see figure 4). 

 

Figure 4 Theoretical approaches and within-case analysis 

 
Policy studies benefit from applying more than one theory. Scientific research 

“should gradually clarify the conditions under which one perspective is more 

useful than another” (Sabatier, 2007: 6).82 Contrasting expectations are useful 

and help “identify which variables in a case may favour alternative theories” 

(George and Bennet, 2005: 121; see also Gerring, 2007: 21). Furthermore, I 

also intend to carry out a qualitative case study. Qualitative researchers need 

to be rigorous in interpretation during data gathering, making their own asser-

tions about observations being made. They should also be fully aware that 

other interpretations of the specific observations are possible and refer to them 

in the course of the study. The case should be analysed both in terms of its 

uniqueness and its embeddedness and interaction with its context (Stake, 

1995: 9, 16). 

The European migration and development regime 

In positivist terminology, the dependent variable of this study – the European 

migration and development regime – is embedded within two policy areas: 

EU migration control policy and EU development cooperation policy. In ad-

dition, more narrowly bringing those two together is the external dimension 

of EU migration policy. The latter forms part of both EU migration policy and 

development policy. The boundaries across these policy areas are not entirely 

 
82 We may refer to a crucial case when the empirical findings are of key importance 

for confirming or repudiating a theory (Gerring, 2007: 231). Harry Eckstein’s view of 

a crucial case was that it “must closely fit a theory if one is to have confidence in the 

theory’s validity, or conversely, must not fit equally well with any rule contrary to that 

proposed” (Eckstein, 1975: 118; George and Bennet, 2005: 120). In addition: “Most-

likely cases […] are tailored to cast strong doubt on theories if the theories do not fit, 

while least-likely cases can strengthen support for theories that fit even cases where 

they should be weak” (George and Bennet, 2005: 121). 
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clear-cut and there is thus an overlap to some degree, which also changes over 

time. I will seek to understand whether and how the EU as a unitary actor is 

attempting to seek an equilibrium between the two policies. 

For instance, it has been argued that policymakers fail to see the potential 

conflicts of interest when they combine migration control policy with broader 

external relations, in which development policy is included. When two policy 

areas overlap in an unrealistic way, they could both bring counterproductive 

policy outcomes. Both policies might be unable to fulfil their own objectives 

and could also damage the other policy (Peers, 2004: 216). This also raises the 

question of whether migration and development are of equal weight in the 

regime, or whether either migration policy or development policy has pri-

macy. However, I cannot assume that the two policies always contradict each 

other.  

Within the case study, there will be three main empirical exercises. Firstly, 

outlining the origins and emergence of migration control policy as part of the 

regime and the influence of domestic normative structures. Secondly, deline-

ating the origins and emergence of development policy as part of the regime 

as influenced by global normative structures and knowledge. Thirdly, explor-

ing how practices such as migration dialogues with partner countries and fund-

ing of projects have evolved. 

I assume that a migration and development regime has been constructed by 

EU decision-making elites as one ingredient of the broader European migra-

tion and asylum regime complex, to regain control over migration.83 It is an 

empirical question to analyse whether there has been a common understanding 

around this endeavour among EU decision-making elites. By ‘elites’ I refer to 

“those who seek to make, shape, or influence policy”. This actor-focus makes 

it important to understand how structural uncertainties about the causes and 

effects of migration “require interpretation” and “representation of facts that 

can coalesce into knowledge” (Geddes, 2021: 4).84 

Migration policy may then conflict with how the migration-development 

nexus and related knowledge is viewed according to development policy. The 

latter is firmly anchored in the broader development norms. In contrast, there-

fore, it has touted the issue linkage in order to facilitate migrants’ contribution 

to poverty reduction, and overall social and economic development. If 

 
83 We need to consider the development of domestic norms (as “historically con-

structed domestic identity norms”) and relate these to the development of community 

level norms (Checkel, 1999: 11-12, 23). 
84 My focus on the elite level does not imply that I would suggest that e.g. Directors-

General themselves are the main authors of the Communications I analyse. Commu-

nications are compiled by experts as an end-product of collective efforts within the 

Commission services, work which is also influenced by member states and other ac-

tors to some extent. The focus on the elite level is a way to signal that what is accepted 

and endorsed at this level, matters the most for the official narratives emanating from 

EU institutions. 
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migration is beneficial to development, it should logically be facilitated rather 

than restricted in order to achieve the desired outcome. Development policy 

cannot at this stage be understood as a migration control policy instrument. 

On the contrary, it functions as a form of checks and balances in relation to a 

control policy approach to the migration-development nexus. 

Choosing a theory-driven method 

Congruence analysis 

Blatter and Blume (2008: 315, 317) distinguish between three types of case 

study approaches: co-variational, causal process-tracing, and congruence 

analysis. These correspond to different ontologies and epistemologies but are 

all situated in the “middle ground” between naïve positivists and radical con-

structivists. Thereby, they all recognise that scientific research depends on 

concepts and theories and that empirical observations may be used as indica-

tors of their strengths and weaknesses. The approach chosen has implications 

for how inferences are drawn and for the kind of generalisations that can be 

distilled from a case study. In this thesis, I will use congruence analysis, which 

is an example of theory-centred within-case analysis as it makes use of empir-

ical evidence within a broader theoretical context. It resembles what George 

and Bennett (2005) refer to as the congruence method but goes beyond that in 

several ways.85 

Congruence analysis focuses on matches and mismatches between theory-

based predictions and empirical evidence. Alternative theories are used to help 

draw inferences about the relevance and usefulness of various theory-based 

concepts (Blatter and Blume, 2008: 328; Annamalai, 2010: 210).86 I will at-

tempt to identify theoretical expectations rather than predictions, and the for-

mer cannot be as precise as the latter. Conceptually rich theories are more 

useful than simplified positivist hypotheses, which merely focus on causal re-

lationships between a variable and a specific outcome (Blatter and Blume, 

2008: 326). In addition, hypothesis testing does not fit with co-constitution 

(Lupovici, 2009: 205; Levi, 2008: 3), and “insufficient attention to theory 

 
85 By the notion of congruence method, George and Bennet refer to the examination 

of the “correspondence between the values of the independent and dependent varia-

bles in a case”. The researcher starts out from a theory and then reviews how it fares 

in explanation and prediction when applied to how a specific case has evolved empir-

ically (George and Bennet, 2005: 136). 
86 Blatter and Blume define congruence analysis as “an approach that focuses on draw-

ing inferences from the (non-)congruence of concrete observations with specified pre-

dictions from abstract theories to the relevance or relative strength of these theories 

for explaining/understanding the case(s) under study” (Blatter and Blume, 2008: 325). 
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leads to misspecified empirical models or misleading measures of key con-

cepts” (Mearsheimer and Walt, 2013).87 

There should be a plurality and diversity of empirical materials. Congru-

ence analysis can then seek both competitive and complementary features 

across theories. Overall, starting out from theoretical concepts also aims to 

reinforce the reliability and objectivity of the method (Blatter and Blume, 

2008; Annamalai, 2010: 210; Blatter, 2012).88 I will abstain from carrying out 

a theory test (falsification/verification). None of my three theoretical ap-

proaches constitute a clearly defined first order theory that could be tested. 

Rather, I will use my concepts of statecraft and normative structures as tools 

for a theory-based analysis of the empirical materials. Similarly, Allison and 

Zelikow (1999) did not try to find the best contestant among their three theo-

retical models of decision-making. Instead, their congruence analysis showed 

that empirical observations may be contradictory when using different theo-

retical lenses. 

Concept validity is then of key importance, i.e. “the question of whether 

the predicted observation really expresses the meaning of the abstract concep-

tualization correctly” (Annamalai, 2010: 211). This method of making infer-

ences between abstract concepts and observations brings interpretative ap-

proaches to the fore in congruence analysis. Understanding the case is more 

central than explaining it. In this way, congruence analysis is useful in an epis-

temological set up that remains within mainstream constructivism (Blatter and 

Blume, 2008: 327, 342). At the same time, the congruence method, and thus 

congruence analysis, has also proved to be useful when applying realist IR 

theories, game theories, and rational choice (George and Bennet, 2005: 150). 

Epistemologically then, this method allows for a broad range of positions (An-

namalai, 2010: 210). 

Congruence analysis, however, needs to be further developed. I argue that 

it can benefit from using some insights from qualitative content analysis as the 

latter is a useful tool when dealing with the empirical information in a case 

study (Krippendorff, 2019: 1). A full-blown content analysis is not helpful as 

it would result in a lack of balance between the analysis of narratives and 

practices. Nevertheless, there are various meanings that can be extracted from 

a systematic survey of narratives. Such studies need to be contextualised and 

possible to replicate for the sake of reliability. Distinguishing between repre-

sentational traits in regard to the discourse (inferring what political elites 

 
87 Quoted from abstract. 
88 One interesting example of congruence analysis has been carried out by Blatter 

(2009). The study was applied to rationalist and constructivist theories, while also 

using regime theories and theories on epistemic communities. Another example de-

velops a technique of “pattern matching”. It may e.g. reveal how different theories 

will respond with a yes, no, or in-between to the question whether decision-makers 

seek and compare alternative solutions to a problem (Annamalai, 2010: 211-213). 
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believe from what they write and say) and instrumental characteristics (focus-

ing on how elites attempt to persuade other actors), will also be useful in con-

gruence analysis (cf. Hermann, 2008: 155). 

I will trace how narratives are being used for purposes of statecraft and how 

the latter is put into practice (cf Bano, 2020).89 The analysis needs to go be-

yond the traditional meaning of symbols, contents, and intents, being aware 

that reality is discursively co-constructed (Krippendorff, 2019: 2). The preva-

lence or absence of certain phrases, expressions and signifiers can be revealing 

(Hermann, 2008: 155). Themes that are bundled or that are treated separately 

may convey certain messages, while change over time may signify modifica-

tions in beliefs. Relevant themes that are avoided or not mentioned may also 

be important keys to ideational progression (ibid., 156; see also Holsti, 1969). 

The researcher can also focus on when actors challenge constraints rather than 

accept them and take responsibility for actions that signify that they believe 

they have control over the turn of events (Hermann, 2008: 151, 157). 

The large quantity of texts to be analysed will be broken down to more 

manageable categories. Wording can be interpreted in relation to the sender, 

the message itself, or various audiences (Weber, 1990: 9, 12; Mayring, 2000). 

I will use a simple analytical scheme (see below) which qualitatively outlines 

major features in the texts I am looking for. This analytical scheme determines 

my procedures throughout (Hermann, 2008: 157-160; Mayring, 2014: 29, 

101-102), and is intended to ensure reliability. Improving the validity of this 

exercise then includes responding to questions about how plausible the results 

are, and how consistent they are with other information about the case. In this 

process, the stated research questions and subsequent interpretations are of 

key importance for the potential success of the method (Herman, 2008: 164-

165, 167). 

In sum, congruence analysis should cover the characteristics of key struc-

tures and actors, motives and perceptions, interactions and practices, or covar-

iance between sets of indicators (Blatter and Blume, 2008; Blatter, 2012: 6; 

Annamalai, 2010). As a scientific method for case studies, it is geared towards 

identifying consistency and cohesion at the level of theory-based abstract con-

cepts. It “aligns all observations, which can be used to draw […] inferences to 

a specific theory and therefore presents the findings as different ‘cuts’ of the 

case” (Blatter and Blume, 2008: 334). Congruence analysis, then, generalises 

from the concrete to the abstract. Finally, in the concluding analysis the re-

searcher may either weigh equally each match and mismatch between expec-

tations and observations or construct a hierarchy of the more and less im-

portant (ibid., 328, 341). 

 
89 In other words: “An analysis of the narrative of the contestation in building a dom-

inant discourse helps to determine the implication of the norm contestation for the 

regime” under study (Bano, 2020: 108). 
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Materials and demarcations 

My empirical study will cover the period 1985-2020. The main actors I will 

focus on are the European Council and the European Commission. The EEAS 

and the European Parliament on the EU side, and the position of partner coun-

tries will be dealt with to a much lesser extent. A variety of texts and a range 

of different materials on the main actors under study need to be scrutinised. 

They should incorporate both policy formulation (narratives) and policy im-

plementation (practices). The analysis may then explore how actors formulate 

their beliefs and norms and what kind of claims about legitimacy they raise 

(Lupovici, 2009: 207). These clarifications may help in the study of how dif-

ferent categories and forms of discourse become operative categories of poli-

cymaking and statecraft. 

Searching for the two core regime norms, I will use a specific corpus for 

the analysis of EU narratives. Initially, I reviewed all Council Conclusions and 

Commission Communications I could find that in some way referred to the 

links between migration and development. Then I organised them into two 

blocs. Firstly, narratives on migration policy will be analysed in a series of 

Commission Communications (1991, 1994, 2006, 2008, 2011, 2015, 2016). 

Secondly, development policy will be analysed in a set of other Communica-

tions (2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2019). It should be noted that some ref-

erences are made to the opposite policy perspective in both these blocs, which 

I take into account and refer to where relevant. In addition, the practices will 

be analysed on the basis of three specific Communications on both migration 

and development policy as embedded in EU external policy (2002, 2005, 

2013). 

There are a number of other relevant Communications, but they tend to 

repeat the messages in the corpus I have identified above. If there are addi-

tional important discourses, I also refer to those other Communications. In 

addition, I include a specific report from the High-Level Working Group on 

Asylum and Migration (HLWG)90 to the Council as it represents a critical 

juncture as a response to a crisis situation which had a far-reaching impact. I 

exclude other similar Council working group reports as the corpus needed to 

be manageable. Taking on the relevant volume of such reports would have 

required quantitative, computerised methods, which might have failed to pick 

up the interpretative and hermeneutic qualities in this analysis. 

This corpus is then complemented by illustrative quotations from political 

leaders in the EU and its member states. Moreover, the analysis of narratives 

is combined with an analysis of EU practices, i.e., dialogue processes with 

various partner countries, funding and cooperation arrangements, and evalua-

tions of policies being implemented. I want to stress that it is unfeasible to 

 
90 The HLWG has been a Council working group particularly addressing EU external 

migration policy, including migration and development. 
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collect sufficient primary data for the analysis of broader normative structures. 

A range of materials is therefore used, including secondary academic or expert 

sources, and descriptive gobbets of information from international organisa-

tions. The latter should be used as it already contains empirical materials that 

can be reinterpreted within my own framework. Both the materials for the 

analysis of narratives and practices have been selected for their representa-

tiveness and I start out from a table with search terms (see figure 6 below). 

When analysing political discourse, it is necessary to remain aware of rel-

evant media and specialist literature on the topic of enquiry (Checkel, 2001a). 

This is why I will use secondary research materials quite extensively in the 

congruence analysis.91 It is also important to be cautious about official texts 

and documents as they are often unreliable sources for judging behavioural 

impacts. It is hard to compare stated objectives in such documents with obser-

vations of behavioural changes since the objectives are often very vague, and 

sometimes contradictory (Stokke and Vidas, 1996: 16). Therefore, it seems 

viable “to look at the interpretations, reasons and justifications that agents of-

fer for their actions, and to investigate how they change” (Hofferberth and 

Weber, 2015: 90). 

Moreover, the focus on the EU means that other parts of the world are ab-

sent from the main body of the analysis. I concede that an added focus on the 

EU partner countries could have enriched my own study, possibly as a com-

plementary investigation. Indeed, I encourage other scholars to undertake such 

studies. To keep the empirical materials manageable, I have also chosen not 

to make a systematic analysis of the shifting member state positions and EU 

Presidency priorities, which may also be regarded as something that might 

require complementary research. My focus on Communications may also im-

ply that they have the unreserved imprimatur of the Council and that the Com-

mission is a conduit for the whole Union, which is of course not the case.92 In 

addition, statecraft is a multilayered form of communication. The narratives 

 
91 I regard academic research and discourse as part of the empirical materials through 

which we may understand and explain the relationships between power and ideas. 

Such sources should be contrasted to official documents (including statistical sources) 

to see what formal decisions, policies, reforms etc. have taken place during the time 

period covered by the study. Within the parameters of scientific source criticism then 

it is possible to control the official statements by decision-making elites with the per-

spective or alternative description of the same events by independent researchers, 

journalists, members of political parties, organisations, interest groups etc. 
92 Before and after each Communication, the Council has signaled through Council 

Conclusions to the Commission what has been done and what should be done. These 

Conclusions are usually much briefer than the Communications, but often repeat the 

same overall messages. Besides my approach to regard the Commission as a norm-

entrepreneur, this also explains my choice to focus on Communications rather than on 

Conclusions. 
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and practices I study may be referred to as public diplomacy while the bar-

gaining and negotiations behind closed doors are kept under wraps. 

Another caveat is that although I study knowledge, I shall not use research 

methods from social psychology or cognitive research. Research on group dy-

namics or individuals’ decision-making psychology may be useful in some 

instances, but not for my purposes. It is more useful to look at indirect evi-

dence of such mental or even visceral shifts, e.g. through the analysis of “ar-

gumentative persuasion” (Checkel, 1999: 7) in EU narratives. Other indirect 

evidence can be gleaned from studying practices involving policy change and 

funding (Alderson, 2001: 427). I will, therefore, focus on such indirect evi-

dence to detect both strategic action and socialisation. 

Although there may be a value-added of including interviews in studies on 

identity change, it may only be limited.93 To capture a significant historical 

context, my study will cover a stretch of 35 years. While identifying the main 

features of this period requires undivided attention, it also makes interviews 

impracticable and otiose. Significant pieces of information may have been 

blotted out from the memory of the interviewees. Nevertheless, I may benefit 

from interviews and quotes in various pieces of research conducted by others. 

Overall, I will exclude quantitative sources, such as Eurobarometer attitude 

surveys, of relevance for elite level perceptions and decisions. Although these 

might help to illustrate the influence of domestic norms, EU external cooper-

ation does not correspond to changes in the measured volumes of immigrants; 

there is a bifurcation in the attitudes of the general public on whether they 

prefer national or EU level migration policy; and “public opinion is not the 

decisive factor in carrying the European project on immigration forward” not-

withstanding its contribution to politicisation (Lahav, 2004b: 1156). Finally, 

all practice is normative. Therefore, practices implementing norms “are al-

ways constitutive for change” (Wiener, 2018: 75). I shall examine these em-

pirical materials in order to look for signs of how normative structures might 

be interpreted as reasons for action through statecraft.  

 
93 In addition, caution is needed while if the interviewees are decision-makers at a 

high level, their responses to the interviewers’ questions may to a very large extent be 

politicised or phrased in a way that does not tarnish the decision-maker’s image. As 

Checkel notes warily, “talk is cheap”, and interviews must in any case be combined 

with a number of other complementary data sources (Checkel, 2001a: 58). 
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Operationalisation and analytical framework 

Analytical scheme 

Operationalising theory and concepts involves indicators with which empiri-

cal phenomena are analysed (Destradi, 2017). Indicators cannot be mutually 

exclusive. The chosen ones should fulfil at least four conditions. They should 

demonstrate how actors used statecraft purposefully or unconsciously and 

how power interacted with ideas within the constraints of agency and struc-

ture. They should focus on the role of knowledge. They should explore col-

lectives of states and their interactions as diplomatic bargaining. They should 

distinguish between different modes of statecraft to further deepen and 

broaden our understanding of this concept within a well-defined theoretical 

framework. The challenge then is that it is hardly possible to arrive at an exact 

correspondence between concept and indicator. Initially, we thus need to aim 

at an approximation (Katzenstein, 1976). 

In order to support my analytical framework and carry out the congruence 

analysis, I will use a simple analytical scheme (see Mayring, 2014).94 It cannot 

completely represent reality but is useful for organising the empirical materi-

als (Katzenstein, 1976). I will search for key themes and concepts as main 

categories (Schreier, 2012: 59), and to a large extent I will rely on theoretical 

categories (Maxwell and Chmiel, 2014). My empirical materials should con-

firm or refute the relevance of the respective modes of statecraft representing 

three theoretical approaches. Since I will not use a quantitative method, I will 

not count words. I agree with Morgenthau that relying on such a method is 

self-defeating unless it also adds in-depth interpretation (Pashakhanlou, 2017: 

450; see also Kracauer, 1952). My overall analytical framework is also de-

picted in figure 3 in chapter 2 and is the starting point for my indicators. These 

indicators are also backed up by the analysis of funding practices. 

The indicator of power statecraft according to the classical realist stance is 

that references to power and interests as well as prudence dominate over other 

factors in line with a logic of consequences. Rational actors have complete 

information and choose the most purposeful action. Attention is primarily paid 

to foreign policy and security while the domestic dimension, other than the 

 
94 Although it may be surprising for many readers to find domestic normative struc-

tures next to classical realism in this analytical scheme, the aim is to explore how 

those independent variables can be addressed, if at all, through this theoretical ap-

proach. An analysis of power and interests may still say something about how struc-

tures such as the need for security from a domestic nation state perspective play out 

in the overall emergence of this regime. Similarly, mainstream constructivism will 

also need to address the possible prevalence of power and interest in the emergence 

of norms, knowledge, and identities. Realist constructivism will need to be further 

specified with assistance of the empirical materials. 
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national interest, is black-boxed. My focus will be on how development is 

being used as an instrument to maximise utility for migration policy objec-

tives. This could be done e.g. by applying aid conditionality in order to steer 

partner countries according to EU interests. Other signs of such instrumental-

isation could be references to security concerns; the need to defend borders; 

to prevent, fight, or tackle irregular migration; or to ensure readmission and 

return. 

A typical example of power statecraft would be wording like this: “Turning 

to the migration and development agenda, the prime challenge is to tackle the 

main push factors for migration: poverty and the lack of job opportunities. The 

EU must recognise that creating jobs in developing countries could signifi-

cantly reduce migratory pressure from Africa” (European Commission, 

2006d: 5). Preferences are predefined. Recounting effective measures, strate-

gies, and management in response to migration in general or crisis situations 

in particular also belong to such language. Broaching the subject of a “whole-

of-route” approach also serves as a neologism for stemming the tide of un-

wanted migration (European Commission, 2020c). These dimensions will be 

operationalised as strategic action. The reasons behind the latter will be sought 

in domestic normative structures as tensions between closure norms and open-

ness norms. 

The indicator of ideational statecraft according to mainstream constructiv-

ism is that references to ideas, norms, identity, and knowledge dominate over 

other factors in line with a logic of appropriateness. States may behave irra-

tionally. The domestic dimension is emphasised as an outcome of ideational 

processes. Epistemic communities might play an important role. These aspects 

will be operationalised as socialisation. They are more likely to be important 

around narratives and practices in favour of migration’s development benefits 

and policy coherence for development. References would include poverty re-

duction, as well as mainstreaming as a method for integrating migration into 

development sectors. Underlying reasons will be sought in global normative 

structures, such as tensions between development norms and knowledge 

norms. 

A typical example of ideational statecraft would be the following wording: 

“During the last decade, there has been a substantial shift in the international 

debate on migration. From an approach mainly focused on security issues, 

recognising however the need to address the root causes such as poverty, in-

stability and conflict in a long-term perspective, the debate has now moved to 

a wider understanding of how migration can be used as a development tool” 

(European Commission, 2007b: 107). The reference to “understanding” indi-

cates a role for knowledge, learning, and socialisation. Elsewhere, references 

to the importance of maintaining the member states’ social equilibrium in the 

face of immigration, or the EU being a great donor which highly values human 

rights and prosperity everywhere, would indicate the importance of identity. 
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The indicator for leveraged statecraft according to a realist constructivist 

approach is that power and ideas have equal weight in line with the logic of 

the social – e.g. when migration policy and development policy measures are 

so amalgamated that they cannot be disentangled. States are both rational and 

irrational. There is a balance between external and internal dimensions. These 

aspects will be operationalised as strategic social construction. This cannot be 

a catch-all phenomenon. Caution is needed in identifying clear examples of 

where a synthesis of realism and constructivism is necessary, e.g. where it is 

likely that both strategic action and socialisation are at play in such a way that 

they are replaced by something else. That would be a simultaneous conception 

of the dual preference of development reducing migration and migration ben-

efitting development. 

A typical example of leveraged migration statecraft would be wording like 

this: “It is not the North against the South, or the South against the North. We 

all share an interest to manage migration; we all have an interest in investing 

in sustainable development in the regions that need it the most; and we all 

have an interest in creating regular pathways for human mobility” (European 

External Action Service, 2018a).95 This all-encompassing narrative indicates 

a combination of strategic action and socialisation where both policy perspec-

tives are used as leverage for the other. Recognition of partner country inter-

ests is conjoined with EU-internal interests. Conveying such a realisation, rep-

licated through practices, also suggests a change in EU identity. 

It will be challenging to establish whether something dominates over other 

factors or whether equal weight is given to power and ideas. I do not intend to 

introduce any “quasi-quantification” (Kuckartz, 2014: 5). While I cannot ex-

pect to find the exact representations of the key concepts in figure 5, my 

method is decidedly hermeneutic and relies on transparency regarding the 

guiding principles of my interpretation (Gadamer, 2004; Regan, 2012). Thus, 

I also need to be aware of my own pre-judgements and bias acquired through 

having worked in the Commission for a few years (2007-2011), as well as in 

member state ministries (Sweden) (1997-2003, 2012-2013, 2020-2022).96 Fig-

ure 6, the final part of my analytical framework, depicts my search terms that 

will assist in thematically identifying and analysing the core regime norms. 

My analytical concepts and search terms remain open and will be adopted and 

refined during the course of the research (Flick, 2007: x). 

Having conducted the congruence analysis on the basis of the selected nar-

ratives around the core regime norms, I will analyse practices according to the 

same principles and search terms in order to control for any gaps between 

narratives and practices. I do not refer to practices in accordance with practice 

theory but consider that practices often take place within institutions and are 

bound by norms and rules (Lechner and Frost, 2018). I will do this based on 

 
95 No page number available. 
96 See Preface and acknowledgements. 
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information on financial allocations to the migration-development nexus, and 

within the framework of EU dialogue processes with partner countries. As in 

regard to the narratives, the analysis of practices will throughout apply the 

alternative notions of statecraft (power, ideational, leveraged/migration) in or-

der to identify how regime actors relate to normative structures. 

 

Figure 5 Analytical scheme 

  

Theory Key concepts Key themes Interpretation 

 

Classical 

realism 

 

Power statecraft, 

domestic normative 

structures, strategic 

action. 

 

 

Power, interest, morality, 

prudence, logic of 

consequences, 

externalisation. 

 

 

One or more of these 

key concepts and 

themes can be 

interpreted as 

improving the 

explanation or 

understanding of 

narratives and practices. 

 

 

Mainstream 

constructivism 

 

Ideational 

statecraft, 

global normative 

structures, 

socialisation. 

 

 

Identity, ideas, knowledge, 

norms, logic of 

appropriateness, 

mainstreaming. 

 

 

One or more of these 

key concepts and 

themes can be 

interpreted as 

improving the 

explanation or 

understanding of 

narratives and practices. 

 

 

Realist 

constructivism 

 

Leveraged 

statecraft, domestic 

and global 

normative 

structures, strategic 

social construction. 

 

 

Power, interest, morality, 

prudence, identity, ideas, 

norms, knowledge, logic 

of the social, 

conditionality. 

 

 

A combination of two 

or more opposing key 

concepts and themes 

can be interpreted as 

being amalgamated, 

improving the 

explanation or 

understanding of 

narratives and practices. 
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Figure 6 Search terms 

 
  

 Migration policy 

 

Development policy Regime practices 

 - Root causes of migration/ 

irregular migration/refugees 

- Migration pressure 

- Prevention 

- Migration motives 

 

- Policy coherence 

- Development benefits 

- Development-friendly 

- Migration for development 

- Development actors 

 

- Dialogue processes 

- Joint declarations 

- Action plans 

- Migration clauses 

- Agreements 

 

 - (Under)development 

- Sustainable development 

- (Un)employment 

- Labour markets 

- Trade/FDI/markets 

- War/conflict/peace 

- Crisis/stability 

- Security/insecurity 

- Failed states 

- Population/urbanisation 

- Water/sanitation 

- Agriculture 

- Climate change 

- Environment  

- Democracy 

- Good governance 

- Rule of law 

- Corruption 

- Health 

- Education 

- Social security 

- Resource transfers  

- Remittances 

- Dependence 

- Diaspora contributions 

- Networks 

- Skills circulation 

- Mobility/immobility 

- Labour migration 

- Circular migration 

- Skills matching 

- Labour markets 

- Skills  

- Brain drain 

- Brain gain 

- Brain circulation 

- Ethical recruitment 

- Recruitment costs 

- Migrants rights 

- Exploitation/abuse 

- Separation of families 

- Return and reintegration 

 

- ACP-EU 

- Africa-EU 

- Euro-Mediterranean 

- Barcelona process 

- ENP 

- Rabat process 

- Khartoum process 

- Eastern partnership 

- Prague process 

- Mobility partnerships 

- Migration compacts 

- Exchange/transactions 

- Leverage 

- Tools 

- Instruments 

- Budget 

- Funding/finance 

- Investments 

- Projects 

- Programmes 

- Evaluation 

 

 - Migration policy 

- Aid 

- Externalisation 

- Evidence base 

- Knowledge 

- Research 

- Development policy 

- Aid 

- Mainstreaming 

- Evidence base 

- Knowledge 

- Research 

 

- Migration/development 

- Aid 

- Conditionality 

- Evidence base 

- Knowledge 

- Research 

 

 - Other/unexpected 

 

- Other/unexpected - Other/unexpected 
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Chapter 4. The migration policy norm 

This chapter provides an initial overview of how the European migration and 

development regime emerged within a broader European migration and asy-

lum regime complex. It first tells the story descriptively by outlining the over-

all trends and broader context during the period 1985-2020. The aim is to as-

sess whether the EU gradually promoted a strategy towards externalisation 

and how development was used for purposes of EU self-interest in relation to 

third countries. The analysis seeks to ascertain how the prevention of migra-

tion may have become embedded within a more general policy framework and 

why it makes sense to describe this as an example of regime cooperation. The 

chapter also addresses how the internal and external dimensions of EU migra-

tion control policy are linked. 

To identify the core regime norm for migration policy, narratives in EU 

policy documents are analysed. This is necessary in order to capture the con-

text and change of perceptions within the regime. The chapter arrives at the 

main finding that there is a strong norm which I will refer to as the root causes 

norm. It constitutes a key foundation of overall EU migration control policy 

and its externalisation. Followed by a congruence analysis in chapter 5, do-

mestic normative structures are explored as reasons for norm emergence and 

evolution. The aim with these two chapters is to scrutinise the root causes 

norm through within-case analysis. The focus will be on power statecraft and 

realism. The congruence analysis, though, will appraise the relevance of all 

three theories (realism, constructivism, and realist constructivism). 

Regime emergence and evolution 

From Schengen to Vienna 1985-1998 

1985 was the starting point for concrete efforts on behalf of Community mem-

ber states to control migration flows by establishing a joint framework for co-

operation (Papademetriou, 1996).97 In that year, the Council endorsed the 

Commission’s Communication guidelines for a Community policy on 

 
97 Parts of this chapter build on my contribution to Malmberg et al. (2006). 
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migration (European Commission, 1985).98 This was the harbinger of the 

broader European migration regime (Düvell, 2003) complex. Also the concept 

of co-development emerged in 1985 (Khoudour-Castéras, 2009: 2). In the 

same year, the Schengen agreement covering five member states was tabled 

and would later have a profound impact in its expanded form. Similarly, it was 

of major significance that the Single European Act was signed in 1986 and 

came into force the following year. It provided for the creation of the internal 

market including the free movement and establishment of EU citizens later on 

(European Communities, 1987).  

In 1987, a European Parliament Resolution on the right of asylum argued 

for a comprehensive approach to the admission of migrants and asylum-seek-

ers as well as to tackling the root causes of involuntary migration. This was to 

be done by enhancing economic and political cooperation with countries of 

origin and by upholding the protection of human rights there (Lavenex, 2006: 

333). Notably, this reference did not appear in any Commission Communica-

tion. Instead, European actors including the European Parliament, were prob-

ably being influenced by global migration narratives and initiatives.99 

For instance, a UN expert report was published in 1985 looking at ways to 

avert new and massive flows of refugees through prevention and addressing 

the root causes. This objective had been identified by the UN as “a matter of 

urgent concern for the international community as a whole”. The report’s pro-

posals were endorsed by the General Assembly the year after (UN General 

Assembly, 1986a, 1986b). An ILO100 Employment Policy Recommendation 

had already in 1984 addressed the issue of creating effective alternatives to 

labour emigration in developing countries, suggesting development coopera-

tion, trade, transfer of technical knowledge, and support for vocational 

 
98 According to the Communication the Commission would inter alia focus on, 

“within the framework of overall labour market policy, keeping migration of foreign 

workforce under control” (European Commission, 1985: 10). Although most of the 

Communication focused on integration, it also suggested support and cooperation 

with countries of origin around voluntary return and labour market reintegration (ibid., 

11). The related Council Resolution stated that “much closer consultation and coop-

eration is required at Community level in the implementation of national migration 

policies vis-à-vis third countries” (European Council, 1985: 17). 
99 Increased cooperation on asylum and migration in Europe was partly also shaped 

by the concrete problems of coordinating the emerging intergovernmental networks. 

In 1985 asylum and immigration were discussed in only five international fora in Eu-

rope, while a few years later in 1989 more than 15 groups came together on a regular 

basis (Widgren, 1993; Rogers and Copeland, 1993). The number of meetings and the 

intensity of institutional activities have increased ever since. Some of these groups 

were set up to “minimize the political uncertainty concerning power distribution” be-

tween the member states and national and supranational actors involved in migration-

related processes (Chou, 2012: 53). 
100 International Labour Organisation. 
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training of local workers (ILO, 1984).101 Academics wrote in 1995 that “[s]ub-

stantial discussion has taken place during the past decade on the use of trade, 

investment, and aid policies to reduce migration” (Teitelbaum and Weiner, 

1995: 6).102 

The end of the Cold War and the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989 marked a 

fundamental shift in policy concerns. A focus on counteracting migration 

pressure, not only East-West but also South-North, became the temper of the 

times. It led to policy concerns in regard to the capacity of migration control 

when facing potential mass migration (Widgren, 1990). One academic called 

it “the European approach to ‘the end of migration’” (Tapinos, 1990: 3). An-

other, representing the ILO, noted that “[o]fficial development assistance is 

increasingly looked at as an option to be exploited for the purpose of reducing 

migration pressure” (Böhning, 1994: 165). Such discourse described a realist 

power-oriented position, but did not at the time reveal the extent of resources 

it would be rational to invest in prevention and containment. Developing coun-

tries at the time, meanwhile, were more interested in emigration opportunities 

bringing in remittances, “rather than developing cooperative policies stabiliz-

ing the surplus labour at home” (Tapinos, 1990: 10). 

Following the 1992 Maastricht summit, the intergovernmental three-pillar 

structure to be introduced included special provisions on cooperation on asy-

lum and migration. On the cusp of establishing the European single market, 

EU citizenship was also introduced in order to forge a European identity 

through the right of free movement and residence.103 The Maastricht Treaty 

came into force in November 1993 as the Treaty on European Union (TEU) 

(OJEU, 2016). The harmonisation of visa policy was already subject to the 

supranational Community decision-making structures (Article 100c of the EC 

Treaty). In the asylum area, the most far-reaching agreement was the Dublin 

Convention on the responsibility for examining applications for asylum 

(signed in 1990). 

It was in this context that the Council adopted a Declaration in 1992 that 

laid out the principles governing the external aspects of migration policy. 

Thereby it highlighted “the importance of analysing the causes of immigration 

 
101 The predecessor to the ILO wording was the 1976 Tripartite World Conference on 

Employment, which had raised the issue of finding alternatives to emigration 

(Böhning and Schloeter-Paredes, 1994: 2). 
102 Already in the mid-90s, these academics argued that development is likely to in-

crease migration in the short term, while it would abate only in the long term (Teitel-

baum and Weiner, 1995: 6). Still, UNCTAD and IOM wrote that South-North migra-

tion in the future could only be reduced through FDI, trade liberalisation, and aid 

(UNCTAD/IOM, 1996). 
103 The Treaty of Maastricht formally introduced the status of EU citizenship to citi-

zens of the member states. This idea originated in the notion of free movement of 

workers back in 1957, as a right together with other rights provided to the citizens of 

EU member states. 
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pressure and analysing ways of removing the causes of migratory move-

ments.” The Declaration also conjured up the image that results could be 

achieved through conflict prevention, peace-keeping, protection of human 

rights and the rule of law, protection of refugees and displaced people by the 

countries of origin, support for economic and trade liberalisation, and cooper-

ation through development aid (Aubarell, Zapata-Barrero, and Aragall, 2009: 

15).  

Community actors did not seem stumped by the sheer size of these chal-

lenges. At the time though, they remained thrifty. Norm construction still pro-

gressed at a sedate pace. Illustrating the context and sentiments of that time, 

nevertheless, a Commission document argued for combining altruism with 

self-interest regarding these concerns in the following way: 

 

Europe […] cannot afford simply to sit back and impose selective, indefinite 

restrictions on the freedom of movement and establishment of persons. Not 

only for altruistic reasons, but also out of self-interest, they should instead be 

committed to encouraging development in the countries concerned, so as to re-

vive that other fundamental right of man: the ‘right to remain’ (European Com-

mission, 1993: 7). 

 

Within the TEU legal framework, a growing number of Council joint posi-

tions, joint actions, and conventions were adopted in the area of Justice and 

Home Affairs (JHA). The analysis of the root causes of irregular migration at 

the time was rather simplistic, highlighting the economy: “If the economic 

situation in the country of origin had provided the person concerned with suf-

ficient opportunities, he or she might not even have considered emigrating” 

(European Commission, 1994: 14). However, the initial suggestions to link 

migration policy to the Union’s external relations and long-term economic de-

velopment in countries of emigration were not, at the time, matched by the 

necessary political will and institutional preconditions.104 

The Treaty of Amsterdam was signed in 1997, including the objective to 

“maintain and develop the Union as an area of freedom, security and justice, 

in which the free movement of persons is assured in conjunction with appro-

priate measures with respect to external border controls, asylum, [and] immi-

gration” (European Union, 1997: 8). The EU set itself the target, within five 

years, to put in place legislative reforms supported by “directly related flank-

ing measures” (European Union, 1997: 28). Together with the Schengen 

 
104 Meanwhile, other attempts were being developed, e.g. in 1996 by UNHCR and 

IOM in cooperation with states in the CIS region to address the root causes of forced 

displacement outside the EU (Boswell, 2002: 11). These might have inspired the EU 

to move ahead later on. 
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agreement and convention,105 which were also incorporated into the EU’s le-

gal framework, these moves made it absolutely essential for the member states 

to beef up the external dimension of EU migration policy. 

In 1998 the Austrian EU Presidency issued a Strategy Paper, which called 

for a holistic approach. It combined foreign policy and development assistance 

to dwindle down emigration pressures. Most of the paper, however, was force-

fully rejected as some member states, accompanied by the UNHCR106 and hu-

man rights organisations, were strongly opposed to its suggestions to review 

and even abandon the Geneva Convention (van Selm, 2002). Contestation 

then (Wiener, 2014) also reduced the speed of progress. Nevertheless, the 

Strategy Paper became an influential document for years ahead (Sterkx, 2008: 

129), and especially the overall idea underlined at the December 1998 Vienna 

Council to pay particular attention to the work on an “overall migration strat-

egy”. In that context the creation of the HLWG with a cross-pillar approach 

also including development was welcomed (European Council, 1999: 13, see 

also Council Presidency, 1999: 1). 

From Tampere to Lisbon 1999-2009 

EU policymakers’ exasperation with irregular migration demanded a fresh 

start through corrective measures. At a special EU summit in the Finnish town 

of Tampere in October 1999, it was declared that the issues of asylum and 

migration call for the development of a common EU policy including 1) part-

nership with countries of origin, 2) a common European asylum system, 3) 

fair treatment of third country nationals, and 4) management of migration 

flows. The lack of order was pricking the conscience of EU policymakers, 

making them suggest external partnerships. The Council Conclusions stated 

that: 

 

[t]he European Union needs a comprehensive approach to migration addressing 

political, human rights and development issues in countries and regions of 

origin and transit. This requires combating poverty, improving living conditions 

and job opportunities, preventing conflicts and consolidating democratic states 

and ensuring respect for human rights (European Council, 1999: 2). 

 

The Tampere Conclusions and their first point on partnership with countries 

of origin were probably influenced by the Kosovo crisis earlier that year with 

the Serb aggressions against ethnic Albanians, the NATO bombings and the 

large-scale displacement of Kosovars. EU member states had argued that they 

 
105 The Convention implementing the Schengen Agreement was signed in 1990 and 

entered into force in 1995. 
106 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. 
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could not receive more than 100,000 out of around 1 million displaced (van 

Selm, 2000: 6). Alternative solutions were thus in demand, and it could be 

claimed that policymakers’ concerns reflected EU self-interest. During the 

early 2000s then, some steps were taken during the Swedish EU Presidency 

to strengthen the EU dialogue with transit countries and countries of origin. 

The subsequent Belgian Presidency continued to push forward the Compre-

hensive Approach tabled in Tampere. In the Presidency Conclusions at 

Laeken in December 2001, the European Council stressed that the manage-

ment of migration flows should be incorporated into EU foreign policy (Eu-

ropean Council, 2001). 

The British and Spanish Prime Ministers Tony Blair and José Maria Aznar 

spearheaded an initiative towards a reinforced approach to root causes in 2002. 

They entertained the idea to withhold aid to countries that did not cooperate 

in reducing irregular migration flows (The New York Times, 2003). However, 

the idea faltered and stopped in mid-stride. It was opposed by especially 

France and Sweden, backed by Germany who preferred a better balance be-

tween the “carrot and stick” by using “migration diplomacy through co-devel-

opment” (Carrera and Chou, 2006: 142; EUobserver, 2002; the Guardian, 

2002). A deadlock of this kind is hard to explain for realists and would need 

to be complemented by a constructivist focus on ideas. The Council in No-

vember then suggested to incorporate a compromise migration clause into fu-

ture third country agreements (Council of the European Union, 2002b: 5; see 

also Council of the European Union, 2002a).107 

The Commission also issued a Communication during 2003 on the relation 

between immigration, integration, and social and labour market policies. 

Building on the Tampere milestones, this was like a gust of wind in the other-

wise lull and uninspiring area of population dynamics. It revealed that the EU 

was now willing to describe migration in positive terms, contemplating a long-

term, holistic vision regarding both the internal and external dimensions of 

migration management (European Commission, 2003). This motivates a con-

structivist analysis as realism has little to say about the domestic origins of 

foreign policy. 

The Thessaloniki Conclusions in June 2003 stated that “[given] the top po-

litical priority ascribed to migration, there is a marked need for a more struc-

tured EU policy, which will cover the whole spectrum of relations with third 

countries”, including the assessment of legal migration channels (European 

Council, 2003: 2). The Greek Presidency also highlighted the role of migration 

in development for the source countries (Egenhofer, 2006: 18). In this context, 

 
107 This clause was supposed to include a “[c]ommitment to take into account, in the 

framework of national strategies for economic and social development, of structural 

constraints associated with migratory flows with the purpose of supporting the eco-

nomic and social development of the regions from which migrants originate” (Council 

of the European Union, 2002b: 5; see also Council of the European Union, 2002a). 
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the issue of smooth integration of legal migrants into EU societies was to be 

further examined and enhanced. Possible future increases in legal migration 

were, therefore, to be incorporated into the overall approach. The Community 

had identified a need to draw the attention of developing countries to the ben-

efits of long-term EU policies for labour mobility. With the ageing populations 

of European countries in mind, these statements were formulated as a prepar-

atory step towards catering for future needs.108  

Nevertheless, concerns remained about migration pressure, including from 

the ten Eastern and Central European candidate countries after the 2004 ‘big 

bang’ accession (see e.g. Bauer and Zimmerman, 1999). The many forecasts 

were hardly calming as they suffered from deficiencies (Tamas and Münz, 

2006). In 2004, power statecraft was prevalent through the adoption of a reg-

ulation for the establishment of Frontex.109 Erecting this watchtower was com-

bined with the adoption of a new multi-annual programme in the area of free-

dom, security, and justice for the period 2005-2010, termed the Hague Pro-

gramme (European Council, 2005b). It outlined the future role for the EU of 

legal migration, in particular labour migration, which could be regarded as 

ideational statecraft when linked up with external relations (European Coun-

cil, 2005b: 4).110 

Limiting the scope of the EU’s joint external cooperation, however, the 

document emphasised that the responsibility regarding labour migration 

would remain with member states. The Hague Programme also pinpointed the 

need to develop a coherent strategy adapted to specific relations with various 

third countries and regions. Regarding the external dimension of asylum and 

migration, development was still not regularly mentioned. However, it was 

emphasised that policies linking migration with development “should be co-

herent and be developed in partnership and dialogue with countries and re-

gions of origin”, i.e. not imposed on them. They should have an “emphasis on 

root causes, push factors and poverty alleviation” (European Council, 2005b: 

5). 

Several significant EU-internal changes followed in regard to addressing 

root causes. Aiming to reinforce freedom, security, and justice policies under 

 
108 The importance of this Council meeting has been emphasised by some: “The Thes-

saloniki meeting was a watershed. Since then, although the establishment of an effec-

tive policy on illegal immigration remains a top priority for the EU, there seems to be 

a gradual move towards addressing development goals through legal migration instru-

ments” (Carrera and Chou, 2006: 142). 
109 European Agency for the Management of External Borders. 
110 The Council clearly made such linkages when arguing that “[l]egal migration will 

play an important role in enhancing the knowledge-based economy in Europe, in ad-

vancing economic development, and thus contributing to the implementation of the 

Lisbon strategy. It could also play a role in partnerships with third countries” (Euro-

pean Council, 2005b: 4). 
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Title IV (Treaty establishing the European Community – TEC), migration 

control policy had partly become communitarised. The legal framework al-

lowed for a move to co-decision similar to the passerelle clause for EU exter-

nal action (EPRS, 2020: 13-14). However, there remained some institutional 

inertia as this process had not been brought to its completion. The EU was still 

bogged down in legislative transformation. Some limitations persisted regard-

ing the competence of the Court of Justice for preliminary rulings. Legal mi-

gration, family law, and a common European asylum system were still subject 

to unanimity decisions in the Council (European Commission, 2006a). These 

changes also had to do with how the EU constructed its identity (to be analysed 

in chapter 5). 

On the external side, the Hague Programme also set a target for the inte-

gration of migration issues into Country and Regional Strategy Papers for all 

relevant migrant source countries during 2005. It also outlined the further de-

velopment of EU Regional Protection Programmes in partnership with third 

countries and in consultation with UNHCR (see European Council, 2005b). 

All these internal and external policy ingredients in the Tampere and Hague 

visions, and in fact ever since 1985, indicate that it is hard to apply a realist 

approach alone. It cannot be argued that the EU was only engaged in power 

statecraft. Increasingly, therefore, it appears that constructivism could assist 

in explaining how identity has shaped the EU’s control interests and needs. 

Moreover, ideational statecraft was likely to be linked to the ways in which 

the root causes of migration were to be dealt with. 

This was evident when the EU launched the Global Approach to Migration 

in December 2005. It was based on the belief that migration should be man-

aged within a compendious, balanced, and coherent framework. EU leaders 

considered that in order to fight irregular migration more effectively, it was 

insufficient to try to unnerve their third country peers. It was unlikely that they 

would stand aside out of deference. The Union should also devote additional 

efforts to addressing legal migration, and the links between migration and de-

velopment. It is doubtful whether this strategy could be described as only 

power statecraft. Still, it was expected that the countries of origin and transit 

of migrants would more readily engage in dialogue and commit to operational 

cooperation if the EU took better account of their interests and also provided 

more adequate financial support (European Council, 2005a). 

The fault lines of the control-oriented securitisation strategy were already 

showing. States did not seem to be able to maximise their political benefits 

(Katzenstein, 1976). More specifically, the Global Approach also emerged in 

reaction to a crisis of irregular migration in September that year, notably 

through the migrants who started using the Spanish enclaves of Ceuta and 

Melilla in Morocco as stepping-stones to reach Spain and other EU member 

states. The growing migration pressures were epitomised by hundreds of po-

tential migrants about to jump over the fences separating EU territory from 

African territory. Several died in their attempt. These were ghastly sights to 
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behold and forced EU decision-makers to dramatically change the course of 

action (Moreno Fuentes, 2008: 254; Goodman, 2005; Dowsett, 2015; Bendel, 

2007).111 

However, the Global Approach did not fully move away from the EU’s 

proclivity to use a restrictive migration pressure narrative, which probably re-

vealed an inability of liberal states to control migration (Bertossi, 2008: 30-

31) (to be analysed in chapter 5). It also made cooperation with third countries 

more difficult. Step by step, EU policymakers therefore also started to reflect 

more on the linkages between population ageing and migration policy as self-

interest. The EU Commission attempted to change the popular, restrictive per-

ceptions in member states regarding labour migration by arguing that popula-

tion exchange and labour migration would be unavoidable in the future (Eu-

ropean Commission 2006a).112 Still, attention in the past two years had been 

diverted from such long-term concerns to more immediate issues. 

Events being referred to as another ‘immigration crisis’ took place and also 

highlighted the apparent limits of power statecraft and a narrow control-ori-

ented approach. Between January and September 2006, more than 24,000 ir-

regular migrants arrived on Spanish soil by boat, compared to fewer than 

5,000 in 2005. Large numbers also went to Malta and Italy. Most of them came 

from Africa sailing towards the Canary Islands or crossing the entire Mediter-

ranean. Thousands of other undocumented migrants turned Mare Nostrum 

into a sepulcrum. They would drown trying to get to Europe in boats which 

often were either not seaworthy or were carrying passengers well above their 

maximum capacity (Euractiv, 2006; Workpermit, 2006).113 

Such events motivated French President Jacques Chirac to make a dramatic 

point by arguing in a 2006 speech that “Africans will flood the world” if the 

continent is not developed. He stated that “we have an immense problem, 

 
111 The Commission sent a technical mission to Morocco in early October to assess 

the crisis. Its analysis included the view that this migration pressure was likely to 

increase; that more cooperation with source and transit countries in sub-Saharan Af-

rica was needed; that this was not only a Spanish problem but a European; that a 

comprehensive approach, including development assistance was required; and that 

“[t]he tragic events in Ceuta and Melilla also have made it clear that fences – however 

high these may be – will, under current circumstances, not stop desperate people from 

trying to enter the EU territory” (European Commission, 2005b: 8). 
112 EU Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner thus opined in January 2006 at a conference 

on the European Neighbourhood Policy: “The truth is, Europe needs migration. Our 

populations are getting smaller and growing older. In many European countries the 

net increase in population is already entirely due to immigration. […] To maintain 

their dynamism countries need human capacity. For Europe, with its falling, ageing 

population that will inevitably mean attracting brains and labour from outside” (Eu-

ropean Commission 2006a). 
113 Two-thirds of the estimated 400,000 people who crossed the EU external borders 

without the required travel documents each year were believed to take the Mediterra-

nean route (Euractiv, 2006; Workpermit, 2006). 
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which is that of development”. For a while, EU policymakers sat on the fence 

regarding which direction to take. EU Commissioner and Vice-President 

Franco Frattini called for power statecraft through more border guards and 

joint patrols using the EU external border control agency Frontex. However, 

he could not be a stickler about pushing a sufficient number of member states 

to share the costs and responsibility for such measures (Euractiv, 2006). Poli-

cies turned out to be fallible, as results so far had been far from impeccable. 

Thus, something else was also needed. 

This is why, at the same time, European Commission President José Ma-

nuel Barroso announced that he was going to visit Addis Ababa to start a dia-

logue with the Commission of the African Union (AU) on immigration, “be-

cause that is a problem to which a solution can only be found by working 

together. We are not going to answer this particular problem with security 

measures. What we need to look for is the long-term development of the coun-

tries where immigrants originate from” (Euronews, 2006). As such a solution 

hove in sight, ideational statecraft was applied by the EU Commission, e.g. by 

setting up a Commissioners’ Group on Migration Issues coordinated by Vice-

President Franco Frattini. Bringing together all policy areas that were related 

to development and external relations would embolden the EU (European 

Commission, 2006). 

While the development issue linkage could be interpreted as merely a 

power instrument for restrictive control policy measures, realism cannot ex-

plain the extent to which development seemed to become an integral part of 

EU thinking as not only a tool for prevention, but also as an aim in itself re-

lated to migration. That realisation partly grew out of emerging dialogues with 

partner developing countries (to be discussed in chapters 7 and 8). At the same 

time, the French Presidency in the second half of 2008 prioritised migration 

through its initiative, the European Pact on Immigration and Asylum. It at-

tempted to convey an aura of confidence. This “qualified as a clear expression 

of ‘nationalism’ and ‘intergovernmentalism’ in European cooperation […] be-

cause of the importance that it attributed to the preservation of national (mem-

ber state) competences” (Carrera and Guild, 2012: 7). 

More power statecraft and security-oriented initiatives were developed in 

parallel as also the so-called Return Directive was adopted in 2008. It set com-

mon EU standards and procedures for returning irregularly resident third 

country nationals. This was also an initiative to accompany the power-ori-

ented efforts through (the then 17 operational) readmission agreements. Mak-

ing countries of origin and transit readmit irregularly staying migrants had in 

several cases become a contentious issue. Sanctions against employers of il-

legally residing and working third country nationals were adopted through an-

other Directive the year after.114 The Commission also presented its proposal 

 
114http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/display-

Ftu.html?ftuId=FTU_5.12.3.html 
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for a European Border Surveillance System (EUROSUR) in 2008. The com-

mon visa policy was put in place through the Visa Code the following year, 

laying down the rules for the issuing of short stay visas to third country na-

tionals. Both protectionist and liberal policies, however, requested a rein-

forced legal framework. 

When the new Treaty of Lisbon entered into force in December 2009, it 

moved communitarisation in the area of migration control to a new level 

through the establishment of co-decision and qualified majority voting on im-

migration. A new legal basis for immigrant integration was also introduced. 

EU competence thereby covered both measures on irregular and legal migra-

tion. The European Parliament became co-legislator together with the Coun-

cil, which gave the Parliament the right to veto new legislation on legal mi-

gration. Also, the Court of Justice was given full jurisdiction in the area of 

immigration and asylum.115 To achieve greater coherence, the Lisbon Treaty 

also introduced the new High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security 

Policy, which led to the setting up of the EEAS. As the acquis communautaire 

developed further, the EU was expected to speak with one voice on its external 

migration policy.116 

The European Court has recognised in its case law that “the EC is compe-

tent to conclude international agreements in matters in which it has regulatory 

competence within the EU”. This has a bearing on external cooperation with 

partner countries in the areas of circular migration and labour mobility. Cir-

cular migration involves one or several sojourns abroad and return to the coun-

try of origin. Nevertheless, it is important to recall that nothing in current EU 

legislation on immigration replaces member state competence and sovereignty 

in granting entry and residence on their territory to third country nationals 

(Hailbronner, 2010: 3-4). This had repercussions on the EU’s ability to coop-

erate with third countries on labour migration and reduced the scope for the 

EU to advance as a unitary actor in this regard. 

New EU legislation was not the EU’s forte in this regard. Nevertheless, 

after tedious negotiations some steps were taken in a more liberal direction 

when the EU Blue Card Directive, respecting member state competence, was 

 
115 Ibid. 
116 Moreover, the Lisbon Treaty made some important modifications to EU immigra-

tion and asylum law. Its article 79 lays down the basis for an EU immigration policy 

with the aim to “ensuring, at all stages, the efficient management of migration flows, 

fair treatment of third country nationals residing legally in member states, and the 

prevention of, and enhanced measures to combat illegal immigration and trafficking 

in human beings.” Any harmonisation of national immigration law, however, was kept 

outside Community competence (Hailbronner, 2010: 2). In this way nevertheless, the 

root causes approach became part of the EU legal framework through the key term 

prevention. 
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adopted in 2009.117 It supported the Lisbon strategy’s aim to make the EU the 

most competitive and dynamic economy in the world. It sought to attract 

highly skilled labour migrants to the EU by providing a fast-track, and favour-

able conditions such as equal social and economic rights to third country na-

tionals and their family members (ibid. 7). The domestic dimension here 

would, again, suggest that further analysis from the perspectives of construc-

tivism and realist constructivism is needed (see chapter 5). We could, how-

ever, also interpret EU labour migration policy as a form of power statecraft 

mainly catering for EU interests. 

As usual, any liberalising step was coupled with an appetite for security-

oriented initiatives. In the process leading up to the adoption of the Lisbon 

Treaty, the Mediterranean member states, through the so-called Quadro Group 

(Cyprus, Greece, Italy, and Malta), exerted pressure in the Council, calling for 

more efficient measures to curb irregular migration flows. This context also 

ensured that the EU did not stray from the path, focusing on the short term and 

immediate ‘fight’ against irregular migration through straightforward power 

statecraft. The fallout showed that “while security and control have arguably 

always dominated the immigration and asylum agenda, the trend towards re-

active policies aimed at ‘fixing problems’ suggests that the European Union 

is being distracted from longer-term perspectives” (Collett, 2010)118 such as 

counteracting the root causes of migration through development.  

From Stockholm to Brussels 2010-2020 

As decided by the Council in December 2009, the Stockholm Programme 

(2010-2014) gave priority to migration, including the links between migration 

and development as well as labour migration. This focus was coupled with 

further efforts to block irregular migration contained within an integrated ap-

proach to manage the EU’s external borders, protect asylum-seekers and ref-

ugees, and enhance the rights of third country nationals in member states. It 

emphasised the need to reinforce policy coherence, linking immigration pol-

icy with foreign policy, development policy, trade, employment, health, and 

education (Collett, 2010). The offering of perks to partner countries was char-

acterised by undertones of expediency. Partners were kept in the dark, how-

ever, about the inner machinations of the EU. 

The EU failed to set up the Common European Asylum System by the 

deadline of 2010, which had been the target since 1999 (Léonard and Kaunert, 

2019). Inadvertently, the slow progress within the protection regime had some 

spillover effects on the migration and development regime within the broader 

 
117 It took 19 months of negotiations from that the proposal was presented in 2007 

until it was adopted, but even longer if we consider that the idea originated back in 

2005 in the Policy Plan on Legal Migration (Bellini, 2016: 7). 
118 No page numbers available.  
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European regime complex. Due to a missing EU-wide asylum system, also 

asylum policy emerged as an integrated part of the overall strategy to exter-

nalise control policy, which then overlapped with the externalisation of mi-

gration policy, linking both forced and voluntary migration flows to the root 

causes approach. Moreover, the commotion enveloping the 2011 Arab Spring 

made the EU change its narratives in relation to democratisation. It also made 

it reconsider its approach to the root causes of refugee flows (Faustini-Torres, 

2020). 

A number of Directives were adopted in this period which later would en-

able the linking of the root causes with labour migration as leverage. They 

included the Single Permit Directive with a common, simplified procedure for 

residence and work permits for third country nationals and a common set of 

rights to be granted to regular immigrants; the Seasonal Workers Directive; a 

Directive for intra-corporate transferees; and a researchers and students Di-

rective. The Commission also revised the Visa Code.119 The domestic demand 

for these categories of migrants could be interpreted as reflecting national in-

terests according to realism but should rather be linked to ideas and identity 

according to constructivism, and, thus, ideational statecraft. Economic growth 

and prosperity in Europe coupled with rights and immigrant integration were 

objectives that placed such migration within a much broader context. 

In parallel, addressing the root causes of migration was now leaning more 

towards the fight against irregular migration through the ‘more-for-more’ 

principle (European Council, 2014b: 3). Keeping foretoken funds tucked away 

for later instalments may be regarded as a realist power instrument, or as 

power statecraft.120 These two modes of statecraft might have been replaced 

by migration statecraft, triggered by a wave of huddled masses. At the end of 

2015 when the Union faced its biggest crisis with more than 1.2 million first-

time asylum-seekers (more than double that in the previous year) and a highly 

contested and failed policy approach, the Commission launched a new Euro-

pean Agenda on Migration. This served to buoy up EU constituencies, and 

was a forceful initiative by the new Commission President Jean-Claude 

Juncker. It was partly based on what can be regarded as the national interest 

in realist terms, or the EU overall interest in effective control (European Com-

mission, 2015a: 6). 

 
119http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/display-

Ftu.html?ftuId=FTU_5.12.3.html 
120 The EU’s ‘more-for-more’ principle is based on making more financial support 

and other benefits available as a reward for additional reforms and measures imple-

mented by partner countries inter alia in the areas of managing border control and 

irregular migration (European Council, 2014b: 3). 
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The Commission referred to “structural limitations” to such control (Euro-

pean Commission, 2015a: 6),121 which could be considered as reasons for ex-

ternalisation (to be further analysed in chapter 5). The Communication reiter-

ated what President Juncker had already outlined in his Political Guidelines. 

This pivotal crisis again necessitated a more balanced and more coherent pol-

icy. It brought together the aims of defying irregular migration and securing 

the EU’s external frontiers, while offering asylum and the option of legal mi-

gration. This was to be done through bringing closer several different policy 

areas with home affairs. They included development cooperation, trade, em-

ployment, and foreign affairs (European Commission, 2015a: 6). The Euro-

pean migration and asylum regime complex was thus to be further constructed 

around the regime for fighting irregular migration, the protection regime, the 

labour migration regime, and the migration and development regime. 

Indicating a key regime complex principle, the Commission described the 

European Agenda on Migration in a way that highlighted the notion of ‘shared 

responsibility’. Partner countries ought to help the EU fulfil its policy objec-

tives regarding migration management, which included addressing root causes 

of migration. The Commission also emphasised the need to combine internal 

and external policies (European Commission, 2017a),122 which will later re-

quire a constructivist or realist constructivist analysis of statecraft. In order to 

batten down the hatches, the Commission also announced its new ‘Hotspot’ 

approach. Various agencies (Frontex, Europol123, and the European Asylum 

Support Office) would thereby work together with ‘frontline’ member states 

on the reception, identification, and registration of migrants and asylum-seek-

ers, including the return of irregular migrants (European Commission, 2015a: 

6). 

The Agenda also included a proposal for European schemes for relocation 

and resettlement (European Commission, 2015a: 19). It turned out to be 

highly controversial, and failed. Disagreement on EU-internal solidarity fed 

into the overall tendencies towards externalisation of migration control. In ef-

fect it strengthened the case for investing more in measures against the root 

causes of migration. In contrast, one of the main realist initiatives to resolve 

the 2015 migration and refugee crisis was the proposal to put in place a 

 
121 The need to legitimise the new policy approach and to show resolve on the potency 

of migration control were evident from wording that highlighted that despite the 

“structural limitations of EU migration policy”, the EU was now sending “a clear 

message to citizens that migration can be better managed collectively by all EU ac-

tors” (European Commission, 2015a: 6). 
122 The Commission argued the following: ”Migration management is a shared re-

sponsibility, not only among EU Member States, but also vis-à-vis non-EU countries 

of transit and origin of migrants. By combining both internal and external policies, the 

Agenda provides a new, comprehensive approach grounded in mutual trust and soli-

darity among EU Member States and institutions” (European Commission, 2017a). 
123 European Union’s law enforcement agency. 
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European Border and Coast Guard Agency. Meeting the demand for exigency 

in record time, it was launched less than a year after it was proposed by the 

Commission. A feisty Commissioner Dimitris Avramopoulos declared on the 

launch date in October 2016 that the new Agency was a “symbol” for the EU’s 

ability to deliver (European Commission, 2017a).124 Migration statecraft and 

symbolic politics were used to give an air of control. 

Power politics and enforcement were regarded by the Commission as 

something that could reinforce legitimacy among domestic constituencies at a 

time of crisis. However, creative thinking was also needed in order to avoid 

European authorities from being overrun by asylum applications. The Com-

munication also argued that the root causes should be addressed as they were 

“of direct importance to EU citizens”, evident from the statement that “the 

prevention and mitigation of these threats is of primary importance for the 

migration debate” (European Commission, 2015a: 7). Hereby, the Commis-

sion made an attempt to bring the work against the root causes of migration 

closer to the general debate in EU member states, the reason being that it usu-

ally did not feature as much as other aspects of the migration and asylum re-

gime complex. 

At the same time, by addressing root causes, policymakers could passably 

conceal the challenges. The narrative made development and aid instrumental 

in the efforts to curb irregular migration. In parallel, the Agenda also linked 

up the EU’s legal migration policy with development of the migrants’ coun-

tries of origin. It referred to the upcoming adoption of the UN Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) and argued for the inclusion of migration-related 

targets (European Commission, 2015a: 16). Could this be interpreted as idea-

tional statecraft, a sign of socialisation from a constructivist perspective? (to 

be discussed further in chapters 6 and 7). To some extent, the Commission as 

a norm-entrepreneur was lobbying the Council in regard to the issue linkage 

“in which ideas [...] [were] re-introduced in different guises” (Carrera and 

Chou, 2006: 143). In any case, although there were several signs of instru-

mentalising development policy, the root causes alone cannot explain why the 

EU wanted migration included in the SDGs. 

It is clear that the migration-development nexus was reinforced as a result 

of the 2015 crisis, which first appeared as an unsurmountable hurdle to main-

taining order. The crisis led to several initiatives, to a large extent promoted 

by the EU Commission as a norm-entrepreneur (cf. Checkel, 2001a; Moravc-

sik, 2003; Fligstein, 1998). At the end of this year, an EU-Africa summit was 

held in Valletta, Malta, where an Action Plan was adopted. The European 

Council tabled a new Migration Partnership Framework with key third 

 
124 Avramopoulos put it in the following way: “The European Border and Coast Guard 

is a symbol for the European Union. A symbol of a Europe that is able to deliver, 

united. We are now better equipped than before to face the migration and security 

challenges” (European Commission, 2017a). 
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countries in June 2016. Also in 2016, the EU arrived at a key arrangement 

with the EU-Turkey Statement, which dramatically cut the number of arriving 

migrants and asylum-seekers to Greece and the rest of Europe. While this ar-

rangement triggered a broad debate “regarding the compatibility of the deal 

with the EU norms and legislation together with its applicability in the long 

run” (Çetin, 2017),125 the EU also took several steps to address the humanitar-

ian needs of Syrian refugees in the neighbouring countries Turkey, Lebanon, 

and Jordan.126 

Regarding the EU-Turkey Statement, this was not only classical realist 

power statecraft but also an example of a new tool in response to the EU hav-

ing been inundated by the 2015 crisis. Externalising migration policy went 

beyond the legislative formality of the EU. Externalisation also raised issues 

of legitimacy and classical realist morality and prudence. A realist construc-

tivist analysis came to the conclusion that the EU’s liberal identity turned out 

to be malleable (Martin, 2019). Despite the opposite narrative, the EU held on 

to a securitising strategy which has been broadly criticised (Cardwell, 2018: 

73).127 In a move towards more migration diplomacy and the use of migration 

statecraft, High-Level Dialogues on Migration128 were introduced. These were 

coupled with a revision of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) with a 

view to improving relations and cooperation with key countries. Such migra-

tion statecraft needed to be both intersubjective (Barkin, 2010) and interac-

tional (Prieto, 2020) and thus recognise the needs and interests of the partner 

countries. 

It should be recalled that self-interest in migration control dominated the 

overall agenda, both in relation to third countries and internally within the EU. 

Although without bellicosity, rhetoric remained oriented towards strategic ac-

tion. As far as crisis management was concerned, the Schengen Border Code 

allowed member states to temporarily reintroduce internal border controls, on 

the premise that a serious threat to public policy or internal security had been 

recognised. They are normally used only in exceptional circumstances, but 

several member states (inter alia Hungary, Slovenia, Germany, Austria, Den-

mark, and Sweden) introduced them and managed to extend them several 

 
125 No page numbers available, published online at 

https://www.europenowjournal.org/2017/09/30/what-prospects-for-change-to-

achieve-a-sustainable-eu-migration-policy/ 
126 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/migratory-pressures/ 
127 Cardwell argues for instance that “[t]he language of ‘innovation’ in migration pol-

icymaking masks the danger of bypassing existing, legitimate frames”. Furthermore, 

he points out that the EU-Turkey Statement is “an example of new governance which 

avoids established frames of transparency and legitimacy” (Cardwell, 2018: 73). 
128 These included several ministerial dialogues with various third countries. Most 

dialogues were implemented by the High Representative/Vice-President and the Com-

mission. However, also member states such as Germany, France, and the Netherlands, 

were in charge of some dialogues on behalf of the EU (European Commission, 2016a). 
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times.129 Regressing into intramural borderscapes within the Union seemed to 

be the penultimate step before control could be reclaimed. Meanwhile, it is 

hard to explain the complexity and context within which parallel externalisa-

tion emerged. 

Looking back at four years of implementation of the Agenda for Migration, 

the Commission in 2019 summarised it as consisting of four pillars: tackling 

the drivers (and root causes) of irregular migration; stronger border manage-

ment; protection and asylum; and legal migration and integration. The migra-

tion-development nexus was not mentioned separately, but the EU Emergency 

Trust Fund for Africa with its development connotations, was included under 

the root causes pillar. In this way, migration policy seems to have trumped 

development policy. The term ‘comprehensive approach’ was, again, used to 

refer to the links between external and internal aspects of migration control 

policy (European Commission, 2019a). Realism then springs to mind. It suf-

fers from strongly underrating the domestic dimension. 

From the perspective of the forthcoming congruence analysis in chapter 5, 

this first empirical analysis has shown that a realist approach is partly useful, 

but inadequate in terms of how development is approached. The EU has been 

toiling away with power statecraft, strategic action and the instrumentalisation 

of development for the sake of prevention and migration control. However, it 

appears that ideational statecraft and identity also play a role. Some degree of 

socialisation in regard to the migration-development nexus may have taken 

place, which makes constructivism relevant. Migration statecraft seems to 

have been applied in search of leverage between two distinct policy issue areas 

leading to contestation. The embeddedness of the migration and development 

regime within a broader regime complex makes it necessary to proceed with 

a realist constructivist approach and an analysis of leveraged statecraft. 

From crisis to action 

The above section identified some turning points where events precipitated 

crisis situations. Five such years deserve to be highlighted here – 1992, 1999, 

2005, 2011, and 2015. They can be regarded as critical junctures that probably 

changed the dominant ideas and discourses, as well as the practical course of 

action. The EU chose to face these crises head-on rather than hunker down. 

With trepidation, policymakers moved from a more reactive security focus, 

towards externalisation by addressing the root causes of migration (c.f. Mar-

cussen et al., 2011; Moravcsik, 2001: 178, 180-1; Lupovici, 2009: 212). The 

recurrent crises and the spectre of more to come not only aided the Commis-

sion in pushing forward as a norm-maker; they also challenged stability as the 

 
129https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/borders-and-vi-

sas/schengen/reintroduction-border-control_en 
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bedrock of societal order within the EU, and international order in relation to 

the source and transit countries. 

The first three crises were all weighty matters but also demonstrated the 

EU’s buoyancy. In 1992, the deadline for the completion of the European sin-

gle market, and the start of the war in former Yugoslavia leading to a hitherto 

unforeseen post-World War II level of displacement, the European Council in 

Edinburgh made a first-time statement of intent on migration and develop-

ment.130 The Kosovo crisis, together with this statement, ushered in the Tam-

pere Conclusions in 1999, which explicitly formulated a strategy for the EU 

in its external relations on migration and development. Tampere in turn ena-

bled action to parry the next migration crisis, in 2005. The Hague Programme 

had also led to a number of follow-up initiatives by the Commission. EU ac-

tors would wend their way into partnerships with migrant source countries 

(European Commission, 2006c). 

In the wake of the crisis in Ceuta and Melilla, the Commission adopted a 

broad and coherent strategy on the external dimension of freedom, security, 

and justice including migration in October 2005. The Commission was thus 

well prepared when it launched its Global Approach to Migration in December 

2005 within the broader EU external relations. While the 2011 Arab Spring 

forced a million people to flee Libya, around 25,000 arrived in Europe and 

made the EU rethink its strategy (Fargues and Fandrich, 2012). The major 

refugee and migration crisis in 2015 became a turning point as it also affected 

identity politics (Börzel and Risse, 2018). The Commission was jolted into 

launching a new, revamped version of its external migration policy. The ideas 

behind the migration and development regime were primarily outlined by the 

Commission through the Comprehensive Approach in a first phase (1991-

2004), the Global Approach in a second phase (2005-2015), and the Partner-

ship Framework in a third, more consolidated phase (2016-2020).131 All three 

 
130 It was included in a special Declaration on principles governing external aspects 

of migration policy. The Community and member states agreed that “they will ensure 

the appropriate volume of development aid is effectively used to encourage sustaina-

ble social and economic development, in particular to contribute to job creation and 

the alleviation of poverty in the countries of origin, so further contributing in the 

longer term to a reduction of migration pressure” (European Council, 1992: 44). A 

few weeks earlier, the Development Council had agreed on the role of development 

cooperation policy in relation to migration, recognising that the effective use of aid 

can play a role in reducing long-term migratory pressures (ibid., 47). 
131 In late September 2020, the new von der Leyen Commission presented its migra-

tion policy framework entitled the New Pact on Migration and Asylum. Home Affairs 

Commissioner Ylva Johansson highlighted a proposal for crisis preparedness and re-

sponse, as well as the importance of return of irregular migrants. The wording on 

migration and development went along with a continued emphasis on international 

partnerships, finding mutual interests, noting that readmission and return can be 
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policy perspectives brought EU interests and ideas together within one frame-

work.  

This overview will now move on to a more in-depth analysis of a number 

of key Communications and a Council Presidency Report. This could demon-

strate that “how political leaders talk about the constraints in their environ-

ments helps to shape their expectations, strategies, advisory systems, and ac-

tions they urge” on the EU, its member states, and their partner countries (Her-

mann, 2008: 152). The following section will provide a better understanding 

of the emergence of a key regime norm for migration policy. The lowest com-

mon denominator for migration policy encroachment on development policy 

seems to be a focus on how to counteract unwanted migration through devel-

opment. This argument needs to be backed up with more evidence. The nar-

ratives to be set out may reveal the ideas, not merely the interests, behind the 

EU practices, and may help in applying the three theoretical approaches. 

Qualitative research “starts from the notion of the social construction of 

realities under study” (Flick, 2007: 2). The style of these Communications is 

generally formal, with a moderate tone, frequent reference to keywords, spe-

cific diction, invoking certain emotions, and alluding to certain symbols. 

Broader neutral arguments are interpolated with revealing, main messages. I 

am looking for rudimentary values, norms, and ideologies in these documents. 

My main interest is to reveal signs of statecraft as the centre of gravity in the 

narratives. The particular language being adopted is dissected to uncover the 

ideational foundation. I apply my analysis to “investigate the content, origins, 

evolution, and impact of the message” used by the Commission and Council 

(Wesley, 2014: 136-138). The materials are analysed step by step 

(Kohlbacher, 2006: Mayring, 2000).  

The Comprehensive Approach Communications 

The 1991 Communication on Immigration noted the level of politicisation of 

immigration in member states: “the whole immigration issue has been pushed 

to the forefront of political debate”, and there was “growing unease in public 

opinion.” This was seen as the result of the beneficial post-war labour immi-

gration having been replaced by the process of family reunification, and more 

vexing flows of dishevelled asylum-seekers. During the 1980s there had been 

increasing awareness among policymakers of the importance of more effec-

tive immigration policies (European Commission, 1991: 2-3). Little did they 

know what the upcoming decades had in store for them. The domestic policy 

 
politically sensitive to partners. In relation to development then, the continued idea 

was “helping to build strengthened, resilient economies delivering growth and jobs 

for local people and at the same time reducing the pressure for irregular migration” 

(European Commission, 2020a: 19). I exclude this new framework from my analysis 

as too little time has passed for it to be properly evaluated. 
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concerns regarding immigration and public opinion, nevertheless, were al-

ready prodding governments to take on these challenges.132 

The Commission made a clear link between the need for control and the 

possibilities for immigrant incorporation based on social conditions in host 

countries. It recognised “the paradox” that notwithstanding attempts to peter 

out immigration, it continued. It also rendered trenchant critique of the gap 

between discourse and the outcomes of ineffective policies: “The facts con-

tradict policy statements, which are becoming increasingly out of step with 

reality. This reality reflects a certain powerlessness in the face of an immigra-

tion not fully under control.” This statement itself motivates a closer compar-

ison between narratives and practices. In addition, social order was invoked: 

“The Community would […] bear responsibility if in failing to control migra-

tion flows, it allowed the disruption of the social equilibrium of the Member 

States by new populations which could not be integrated” (European Com-

mission, 1991: 3, 7). 

In other words, the close link between external control and domestic poli-

tics was signified by arguing that “integration of immigrants could only be 

achieved by controlling migration flows. It is this principle which must guide 

all joint action” (European Commission, 1991: 9). Dampening the speed of 

societal change for the body politic was the beacon to follow. Realpolitik was 

thus clearly present when the Commission pinpointed the domestic dimension 

and public debate as a basis for international cooperation. Constructivism and 

realist constructivism seem more relevant, though, for the researcher to reach 

a deeper understanding of domestic norms behind various public interests, 

which goes beyond the notion of an aggregate national interest (see Barkin, 

2010).  

The Communication used the term “global approach” – “adopting a global 

approach to the problem” – but referred to the Communication’s proposals 

more specifically as a “comprehensive” approach. The Commission proposed 

three main themes for “complementary, comprehensive and realistic re-

sponses” and joint action: 1) addressing migration pressure, 2) controlling im-

migration flows, and 3) reinforcing integration. It also saw important links 

between the three themes (European Commission, 1991: 2, 19-20).133 This, 

 
132 The key underlying reasons for the changing opinion included the perception of a 

steady migration pressure exacerbated by the opening up of Central and Eastern Eu-

rope after the fall of the Soviet Union. Establishing the internal market and the free 

movement of persons required more effective measures at the external borders (Cec-

corulli, 2010: 498). 
133 This was also the first time the Commission more systematically suggested to in-

clude the issue of migration pressure in the Community’s external policy. Possible 

cooperation in this regard could include projects targeting “poor rural and suburban 

regions of large urban centres” as sources of potential emigration. One explicit aim of 

such cooperation would be “how, in each of the countries concerned, potential popu-

lations can be kept in their areas of origin” (European Commission, 1991: 20). 
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again, diminishes the value of power statecraft and realism in explaining mi-

gration policy since immigrant integration is such an important part of it. We 

could thus momentarily dispense with power politics.  

Nevertheless, the researcher needs to be cautious about not equating his or 

her own perceptions of power with those of others: “Instead, they may want 

to look at how power is enacted, received, or undone” (Krippendorff, 2019: 

77). To enact power, the Commission referred to the need “to strike the right 

balance between immediate measures and demographic trends” to maintain 

stability (European Commission, 1991: 2). Migrant source countries had “im-

plicitly built into their development policies the potential for emigration as a 

contribution to their structural economic problems. This issue poses the prob-

lem of North-South relations […]. Demographic pressure from these countries 

is also a function of the success of their development policies” (European 

Commission, 1991: 6). Here, the Commission’s narrative was representational 

and made a clear link between control policies and development policies on 

the basis of assumptions about both member state and partner country objec-

tives (cf. Hermann, 2008: 155). 

In this context, the Commission noted in a reflexive way that the transition 

economies to the East were facing economic challenges and unemployment 

and made the “following oversimplification: anyone becoming unemployed is 

a potential emigrant”. It also raised concerns about the intellectual elite leav-

ing (a brain drain) (European Commission, 1991: 7). This is an example of 

fitting in instrumental discourse both to persuade member states of a threat 

image and partners that the EU was aware of their concerns – this narrative 

comes across as migration statecraft (cf. Hermann, 2008: 155). The Commu-

nication also evoked the image that the desideratum of most migrants would 

be to gain access to Europe. The text considered the potential for using eco-

nomic aid, recognising that its primary purpose was development and could 

only indirectly address the specific causes of emigration (European Commis-

sion, 1991: 7).134 

In the 1994 Communication on Immigration and Asylum Policies the Com-

mission reiterated the importance of addressing the root causes of migration. 

It defined migration pressure as relating to “all actual and potential migratory 

movements directed towards Europe”. It referred to economic, demographic, 

and environmental factors, as well as political factors of relevance for human 

rights and protection needs (European Commission, 1994: 13). A dominant 

focus on migration root causes was manifested in this form: “Institutions are 

constituted, constructed, and reconstructed in language use and in the distri-

bution of narratives of that use” (Krippendorff, 2019: 80). Through its narra-

tives, the Commission called for adequate practices. Surely the EU would 

 
134 Although aid flows had been increasing through the Lome IV agreement with ACP 

countries, and the PHARE programme directed at Central and Eastern Europe, they 

were not put up “to prevent all emigration” (European Commission, 1991: 7). 
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jounce around when indifferent migrants and resistant partner countries could 

dig potholes on the road ahead. Various forms of statecraft would be needed 

in this endeavour. 

Following the 1992 Edinburgh Council Declaration on principles govern-

ing external aspects of migration policy, the necessary measures would have 

to take into account the “specific nature of the migratory flows concerned and 

the region or country of origin they stem from”. Measures could focus both 

on refugees and other people in need of international protection, and on eco-

nomic migratory movements (European Commission, 1994: 14). Related 

overtures to third countries would also need to be based on both prudence and 

knowledge (two categories used in my analytical scheme, cf. Schreier, 2012: 

59; Maxwell and Chmiel, 2014). This was something that presaged flexibility 

and adaptation. In this regard, a realist constructivist understanding of this 

broad range of interventions could highlight the issue linkages and leverage 

applied.135 

The Commission realised that leverage was of the essence in relation to 

third countries. The Communication noted the following: “It will be necessary 

to involve the country of origin in this process from the beginning: only within 

the framework of a dialogue with the countries concerned can effective 

measures be taken” (European Commission, 1994: 19). Emphasising the 

“only” way to reach “effective measures”, this phrasing evoked an emotion of 

drama with the ineluctable policy choice of cooperation (cf. Wesley, 2014). 

In this regard, the Communication noted that international migration could 

follow from internal, rural to urban migration. The remedy then to stop further 

international flows could be to launch “labour-intensive development pro-

jects” for those rural areas, or to improve housing and working conditions in 

the urban areas (European Commission, 1994: 19; cf. Harris-Todaro, 1970; 

Krichel and Levine, 2002).136  

 
135 Concerning demographic pressures, the Communication also made linkages to 

population policies and the need to assist developing countries in this regard to avoid 

future mass migration due to population growth combined with prevailing interna-

tional economic imbalances. Suggesting measures such as promoting the health of 

women, literacy, improving the quality of social services and family planning illus-

trated how the Commission wanted to reduce overall population growth as a way to 

block future migration pressures (European Commission, 1994: 17-18). This weakens 

the constructivist argument of migration as an idea for development, and strengthens 

the realist view that aid is to be instrumentalised for self-interest. Power statecraft thus 

also seemed to move into population control and family planning (which were not 

explicitly part of my search terms in figure 6). 
136 However, the Communication also argued that “[t]he first task in controlling mi-

gration is to formulate basic principles in order to reflect the distinction between mi-

gration pressure and other forms of migration” (European Commission, 1994: 20). At 

this time, and similar to the discourse in the 1991 Communication, the Commission 
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Taking into account prudence and morality as a norm-entrepreneur, the 

Commission worked closely with the Council. The Council Presidency’s Re-

port from the High Level Working Group to Coreper in January 1999 drew on 

the Commission’s 1991 and 1994 Communications. The draft terms of refer-

ence for the HLWG set the tone for the focus on root causes: “in the light of 

the possible effectiveness of aid in preventing economic migration, the possi-

bilities for strengthening the common strategy for development between the 

EC and (where they so wish) its Member States and the country concerned 

and/or neighbouring countries”, were to be explored. This could include iden-

tifying the needs for humanitarian aid and support for the reception of dis-

placed people in the region in line with prevailing aid principles (European 

Council, 1999: 4). Notably, development policy ideas and objectives were to 

be respected. 

When the HLWG was set up by the Council in December 1998, this ‘task 

force’ – according to the Dutch proposal – had been asked to explore “the 

situation in the most important countries of origin of asylum-seekers and mi-

grants” (European Commission, 1998). This was subsequently done through 

five Action Plans for Afghanistan/Pakistan, Morocco, Somalia, Sri Lanka, and 

Iraq (European Council, 1999: 4; 2000) approved by the European Council in 

Tampere in October 1999. A sixth one on Albania (Kosovo) was adopted by 

the European Council in Nice in June 2000 (European Commission, 2000a). 

The Action Plans were regarded by the HLWG as a set of effective measures 

for cooperation within foreign policy, development, and economic assistance 

(European Council, 2000: 5). Rationality and policy coordination seemed to 

be the starting point. 

However, the Action Plans turned out to be a gaffe. They foundered terribly 

on one-sided strategic action. In the end, EU policymakers were hoist by their 

own petard. The third countries were only informed about the Action Plans 

after they had already been drafted. Morocco, for instance, complained that 

the plan put forward to it was unbalanced and “still excessively dominated by 

the security aspect”.137 Morocco wanted to bring in more regarding socio-eco-

nomic aspects. The Council Presidency then argued that the Action Plan 

would be amended in order to “to turn it into an instrument common to both 

parties” (European Council, 2000a: 7). This was an example where a text, a 

narrative was “subject to adaptation to changing situations, open to 

 
thus still made a distinction between the root causes of migration on the one hand and 

control policies on the other, arguing that the former amounted to more long-term 

measures in relation to the short-term control of already progressing migration flows 

(European Commission, 1994: 20). 
137 Still, when the Action Plans were drafted, the HLWG was aware that “a genuine 

partnership must be established between the countries concerned by the Action Plans 

and the European Union and its Member States and reciprocal undertakings must 

therefore be defined” (European Council, 2000a: 4). 
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reinterpretations in dialogue among community members” (Krippendorff, 

2019: 81). The proposed actions, in turn, signalled a measure of gradual recog-

nition of the partner countries through aid (European Council, 2000a: 8-11). 

The HLWG, which may also be regarded as a norm-entrepreneur, did not 

shirk from its responsibility. It reported to the Nice Council that its focus on 

the root causes of migration and its consequences, and the synergies linking 

various policy areas (foreign policy, development, and economic assistance), 

would help in reducing illegal migration flows (European Council, 2000a: 13). 

It thus instrumentalised development when addressing the root causes of un-

wanted migration. At the same time, “the HLWG [stressed] the importance of 

taking into account the link between development policy and the field of mi-

gration” (ibid., 17).138 Its conclusion implied that the EU should become the 

benefactor of partners as: 

 

[o]nly within the framework of dialogue and cooperation with third countries 

and international organisations, with the objective of promoting co-develop-

ment and making development policy more effective, can the European Union 

hope to remedy the root causes of flight and migration from the country of 

origin (European Council, 2000a: 14).  

 

Notably, again, development cooperation was seen as the “only” way forward, 

as a ray of light in an otherwise gloomy scenario. At this time the HLWG still 

also referred to “the root causes of flight”, rather than solely hoping to stave 

off irregular migration. It contrasted general measures to promote democracy 

with technical measures to implement readmission agreements. Indicating an 

intersubjective sensitivity, it noted that it was important to avoid the continued 

response from third countries that they “feel that they are the target of unilat-

eral policy by the Union focusing on repressive action”. In order to placate the 

partner countries, the issue of legitimacy was raised. The HLWG argued that 

“[i]t would be detrimental to the credibility of this new European Union policy 

to allow one aspect to predominate” (European Council, 2000a: 15),139 namely 

securitisation (to be analysed in chapter 5). 

 
138 While being aware that aid could not meet all objectives of the Action Plans, the 

HLWG also “had to cope with the difficulty of integrating objectives relating to mi-

gration into development policies”. Such challenges, according to the HLWG, were 

however partly linked to the innovative nature of this approach and that the Amster-

dam Treaty had just recently entered into force (in May 1999) (European Council, 

2000a: 14). 
139 The HLWG was seeking improved leverage in this regard arguing the following: 

“There is a danger that the sense of a lack of consultation between the European Union 

and the Action Plan target countries will lead to a flat refusal by those countries to 

cooperate in the implementation of the Action Plans. That is why cooperation between 
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The Global Approach to Migration (and Mobility) 

Communications 

 

With this backdrop, about five years later the EU faced a new migration crisis. 

Researchers need to observe what happens when institutions are challenged 

(Krippendorff, 2019: 79). Urgent action was required. After a discussion on 

migration among the European Heads of State and Government at an informal 

European summit at Hampton Court in October 2005, EU President Barroso 

stated that, “the Commission would develop a list of priority actions for im-

proving global migration, with a special focus on the African region”. The 

summit was soon followed by a Commission Communication on Priority ac-

tions for responding to the challenges of migration, that suggested various 

activities aimed to improve cooperation with Africa and the Mediterranean 

region (European Commission, 2005a; European Council, 2005a).140 

The Global Approach to Migration was then tabled by the Council in De-

cember 2005 (European Council, 2005a). Cooperation was to focus on migra-

tory routes and security against illegal immigration and would depend on the 

relative need for deeper cooperation according to various regions’ relevance 

as migrant sources for the EU. My analysis revealed that some aspects of the 

migration-development nexus were mentioned together with the focus on root 

causes (Hermann, 2008: 157). The wording in the Communication elaborated 

on how this message had been repeated several times. For the analyst, it is also 

curious that the Commission DG141 responsible for development let the last 

sentence in the below quote through, as the prime aim from its perspective 

was rather poverty reduction (European Council, 2005a: 3): 

The EU has recognised on many occasions the importance of taking a balanced 

and comprehensive approach, aimed at promoting the synergies between mi-

gration and development, and based on a long term strategy to address the root 

causes of forced migration. It is in this context that EU development coopera-

tion has its most important contribution to make (European Commission, 

2005a: 2).142 

 
the European Union and the target countries is indispensable for the achievement of 

the objectives of the Action Plans. These Plans must put the emphasis on the desire 

for partnership between the European Union and the target countries and their imple-

mentation must involve defining reciprocal commitments accepted by common ac-

cord” (European Council, 2000a: 15). 
140 This reflected the UK EU Presidency’s priority to focus on Africa (Stocchetti, 

2013: 144-145). 
141 Directorate-General. 
142 Moreover, in an attempt to further elaborate on the underlying ideas (and referring 

to the need for more knowledge), the Council Conclusions also called for a study “to 

improve understanding of the root causes of migration to underpin the long-term ap-

proach” (European Council, 2005a: 3). 
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Having set the ball rolling, the Commission soon followed up with a Commu-

nication entitled The Global Approach to Migration one year on. It aimed to 

make the approach more comprehensive, also including additional policy ar-

eas. While the initial attempt targeted Africa and the Mediterranean, applying 

this approach to other regions was now to be considered, especially in relation 

to the Eastern and South-Eastern borders of the EU. Moreover, the Commu-

nication argued that migration issues should be integrated within the political 

dialogue with all ACP (Asian, Caribbean, and Pacific) countries and within 

selected Regional Economic Communities in Africa (European Commission, 

2006d: 2-3, 5). Gradually, thus, the Commission added new companion tools 

and geographical targets to the EU’s statecraft toolbox. 

Poverty and the lack of employment opportunities were regarded as the key 

culprits behind the arboriculture of migration roots. Rhetorical action and the 

strategic use of norm-based argumentation indicate this view among policy-

makers (Schimmelfennig, 2003; Krebs and Jackson, 2007). The following 

quote makes evident that for the Commission, the theme of migration and de-

velopment overlapped with, or was even synonymous with the theme of the 

root causes. As in the above quote, this is the kind of passage I was trying to 

interpret as either one or the other norm, but where I found the wording to mix 

a bit of both (cf. Wesley, 2004: 150). Neither poverty nor lack of employment 

are the major sources of emigration to the EU according to some research (see 

e.g. de Haas et al., 2018, Ratha et al., 2011). Even if posed with candour, then, 

how rational was the following statement and to what extent was it evidence-

based? 

Turning to the migration and development agenda, the prime challenge is to 

tackle the main push factors for migration: poverty and the lack of job oppor-

tunities. The EU must recognise that creating jobs in developing countries could 

significantly reduce migratory pressure from Africa (European Commission, 

2006d: 5). 

 

The tautness of this wording can be regarded as showing power statecraft 

while the role of knowledge seems to be absent. The strategy, nevertheless, 

involved a leap of faith. Information is imperfect for decision-makers accord-

ing to both realists and constructivist, but realists usually assume that deci-

sion-makers are rational. Glaser argues, however, that rational theory does 

poorly in explaining the actual behaviour of states. Realists thus need to bring 

suboptimal performance into the picture (Glaser, 2010: 173).143 We will need 

more analysis later on (in chapters 5 and 7) regarding the approach of realists 

 
143 Realist research does contain several examples of suboptimal state behaviour, such 

as defective assessments of the counterparts’ capabilities, and intentions or errors in 

judging the circumstances of their decisions (Glaser, 2010: 173, 206, 247). 
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to knowledge. For now, it is clear that the Commission in any case argued for 

the need for research. On the face of it, though, it seemed confident in its ar-

guments about the main root causes:  

Policies on migration need to be based on reliable evidence and be coherent 

with other, related policies. Promoting the links between policy and research 

can contribute to a better understanding of migration realities and policy devel-

opment (European Commission, 2006d: 6).  

 

Another outcome of the Hampton Court summit was the overall framework 

for EU-Africa cooperation. The EU Strategy on Africa, adopted by the 

GAERC144 as of late 2005, and its migration component was based on a British 

proposal as well as an earlier British-Spanish joint initiative on illegal migra-

tion and development. The relative need for deeper cooperation would depend 

on various regions’ relevance as migrant sources for the EU (European Com-

mission, 2005a). Migration statecraft appeared as inevitable. While policy co-

herence symbolised the underlying ideas of the regime (development cooper-

ation), root causes discourse revealed how power politics guided EU proposals 

(migration control policy) (European Commission, 2006d: 4).145 Austere con-

ditions were met by a duality of purpose. 

At this stage, however, the contours of the regime were still not so clearly 

distinguished although I tried to interpret “separate passages as matching var-

ious pre-determined themes” (Wesley, 2004: 150) in my analytical scheme. 

While some of my focus in this section includes development aspects, the fo-

cus on root causes and their domestic foundations in European control policy 

dilemmas remain as a canvas on which development ideas are being painted. 

For instance, the following quote combines the control policy term ‘manage-

ment’ with a development-oriented approach, interpreting the interests of not 

only migrant source countries but also diasporas and immigrants in the EU. 

The Commission referred to the Global Approach to Migration as a tool for 

“solidarity” with all concerned parties, which is a form of strategic social con-

struction: 

 

 
144 General Affairs and External Relations Council. 
145 The Commission clearly brought together the root causes norm with development 

policy in the following sentence: “The primary aims of this Strategy are the achieve-

ment of the Millennium Development Goals and the promotion of sustainable devel-

opment, security and good governance in Africa. Future work in the area of migration 

must be consistent with this Strategy, notably in the context of addressing the root 

causes of migration such as poverty, conflict and unemployment. Other EU policies, 

including trade, agriculture and fisheries, should serve the same objectives through 

enhanced Policy Coherence for Development (PCD)” (European Commission, 2006d: 

4). 
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An additional dimension of solidarity has been added with the ‘Global Ap-

proach to Migration’: with the aim to achieve a better management of migration 

flows in the interest of all actors involved, including diasporas and immigrant 

communities, countries of origin and transit need to be associated with EU ac-

tion and migration issues need to be part of the EU’s dialogue with third-coun-

tries and its development cooperation policy (European Commission, 2008a: 

8). 

 

Interestingly, this notion of solidarity emerged in a broader 2008 Communi-

cation.146 By closely linking up external and internal dimensions of EU migra-

tion policy, it presented salient reasons for the EU having discovered the de-

velopment framing as part of its externalisation strategy (European Commis-

sion, 2008a).147 The 2008 Communication on Strengthening the Global Ap-

proach to Migration then called for improved coherence and synergies. It also 

suggested more differentiation adapted to each partner country and more effi-

cient funding. One of the key characteristics was that the Commission de-

scribed a major paradigm shift in the EU approach towards migration control 

policy (European Commission, 2008b: 3). We need to find out the extent to 

which this instrumental narrative was genuine (cf. Hermann, 2008: 155). 

Could we claim that the basis of international relations “rests as much on rhet-

oric as reality” (Goddard, 2018: 4)? 

 

The Global Approach reflects a major change in the external dimension of the 

European migration policy over recent years, namely the shift from a primarily 

security-centred approach focused on reducing migratory pressures, to a more 

transparent and balanced approach guided by a better understanding of all as-

pects relevant to migration, improving the accompanying measures to manage 

migratory flows, making migration and mobility positive forces for develop-

ment (European Commission, 2008b: 3).  

 

The wording on the migration-development nexus illustrated that this dimen-

sion should now be “deepened and refined”, referring to the European Con-

sensus on Development. Still however, a main aim was to reinforce the 

measures against the root causes of migration. There was a focus on govern-

ance, economic reform, and demography. There would also be more attention 

to vocational training and job creation. Support would particularly target “re-

gions characterised by high emigration pressure” (European Commission, 

 
146 The concept of solidarity figured already in the Hague Programme, but was in that 

context referring to the whole area of justice, freedom, and security. 
147 I was working in the Commission, inter alia participating in a strategic Directors-

General meeting, when this Communication was hastily prepared and adopted in June 

2008. It was mainly an attempt to get ahead of the expected French initiative by Pres-

ident Sarkozy for a European Pact on Immigration and Asylum in the autumn of 2008. 
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2008b: 7).148 While the EU would not evade its global responsibilities, it kept 

its eye on reaping its own dividends. Still, it would not yet divulge its real 

plans. These narratives, nevertheless, included instrumental characteristics 

with their development focus. The discourse overall aimed at persuading the 

partner countries (Hermann, 2008: 155). 

The Union’s legitimacy seeking strategy was revealed as it had a firm foot-

ing in the root causes approach, while adding ideas and elements that could be 

regarded as appealing to the counterpart third countries (European Commis-

sion, 2008b: 7-8). Signals needed to be used. The application of some con-

cepts, therefore, changed (Wesley, 2004: 151). Thus, I also need to bear this 

in mind when using my analytical scheme, adapting it a little (see figure 5; cf. 

Mayring, 2000; Kohlbacher, 2006). The EU depended on its partners in this 

regard as “social and intersubjective understandings shape the signaling pro-

cess” (Goddard, 2018: 12). For instance, attention to South-South migration 

can be regarded as both strategic action and recognition. In addition, the em-

phasis on improving the evidence base could reinforce legitimacy and enable 

the EU to use it as leverage. The Commission suggested to:  

 

[s]trengthen policy ownership among African countries by focusing on the im-

portance of South/South migratory flows and support African countries wishing 

to develop their own migration policy framework (European Commission, 

2008b: 9-10).  

 

With this Communication, the Commission as a norm-maker also called for 

improved coordination among the member states, through pooling resources. 

The EU had to become more systematic in applying the various statecraft 

‘tools’ available, such as migration missions, migration profiles, mobility 

partnerships, and cooperation platforms. It had to advertise the virtues of the 

Global Approach in an international context, e.g. within the Global Forum on 

Migration and Development (GFMD), and international and regional organi-

sations such as the G8, the OECD149, the Council of Europe, the OSCE150, the 

International Organisation for Migration (IOM), the World Bank and regional 

development banks, and within regional consultative processes on migration 

(European Commission, 2008b: 12). In this way, the Commission as an actor 

used its discourse consciously to influence the EU’s environment (Hermann, 

2008: 151; Holsti, 1976: 293). 

 
148 Also, there was an emphasis on FDI and trade as means towards creating favoura-

ble conditions in migrant source countries. Moreover, migration should be “incorpo-

rated in a structural manner” into health, education, and human capital policies. Some 

longer-term topics were also added such as the effects of climate change on migration 

flows (European Commission, 2008b: 7). 
149 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 
150 Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe. 
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Leverage within the migration-development nexus was, however, not suf-

ficient for the EU. It shunned the persistent irregular migration challenge. 

There was no reason to be nostalgic about order as it remained a facade. De-

mand in third countries for labour migration opportunities in the EU kept pop-

ping up in the ongoing dialogue processes. As a norm-entrepreneur, the Com-

mission took the initiative to pursue a logic of the social. By virtue of migra-

tion statecraft it captured this demand and translated it into a promise of pro-

spects for more ‘mobility’. In this way, the EU made issue linkages not only 

between the regimes for migration and development and for fighting irregular 

migration, but also with the labour migration regime within the European mi-

gration and asylum regime complex.151 

This is why the Commission in 2011 proposed to recast the Global Ap-

proach by broadening its scope to the Global Approach to Migration and Mo-

bility, i.e. adding the term ‘mobility’. The interpretations regarding this Com-

munication may be coloured by me having worked in the Commission as the 

main author of this very document.152 The Communication outlined the new 

overarching framework for the EU’s external relations in the area of migra-

tion. It had expanded from three to four pillars by adding protection (besides 

legal migration, irregular migration, and the migration-development nexus).153 

Also including the notion of mobility next to the one on migration was viewed 

to be more strategic. Such a narrative aimed to pinpoint the mobility needs of 

Europe in view of the EU 2020 Strategy, addressing demographic change and 

the promotion of increased competitiveness of the EU (European Commis-

sion, 2011a). 

The Communication also served as a reminder that it was now possible for 

the EU to speak with one voice as empowered by the Lisbon Treaty. Being 

united in the narrative had the potential of reinforcing the capacities of the EU 

vis-à-vis its counterpart countries in the asymmetrical power relationships. 

However, during an initial period it led to some confusion in the turf battles 

between the Council, EEAS, and the Commission regarding who should take 

 
151 The EU side’s idea was that labour migration would serve three parallel purposes. 

Firstly, offering something in return to partner countries in exchange for reduced ir-

regular migration. Secondly, offering legal avenues to potential migrants as a way of 

reducing the demand for irregular migration. Thirdly, catering to labour market needs 

in the EU. While the EU took into account the agency of individual migrants, it failed 

to realise that source countries could not fully control the emigration of their citizens. 
152 The scope of influence of individual experts in the Commission, nevertheless, re-

mains limited due to a hierarchical organisation and the process of inter-service con-

sultations. 
153 Including protection was a kind of flanking measure to cope with the delay in set-

ting up a Common European Asylum System. Also, the updated approach was to in-

clude a migrant-centred perspective as a cross-cutting theme in all the four pillars, as 

a way to appease partner countries who were often critical in this regard. 
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the lead in the various dialogue processes.154 The reinforced EU stance, nev-

ertheless, motivated the Commission to outline the mutual benefits of the mi-

gration-development nexus. Seeking accolades on both sides, the Commission 

highlighted the perceived interests of third countries, also indicating that it 

wanted to promote EU norms among its partners (European Commission, 

2011a: 6).155 

Interpreting the alleged interests of the partner countries on the basis of 

“evidence” can be regarded as leveraged (migration) statecraft on the part of 

the EU Commission (according to my analytical scheme, figure 5, and search 

terms, figure 6). Furthermore, more efforts concerning capacity-building in 

the partner countries were called for, coupled with improved coordination and 

coherence between national policies on migration and development and other 

policy areas such as health, education, and housing. In relation to other textual 

components of the Communication (Mayring, 2014: 63), capacity building in 

partner countries was undoubtedly in the EU’s interest in order to reinforce 

the effectiveness of its externalisation policy. In order to balance externalisa-

tion with legitimacy-enhancing proposals, the Communication also empha-

sised that knowledge and the evidence base were important in regard to this 

policy. Again, this portrayed ideational statecraft: 

 

Policy coherence can also be facilitated by Extended Migration Profiles, which 

are increasingly being used to produce a better and more sustainable evidence 

base on the migration and development nexus (European Commission, 2011a: 

19).  

 

Another selling point of this migration statecraft was how the EU talked 

broadly about integrating migration into its external relations for the sake of 

being mutually beneficial. The EU probably thereby recognised the counter-

parts’ interests for the sake of promoting the EU-designed regime principle of 

‘shared responsibilities’. At the same time, it underlined with a sturdy 

 
154 While I worked in the Commission, I personally experienced the contestation over 

who should be in the lead for the various external dialogue processes. It included 

competition between the EEAS and DG Devco who should be in charge of program-

ming and management of development assistance (see also Tannous, 2013). 
155 The Commission sought to gain legitimacy by referring to “evidence” in its inter-

pretation of the partner countries’ interests: “Evidence shows that migrant households 

can increase their well-being thanks to opportunities abroad to acquire new skills and 

work experience. Migration and mobility can also foster more foreign direct 

investment and trade links, especially bearing in mind the role of diaspora 

communities. It is thus in the interest of the migrant source countries, as well as of the 

destination countries, to work together to ensure maximum development benefits from 

the transfer of remittances, know-how and innovations” (European Commission, 

2011a: 6). 
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disregard that it should promote its own interests and needs, indicating that it 

spoke to two different audiences (external and internal). These themes ap-

peared together and were contingent upon each other to convey specific mes-

sages. They may reveal something about the principal beliefs in the EU (Her-

mann, 2008: 156): 

 

The EU needs to strengthen its external migration policies. There is a need for 

partnerships with third countries that address the issues related to migration and 

mobility in a way that makes cooperation mutually beneficial. In developing 

such a policy, migration issues should be integrated into the overall EU’s ex-

ternal relations to promote [sic] EU’s interest and needs (European Commis-

sion, 2011b: 15). 

 

The Commission deftly avoided the dilemmas of double-talk while the control 

agenda lurked around the edges. In other words, looking for a stable category 

of EU and Commission argumentation, it seems to boil down to interests of 

various kinds: an analysis “of what is said and written within an organization 

provides the key to understanding that organization’s reality, but it is most 

likely to succeed if it considers the more stable categories in which the organ-

ization constitutes itself” (Krippendorrf, 2019: 83). The EU was looking for 

stability and order, but started to change through new knowledge. Power per-

tained to ideas. Recognition of the partners became more important and de-

velopment cooperation was the statecraft tool to be used. 

The Partnership Framework Communication 

The Union continued to build on the strategy dealing with the 2015 crisis. It 

was on a roll through the success with the EU-Turkey Statement.156 In June 

2016 the Commission launched a Communication on Establishing a new Part-

nership Framework with third countries (European Commission, 2016a). The 

EU had learnt important lessons from implementing the Global Approach and 

from its ongoing dialogue processes. It wanted to shift up a gear. The new 

framework was henceforth qualitatively as well as quantitatively different 

from the previous. The EU was to be much more determined in terms of po-

litical pressure at the highest level and through migration diplomacy. It 

 
156 Success is a relative term here. While the number of refugees and migrants were 

reduced dramatically as a result of the deal, it cost the EU €3 billion plus €3 billion in 

support to Turkey. Eaten bread is soon forgotten, however. Erdoğan put pressure on 

its benefactors asking for additional funds and political support to establish a safe zone 

in Syria in order to repatriate a million refugees. Threatening to “open the gates”, he 

was “accused of using the refugees as a lever to extract more money from Europe”. 

To calm the waters the EU prepared to pay another €3.5 billion (Euronews, 2019; the 

Guardian, 2020; European Commission, 2021b). 
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pumped its muscles through significantly reinforcing the available funding 

(Tardis, 2018: 14; Geddes and Maru, 2020: 12). We may understand this from 

a realist constructivist perspective as the EU putting to work both more power 

instruments and more leverage according to a logic of the social (according to 

my analytical scheme in figure 5).157 

This initiative was based on the Agenda on Migration, covering the priori-

ties of “saving lives at sea, increasing returns, enabling migrants and refugees 

to stay closer to home and, in the long term, helping third countries’ develop-

ment in order to address root causes of irregular migration.” The amalgama-

tion of power and ideas was suggested by the wording at the end of this sen-

tence (European Commission, 2016a), and the Commission also signalled the 

need for adequate incentives (leverage) (European Commission, 2016b).158 

Wording which expressed benevolence by “helping” partners was consciously 

chosen. It served to make the deal attractive to the counterparts. Legitimation 

in this regard was used to confirm that the EU and its member states wanted 

to “explain their aims and motives”. This legitimation strategy used rhetoric 

to justify policy choices (Goddard, 2018: 12). Migration statecraft was evident 

in the intersubjective understanding and recognition that both EU interests and 

partner country interests should be met. 

Qualitative approaches are indisputable (Neuendorf and Kumar, 2015). 

However, as for the key elements in my theoretical model, sufficient evidence 

(Wesley, 2004: 151-152) is needed regarding for instance the role of crises. 

The EU wanted to ratchet up its readiness for joint action. While pondering 

how it had got this far, it did not yet have a watertight plan for the future. Its 

rethink on crisis management is an example of the relation between power and 

ideas. Moving from reticence to being outspoken on this issue, the Commis-

sion announced that migration pressure and an ongoing crisis was to be ex-

pected. Differentiation and flexibility together with the identification of mu-

tual interests were to guide the new framework and became regime principles 

as:  

 

[m]igratory pressure is the ‘new normal’ both for the EU and for partner coun-

tries and is part of a broader global displacement crisis. Responding together in 

a meaningful way requires a more coordinated, systematic and structured 

 
157 It was announced that €8 billion would be mobilised to implement this initiative 

over the next five years. The Commission referred to the need to make tailor-made 

partnerships with key third countries of both origin and transit using all policies and 

instruments available to the EU. The Commission also noted that it relied on the con-

tribution of EU member states in these partnerships, both concerning diplomatic, tech-

nical, and financial aspects (European Commission, 2016a). 
158 The wording also indicated that both short-term and long-term action was neces-

sary according to the Commission in order to effectively control migration, which 

again shone through as the overall EU interest. 
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approach, matching the EU’s interests and the interests of our partners (Euro-

pean Commission, 2016a).159 

 

Thereby the Commission indicated that it was aware that the migration crisis 

had become permanent. It also demonstrated prudence and seemed to recog-

nise its partners and their development interests in an intersubjective way. 

Based on my own pre-knowledge, the inferences and elaborations I arrive at 

(Mayring, 2014: 36) spring from the notions of migration pressure, crisis, and 

mutual interests. Again, I interpret the EU position as a way to seek order, 

both domestically and internationally. Later on, the Commission described the 

Partnership Framework as having a dual objective, firmly linking the focus on 

root causes (as part of the migration and development regime) with the secu-

ritisation strategy and the aim of reducing the number of irregular migrants 

(as part of the fighting irregular migration regime) (European Commission, 

2017b: 6). While power statecraft remained present, migration statecraft 

emerged in response to such crisis awareness. 

The Partnership Framework had been prepared by migration diplomacy 

and migration statecraft through a serious of High-Level Dialogues during 

2015-2016 with some third countries. They involved High Representa-

tive/Vice-President Mogherini, President Juncker, President Tusk, and Com-

missioner Avramopoulos (European Commission, 2016a).160 The Commis-

sion announced major gains from these meetings to discuss possible “com-

pacts”, coupled with much more efficient coordination among EU institutions 

and member states. It argued that “migration issues are now at the heart of the 

overall relations with the priority partners – alongside other key foreign policy 

issues such as security, trade, and poverty reduction. The importance the EU 

gives to migration-related issues is now well understood by the priority coun-

tries involved” (European Commission, 2016c: 3). 

Power statecraft, used to exert influence over the environment and/or other 

actors, radiated from such narratives. The EU operated with tenacity born of 

quandary. The quote above is thus an example of latent, deeper meaning (Neu-

endorf and Kumar, 2015). With norms ingrained in beliefs, realist actors may 

handle uncertainty, while constructivists could treat norms as points of refer-

ence (Hofferberth and Weber, 2015: 85). To provide explication of norm evo-

lution, I would at this stage want to highlight how references to material re-

sources were paraphrasing power. In sifting through its options, the Commis-

sion wanted to signal both the EU’s priority and ability in regard to migration 

policy. One reason for the EU’s distress about migration not being lost on the 

partner countries was the money being offered: 

 
159 Bold in the original emphasis. 
160 The Commission had listed Jordan and Lebanon as well as Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, 

Mali, and Ethiopia for potential “compacts” as well as increased engagement with 

Tunisia and Libya (European Commission, 2016a). 
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Financial and technical assistance is being deployed in support of the political 

dialogue, with flanking measures and targeted support to ensure the resilience 

of communities where migration and smuggling is [sic] most prevalent and to 

deepen the work to address the root causes (European Commission, 2016c: 4). 

 

Through military terms like ‘deploy’ and ‘flanking’, the Commission explic-

itly referred to leverage as a strategic action within the framework of migration 

partnerships. The Communication stated that “[t]o support the short-term ob-

jectives of the compacts, migration policy itself offers a number of options for 

leverage” (European Commission, 2016a: 8). It also made reference to this 

policy as a response to crises: “As such, the Partnership Framework will not 

only help respond to crises through immediate and measurable results, but also 

lay the foundations of an enhanced cooperation with countries of origin, transit 

and destination with a well-managed migration and mobility policy at its core” 

(ibid., 2016a: 2). The identified problem of crisis was to be solved by dint of 

effective management bringing back stability and order.161 

Progress reports on the Partnership Framework indicated that the EU 

Emergency Trust Fund for Africa enabled projects to proliferate. They were 

launched at full throttle, covering job creation and vocational training, access 

to education, social welfare, and initiatives to establish viable economic alter-

natives in some of the key target countries. By June 2017, the EU had plunged 

into a total of 118 projects within various thematic issue areas. The available 

resources had also increased to about €2.8 billion (European Commission, 

2017f). A study by Oxfam estimated that in the first two years of the Trust 

Fund, 63 per cent of funding went to development projects, compared to 22 

per cent to migration management, and 13.5 per cent to security, peace-keep-

ing, and actions against violent extremism (Tardis, 2018: 16). However, such 

figures do not tell us how the EU prioritised between migration policy and 

development policy within the migration-development nexus.162  

In sum, the Partnership Framework continued the trend towards externali-

sation already begun during the two previous phases under the Comprehensive 

and Global Approaches. The continuous mantra has been to increase efforts 

 
161 Nevertheless, it is clear that the mixing of externalisation with the securitisation 

strategy and the main aim to reduce irregular migration, weakens the migration and 

development regime in its legitimacy from the perspective of the partner countries. 

Suboptimal interactionality (Prieto, 2020) could then increase the uncertainties in re-

gard to the outcomes of the power struggle with third countries. Nevertheless, possibly 

conscious about such weaknesses, the Commission suggested to “fundamentally re-

consider the scale and nature of traditional development co-operation models” (Euro-

pean Commission, 2016g). 
162 In any case, though, the dynamics of this process point towards ever increasing 

efforts and resources being devoted to the cause: “Available instruments and resources 

should be expanded, Member States’ commitment and the number of Member States 

actively engaged in the common efforts should increase” (European Commission, 

2017f, see also 2007g). 
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and resources in the same direction – policy externalisation and prevention of 

unwanted flows through development. I have tried to interpret the underlying, 

symbolic construction of meaning, which was often quite manifest (Neuen-

dorf and Kumar, 2015). A final example is when in 2015, the Commission 

looked back at the past two decades of cooperation in this field, noting that 

“[f]or almost 20 years, the European Union has been building the foundations 

of an overarching and comprehensive migration policy” (European Commis-

sion, 2015b). The battered notion of ‘comprehensiveness’, thus, was key to 

bringing together EU-internal and external policies as well as the two con-

trasting policy areas of migration control and development cooperation.163 

However, was the comprehensive approach lacking punch? Generations of EU 

policymakers have vowed to put an end to unbridled migration, yet it contin-

ues.  

Summary 

Migration climbed higher and higher on the European political agenda during 

the period 1985-2020. This overview of the migration and development re-

gime’s historical context has revealed that this particular regime emerged 

within a broader European migration and asylum regime complex. The pro-

cess of EU integration and the establishment of the internal market motivated 

flanking measures with reinforced border controls and prevention of unwanted 

migration. The main advances in developing the external dimensions of EU 

migration policy have been made since the 1999 Tampere summit. However, 

progress by EU decision-making elites has been much slower than expected. 

Policy developments have to a large extent been event-driven, crisis-prone, 

and sensitive to abrasive public opinion concerns regarding control issues. All 

this has given rise to a growing tendency to externalise EU migration policy. 

I also carried out a more in-depth analysis of a number of key EU docu-

ments. They were brimming with examples of major migration control objec-

tives. Both sections of this chapter indicated three phases: the Comprehensive 

Approach, the Global Approach, and the Migration Partnership Framework. 

Each phase was linked to at least one distinct crisis, whose treatment remained 

beyond the limits of the available statecraft tools. The analysis of perceptions 

and narratives in the first phase revealed the most important reason for 

 
163 This picture was confirmed in a Communication in 2020 about EU growth and 

competitiveness and the structural need for skills. The Communication highlighted 

the need for cooperation with partner countries regarding labour migration in order to 

attract and keep talent to fill skills shortages in the EU. This also showed that control 

policy externalisation was combined with a focus on attracting wanted categories of 

migrants to the EU while promoting development in migrant source countries (Euro-

pean Commission, 2020b: 9). 
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counteracting the root causes of migration. Immigration left unchecked was 

not an option. Preventing migration by reducing its root causes was deemed 

necessary in order to cope with the challenges of immigrant integration and 

societal change in EU member states. The aims were stability and societal 

order. These main aims were later confirmed in the subsequent two phases. 

The EU plodded along with norm construction. I conclude that the key re-

gime norm for migration policy can be referred to as the root causes norm. 

My argument for this is the general trend towards externalisation. The recur-

rent crises revealed contingencies that had to be handled somehow. The in-

strumentalisation of development by migration control policymakers brought 

inevitable contestation with the traditional proponents of development coop-

eration. The latter targeted poverty reduction as their chief objective rather 

than hemming in potential migrants. The news about potential aid condition-

ality caused quite a stir when they emerged. Knowledge about whether more 

development would reduce or increase migration remained unclear. Although 

not exactly taciturn, EU stakeholders were hardly forthright about the evi-

dence they used. 

The interaction with third countries made clear that although it served a 

purpose as a stopgap measure, a purely restrictive control policy was not ef-

fective enough. The partner countries also had some pesky demands, notably 

for legal labour migration opportunities. The EU’s response was muted. A 

wedge had been driven into the partnerships due to the agenda of prevention. 

The root causes norm was not only contested by partner countries, but also by 

academics and civil society. Sometimes they seemed to think the EU acted out 

of spite, driving a (poorly) hidden agenda within the European migration and 

development regime, de facto rather being part of the regime for fighting ir-

regular migration. An in-depth analysis of the various dialogue processes will, 

therefore, be important later on (in chapters 8 and 9). 

Despite the dominance of the migration control perspective here, more and 

more references to a development perspective attempted to put a positive spin 

on narratives. Realism can explain this approach to a greater extent than con-

structivism, for the time being. This partly confirms that using power statecraft 

to push for a root causes norm constitutes a most likely case for realism, even 

though realism is unable to explain the broader reasons. There remains a fun-

damental gap between the root causes norm, and traditional development co-

operation thinking. This has been revealed by the lack of intersubjective no-

tions and ideas in relation to the partner countries. This also speaks against 

ideational statecraft and a constructivist explanation on the basis of this em-

pirical material alone. As power has dominated over ideas, we can see that 

migration statecraft has not led to order, stability, and consistency. A sense of 

a crisis continues due to the parallel securitisation strategy. 

Thus, in this chapter, we have seen a logic of consequences prevail, despite 

more ‘comprehensive’ EU discourse. So far, as control interests predominate 

there is a certain resistance to arriving at an equal footing between control and 
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development outcomes. The migration-development nexus itself is probably 

being used as leverage to support the broader migration control agenda. As 

not all policymakers have an aptitude for diplomacy, the EU ultimately seems 

to have a need to practice migration statecraft. The latter, if realised, could 

make a case for realist constructivism. The alternative would risk that the EU 

provides a rickety foundation for its partnerships. However, the past cannot 

be obliterated. Time and again its trajectories will resurface. The EU, there-

fore, needs to learn from and adapt to its historical track record in relation to 

partner countries. 
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Chapter 5. Constructing control 

Before the congruence analysis in this chapter, I will recapitulate the main 

expectations of the three conceptual and theoretical approaches. In power 

statecraft, power and interests dominate over other factors. Knowledge has 

limited importance as rational actors know beforehand what they want and 

how to reach their goals. They exercise strategic action. In ideational state-

craft, ideas, norms, and identity dominate. Knowledge is of great importance 

and actors may not be aware of their motives and objectives. Actors are subject 

to socialisation. Leveraged (migration) statecraft is a form of action where 

power and ideas have equal weight, and knowledge is of profound importance. 

Actors pursue strategic social construction. These three modes of statecraft, 

influenced by normative structures, are also my indicators in the analytical 

framework (this is also the starting point for the analyses in chapters 7 and 9). 

This chapter will deepen the bare-bones analysis provided in chapter 4 on 

regime emergence and evolution during the period 1985-2020. The previous 

chapter focused on statecraft at the level of actors such as the Council, the 

Commission, and individual member states. We also got a sense of the com-

plex historical context, inter alia the process of EU integration. The analysis 

indicated one major reason for constructing the root causes norm, arguably 

most clearly expressed in the 1991 Communication. The norm is firmly based 

on the primary objective of migration control – to maintain order and a social 

equilibrium in societies. The absorptive capacity in EU member states is con-

strained by the perceived need to integrate immigrants. There are thus limita-

tions to how many new migrants can be allowed to enter and settle. Those 

constraints need to be understood through an in-depth analysis of domestic 

normative structures. 

I argue that the uneasy relationship between domestic normative structures 

and the chosen modes of statecraft has led to a permanent control crisis. This 

chapter will, therefore, analyse the empirical findings in chapter 4 from the 

perspective of social, political, and economic normative structures in EU 

member states. It will be argued that the emergence of the root causes norm 

can best be understood by exploring the importance of closure norms (nation-

alism, sovereignty, and protectionism) versus openness norms (international-

ism, EU integration, and liberalism). These structures are political edifices. 

While constructivists emphasise them, they are paid little or no attention by 
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realists. The congruence analysis in this chapter will, nevertheless, attempt to 

utilise each of the three theoretical approaches. 

The findings can be summarised by pointing out that all three shades of 

statecraft are present and all three theories can contribute more or less to ex-

plaining and understanding the regime. While realism is suited to highlighting 

the role of power statecraft in defending and promoting EU interests, it is less 

successful in defining what constitutes the national interest. Constructivism 

brings attention to identity in national as well as EU policymaking through 

ideational statecraft. Realism has the advantage over constructivism in this 

chapter, showing how control policies are more about power than about ideas. 

Nevertheless, as realist constructivism brings together external and internal 

policy perspectives it is able to help us understand regime construction in a 

more holistic way. This is theoretically well-founded as “the internal and the 

external constitution of the state condition each other in Hegel’s account” 

(Jaeger, 2002: 498). 

The essence of migration control 

 

In order to detect the reasons behind the root causes norm, we need to go be-

yond the usual bromides. We need to identify the essence of migration control 

and related statecraft. The starting points then are the two main contradictions 

in the international state system. Firstly, everyone has the right to leave any 

country, including their own, and to return to their country, and everyone has 

the right to seek and to enjoy asylum from persecution in other countries.164 

Meanwhile, each state has the right to regulate access to its territory. As gen-

erally more people want to move to specific countries that are deemed attrac-

tive than those countries are ready to accept, given their legal and normative 

constraints, migration pressure emerges and migration control is a way to 

manage such pressures. 

Secondly, when states attempt to control their borders, they rely on coop-

eration with source countries which is not always forthcoming. Destination 

countries need to take the initiatives to adequate arrangements as they are the 

ones that wish to change the status quo of migration pressure: “In exchange 

for sending and transit states’ cooperation in controlling migration, receiving 

states must offer side payments” (Money and Lockhart, 2018: 85).165 Destina-

tion countries are in this way dependent on the response from source countries. 

Therefore, the former need to practice statecraft through various types of 

 
164 United Nations 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
165 This is in line with the realist assumption in regime studies that “states regularly 

offer side-payments or other concessions to dissipate the distributional concerns of 

otherwise disadvantaged partners” (Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 1996: 203). 
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carrot and stick, or some other form of leverage. These are the two precondi-

tions for the current international order of relevance for migration and mobil-

ity. 

While realism does not agree with the equal weight given to international 

norms in this context,166 constructivism may perhaps be overly reliant on how 

such norms restrict the scope of strategic action. How states decide to act in 

their choices between state rights and human rights can probably be explained 

and understood in a more profound way through realist constructivism. A clue 

in this regard is that a group of scholars hypothesised already in 1999 that due 

to the mounting constraints during restrictive times, fewer opportunities for 

legal migration would be replaced by more irregular migration and a stronger 

“tendency to externalize regulation”. Externalisation would include preven-

tive control measures beyond borders but also aid and means to make source 

countries reduce emigration levels (Brochmann, 1999: 23; Brochmann and 

Hammar, 1999). 

The root causes norm thus also means interference by destination countries 

in the domestic politics of source countries: “‘prevention’, ‘in-country protec-

tion’, ‘humanitarian assistance’, ‘human rights’, and ‘measures to avert leav-

ing’ – [are] all euphemisms for various types of interventions in the internal 

affairs of states” (Weiner, 1995: 164). Although the starting point for the anal-

ysis of migration control needs to be the state (McMahon, 2016) in accordance 

with our Hegelian focus on (the lack of) recognition, the main focus of this 

thesis is EU external cooperation.167 We thus need to ascertain whether the EU 

could prove its mettle in diplomacy. Therefore, to explore the relevance of 

power statecraft and realism, the focus should be on policy effectiveness, as 

this may tell us something about how successfully power is being used to ad-

vance state and EU interests.168 We also need to revisit this question in the 

analysis of practices in chapters 8 and 9. 

 
166 Morgenthau argued that “normative systems” have been constructed in order to 

keep limitations on power. While the norms of ethics, mores, and law operate in all 

societies in this regard, they have different functions depending on the sanctions that 

might follow. They also work better domestically, than internationally (Morgenthau, 

1948: 170). 
167 Therefore, “[s]ince international migration necessarily involves the jurisdiction of 

more than two states with political-territorial borders and ethnocultural communities 

(nation-states)” (Lahav and Lavenex, 2012: 746), we are concerned with international 

relations and domestic politics at both ends. This is why also constructivism and real-

ist constructivism should be applied in an analysis. 
168 However, the effectiveness of migration control is hard to assess, given the absence 

of counterfactuals and also because several other factors than control measures may 

influence the direction, composition, and magnitude of flows. Policy effectiveness 

may differ if we look at statements in public discourses or the actual policy objectives 

that are enshrined in official documents (de Haas et al., 2018: 5-6; 25; Czaika and de 

Haas, 2011). 
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Part of the issue of effectiveness is the question of how to interpret factors 

that may have a restraining impact on power politics. Normative structures 

can be regarded as various kinds of costs which go beyond simple monetary 

values (see e.g. Geddes and Scholten, 2016: 203). They function as a point of 

reference for policymakers (Wiener, 2004). Rising costs might lead to calls 

for their externalisation (Stock, Üstübici and Schultz, 2019) and international 

cooperation on migration (Money and Lockhart, 2018). However, there are no 

distinct, measurable indicators of how humanitarian, cultural, and political 

costs are weighted by policymakers. This is surprising as these costs may be 

very significant (Bertossi, 2008: 21; Pécoud and de Guchteneire, 2006). Nev-

ertheless, policymakers might anticipate domestic normative constraints and 

use ideational symbols instrumentally to guide their strategic action (Dueck, 

2006: 19).169 

It is pertinent to argue that migration control policy is essentially based on 

power and interests. Morgenthau defined power as comprising “man’s control 

over the minds and actions of other men” (Morgenthau, 1948: 13). Power, or 

the lack thereof, is especially relevant when migration control is dealing with 

“migration that is happening despite and against the opposite intentions of 

states” (Guiraudon and Joppke, 2001: 2). Migration control has been referred 

to as pursuing “a positive target of selecting wanted and welcome groups and 

a negative task of keeping out or forcing to return the unwanted and unwel-

come ones”. Control policies are thus often antithetical: “Contradictions arise 

first from difficulties in aggregating conflicting interests in society [...] into a 

single set of national interests, and second from the conflict between national 

interests and identities” (Bauböck, 1999: 98).  

Control policy dilemmas 

These definitions of migration control highlight the role of identity, so we thus 

also need to bring in a constructivist perspective. A combination of power 

statecraft and ideational statecraft seems to be likely in control policy. Both 

are relevant when we distinguish between regulations and control mechanisms 

(Helbling et al., 2013: 9). Regulations refer to “the binding legal provisions 

that create or constrain rights” (as suggested by Dreher, 2002: 804-5), while 

control includes instruments to maintain those regulations (see Bjerre et al., 

2015). Norms and normative structures, then, need to be a firm focus, besides 

 
169 A focus on normative structures makes it irrelevant with the often very simplified 

distinction between only two overall ‘policy frames’ of migration control policy. 

These are often described as a conflict between “the realist frame of internal security” 

and “the liberal frame of humanitarianism” (Lavenex, 2011). Similarly, it is also less 

relevant to analyse control policies in the traditional dichotomy of states’ rights versus 

human rights or open versus closed borders as they “hide […] more than they reveal” 

(Jacobsen, 2001: 164). 
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interests and identities. Realist constructivism bears the promise of offering 

such a holistic perspective. In other words: “States may value a cultural or 

religious identity, a political or economic structure. These symbols and foun-

dations of nationhood cannot be separated from the national interest because 

they are constitutive of the nation that is to be preserved” (Barkin, 2020b: 57). 

Control is in this way also firmly linked to authority based on a mutually 

recognised right of an actor to engage in specific activities, such as excluding 

external actors or entering into international agreements. Effective control 

mechanisms may give rise to mutually accepted norms, but the opposite can 

weaken a state’s authority. Such processes are probably best approached 

within a logic of the social: “a logic of consequences, in which control is the 

key issue, and a logic of appropriateness, associated with authority, can both 

affect the behaviour of actors” (Krasner, 1999: 10).170 A purely realist expla-

nation can be put into question since it under-theorises the scope of effective 

power available to states. The national interest, moreover, is often very unclear 

and results from domestic power struggles, which makes black-boxing the do-

mestic level disingenuous. 

Migration control in fact encompasses a broad range of societal issues, and 

realism cannot explain the domestic reasons behind control policies. Guirau-

don and Joppke (2001:10) distinguish between three aspects of the control 

dilemma in Western liberal democracies: politics (democratic, populist, anti-

immigrant); law (liberal norms, activist judiciaries) and economics (free trade, 

mobile capital, interest in foreign labour, global mass tourism). Hampshire 

identifies four facets of liberal states of relevance for migration control: the 

democratic state, the constitutional state, the nation state, and the capitalist 

state (Hampshire, 2013). Although there are a number of such alternative clas-

sifications available (see e.g. Hollifield, 2007; 2004), I will attempt to show 

that the three normative structures (social, political, and economic) I discussed 

in chapters 2 and 3 are more useful analytical tools in this regard. 

States have a variety of “ideas, identities and interests, which could some-

times lead to apparently contradictory positions on openness and closure to 

migration and mobility” (Geddes et al., 2019: 2; see also 224). We are not only 

seeing the politics of closure versus the politics of openness (Hampshire, 

2013); we are also witnessing closure norms versus openness norms within 

 
170 Within the broader context of politics, economics, and welfare, the chains of con-

trol in every political society can be reduced to techniques of direct control. While 

control is often unintended, this does not necessarily mean a lack of rational action. 

The absence of control, however, means autonomy for the subordinate (Dahl and 

Lindblom, 2017: 94). Effective control involves some kind of rewards and penalties, 

as well as legitimacy from the perspective of the subordinates and third parties (ibid., 

113-115). The state apparatus is unable to control all kinds of (wanted and unwanted) 

migration at all times. For instance, migrant’s agency means that some measures of 

control will eventually be circumvented by migrants or their aides, making necessary 

new, revised, and reinforced control techniques (Mainwaring, 2016). 
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broader domestic normative structures. Although this thesis focuses on the EU 

level, the member state level is equally important: “There is no central control 

on the side of EU institutions but rather a decentralised system of control at 

EU and Member State levels” (Lucarelli, 2021: 19). Internal, domestic con-

siderations thus play an essential role: “Putting aside the factors driving public 

desire for effective migration control measures, the policy imperative from the 

perspective of politicians remains the same – to control the flow of unauthor-

ised arrivals, or risk electoral backlash” (Ghezelbash, 2018: 31). 

In the following I will categorise the social normative structure as a contrast 

between the closure norm nationalism and the openness norm international-

ism. While nationalism relates to ethnocultural or civic public interests and 

identity as often promoted by populists and radical right parties, internation-

alism refers to a range of human rights anchored in international conventions 

beyond the nation state. Securitisation is a process relating to these norms. The 

political normative structure covers the distinction between sovereignty and 

EU integration through the process of communitarisation. The economic nor-

mative structure contains the tension between protectionism and liberalism. In 

reference to economic migration, the former tends towards closure while the 

latter moves towards openness. The process of externalisation is best under-

stood as a combination of these dimensions.  

Power statecraft and the root causes norm 

Laissez-faire control has been anathema in Europe since 1914. If realists were 

right, control policies would mostly be effective along the lines of the power 

capabilities and interests of destination countries. According to the realist 

Gary P. Freeman (1994, 1998) there is “considerable capacity to regulate mi-

gration” and this capacity of liberal states has increased over the past decades. 

He holds that neither those who argue that sovereignty is in decline, nor those 

who state that immigration policies are characterised by one-sided restriction-

ism are correct. Also Aristide Zolberg is of the view that “liberal states have 

never lost control of immigration and [...] the migration crisis itself is much 

exaggerated” (as referred to by Hollifield, 2000: 237). Although there may be 

such a scope for realist, effective control, ‘path dependency’ through policy 

decisions over a longer period of time may curtail some of this capability 

(Messina, 2007).  

Indeed, self-interested states may be able to control migration (Lahav, 

2000; Joppke, 1998a; Tjaden and Heidland, 2021), and regarded in the EU 

context, “European countries have actually increased both their capacity and 
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willingness to control immigration” (Geddes, 2003: 20).171 Still, the realist po-

sition and the nationalism norm have certain limitations as it is the state that 

bounds itself. It does not systematically winnow down immigrants to make 

sure that they would be more broadly accepted in society (Joppke, 1998b: 270; 

see also Gurowitz, 2011).172 Nationalism is historically contingent, linked to 

a public interest (Barkin, 2010: 69-71) to treat iniquities (MacKay and Levin, 

2018: 87). It makes sense, therefore, to externalise control policy: “As a matter 

of political realism, then, a significant increase in the flow of refugees or un-

wanted illegal economic migrants is likely to lead the governments of popu-

lation-receiving countries to consider various forms of intervention to change 

the domestic factors that force or induce people to leave their homeland” 

(Weiner, 1993: 26).173 

Power statecraft, meanwhile, is buttressed by the fact that human rights 

treaties that imply the extension of fundamental rights to noncitizens are 

poorly ratified, including in European liberal democracies. As immigration 

increases, the likelihood of ratification goes down as states want to avoid a 

pull factor. Although there is a lack of firm evidence that more restrictive, 

palliative control leads to less immigration, it often brings reductions in the 

inflow of asylum-seekers (Wong, 2011). Such Realpolitik and the externalisa-

tion of control have also, according to some, led to recurrent denials of human 

rights of migrants (Estévez, 2012), and may even cause displacement and 

forced migration (Lemberg-Pedersen, 2016). Although realists do not give 

much weight to the internationalism norm, such side effects might reinforce 

prevention as a key strategy. Still, realist constructivism might be more useful 

in the analysis here than realism as both power and norms need to be consid-

ered. 

 
171 Even the prevalence of a norm against discrimination along the lines of race or 

ethnicity in migration control, does not necessarily mean that states have lost their 

capacity to control migration (Hartnell, 2006: 361-362). 
172 Checkel argues that “[d]omestic norms shaping the preferences of agents predict 

the degree to which international norms resonate and have constitutive effect, while 

domestic structure identifies these key agents and how they will vary cross-nationally. 

More formally, both domestic norms and domestic structure are variables that inter-

vene between systemic norms and national-level outcomes” (Checkel, 1998: 2). 
173 The control capacity of some states is larger than that of others depending on geo-

graphic position, the category of migrants, and the ‘salience’ and ‘effort’ put into it 

(Freeman, 1994: 17). More investments in e.g. labour migration can portray a rela-

tively larger capability of control in some states (Guild and Mantu, 2016: 135). While 

the presence of irregular migrants is a structural phenomenon, an increased effective-

ness of measures against irregular migration could also just reflect a diminishing ef-

fectiveness of the latters’ counter-strategies (Broeders and Engbersen, 2007: 1605-6; 

Bommes and Sciortino, 2011: 214). 
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While classical realism rebuts the importance of morality and norms,174 it 

should be possible to make sense of the paradox of the EU appearing as both 

a liberal polity and as a European bastion (van Munster, 2009: 3). The contra-

diction shines through when European states discursively defend the inviola-

bility of the right to asylum. At the same time, they reinforce deterrence 

measures to become less attractive for asylum-seekers (Thielemann, 2003: 14-

15). Morality can also be circumvented by the increasing informality of ar-

rangements with external partners (Kassoti and Idriz, 2022). The background 

belief seems to be that power statecraft and control policies through guarding 

sovereignty will “in the long run, serve to mitigate migration pressures that 

are the source of societal insecurities in receiving states” (Rudolph, 2006: 208-

209). Realist constructivism pays attention to the gap between narratives and 

practices in this regard, which realism does not. 

Moreover, it is hard to explain why “countries implementing policies de-

signed to decrease immigration do not necessarily see a reduction in immigra-

tion flows”. The impact can be slow and gradual (OECD, 2017: 137-138). The 

EU has had a hard time negotiating readmission agreements and those in place 

have generally not affected return rates (European Court of Auditors, 2021; 

Stutz and Trauner, 2021). In addition, there is often a clear “deflection into 

irregularity”, i.e. control measures themselves lead to more irregular migra-

tion (Czaika and Hobolth, 2016).175 A realist perspective needs to realise that 

performance is slipping in regard to power statecraft. Morgenthau suggested 

that “while international relief is regarded as compatible with the national in-

terest, freedom of immigration is not” and “the overwhelming majority would 

put the welfare of their own nation above everything else” (Morgenthau, 1948: 

400).176  

 
174 In this context we should, however, bear in mind that these notions are still being 

discussed by Morgenthau and other classical realists together with the concept of pru-

dence in IR (see e.g. Morgenthau, 1978). Machiavelli was not foreign to ethical dis-

cernment (Jackson and Moore, 2016). The importance of ideas and ideology is also 

evident in the realist Morton A. Kaplan’s expression: “The successful or unsuccessful 

conduct of statecraft may settle the fate of our way of life” (Kaplan, 1952: 548). 
175 According to a quantitative analysis of 29 European states in the 2000s, a 10 per 

cent increase in the rejection rate of asylum applications led to a 2-4 per cent growth 

in the number of irregular migrants. A 10 per cent increase in rejected short-term visa 

applications meant 4-7 per cent higher rate of irregular border crossings (Czaika and 

Hobolth, 2016). 
176 Deterrence measures often have short-term effects and seem to be less important 

than historic and economic factors. It could thus be argued that the reason is that pol-

icies and control instruments are ineffective, especially those that are unilateral 

(Thielemann, 2006). While Morgenthau provided several “examples of prudent and 

pragmatic statecraft” as part of diplomacy, accomodation does not necessarily consti-

tute a weakness if the aim is stability and order (Paul, 2017: 3). This argument could 

also shed more light on why the HLWG as discussed in chapter 4 suggested to the 

Council that repressive measures alone were ineffective.  
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This welfare target could explain some of the reasons for the uneasy sense 

of a permanent crisis. Nationalism pushes European states towards closure as 

a growing social, and national interest.177 In order to assuage prevailing xeno-

phobia, populism, and other public reactions against further immigration, con-

siderable government cutbacks have been made in the provisions for asylum-

seekers and migrants (Gammeltoft-Hansen, 2011a). The presence of and pan-

dering to the far right in national parliaments significantly increases the re-

strictiveness of migration control policies (Wong, 2011). They have also 

pushed forward a politicisation of the migration-development nexus 

(Hackenesch, Bergmann and Orbie, 2021). Immigrants are increasingly vili-

fied (Ekman, 2019). External border controls have been made tighter. Internal 

control has also been intensified. Several countries have restricted access to 

public services such as health and education to deflect irregular migrants. 

They have also avoided programmes that would encourage the integration of 

settled immigrants (Cornelius et al., 1994: 5; Bommes and Sciortino, 2011; 

Lebano, Hamed, Bradby et al., 2020). There is thus a nationalist basis to power 

statecraft. 

Securitisation and the social normative structure 

As we saw in chapter 4, the realist approach to migration control has since the 

end of the Cold War been narrated around various new security ‘threats’ to 

the ‘nations’ in Europe. Realism focuses on security, but paradoxically, most 

literature on securitisation is written by constructivist researchers. Although 

constructivists criticise realist behaviour, there is an ambivalence of securiti-

sation discourses and policies (Ceyhan and Tsoukala, 2002). In fact, Barkin 

refers to Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde (1998) as an example of realist con-

structivism. The related so-called Copenhagen School argued for the notion 

of societal security (Buzan, 1983; Waever et al., 1993: 196).178 It was in this 

spirit that the 1992 Edinburgh Council “recognized the danger that 

 
177 To realists who would argue that they do not recognise social normative structures, 

I want to emphasise that diverging terminology between realists and constructivists 

cannot refute the fact that realists have dealt with nationalism: “Classical realists from 

Thucydides forward have emphasised the role of ideas and ‘identity’ in political af-

fairs. What better example than the powerful idea of nationalism and the importance 

of national identity that have been staples of realist thought since Machiavelli and 

Hobbes” (Gilpin, 2001: 20). 
178 They claimed that the challenges of integrating immigrants could constitute a threat 

to the European political order based on nation states (Waever et al., 1993: 196): 

“whether migrants or rival identities are securitized depends upon whether the holders 

of the collective identity take a relatively close-minded or a relatively open-minded 

view of how their identity is constituted and maintained. The abilities to maintain and 

reproduce a language, a set of behavioral customs, or a conception of ethnic purity 

can all be cast in terms of survival” (Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde, 1998: 23). 
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uncontrolled immigration could be destabilizing” (European Council, 1992: 

46). The 2011 Arab Spring was an example of how migration “constitutes an 

anarchistic element in the relations between states” (Seeberg, 2013: 161). 

Also, terrorist attacks in Europe involving migrants and sponsored by rouge 

states reinforced the security perspective (Koslowski, 2006; Bigo, 2008). As 

an antidote, the EU coveted order. 

Statecraft is attractive, then, as it simplifies security discourse (Devetak, 

1995: 31). The constructivist Huysmans has suggested that when policymak-

ers imply that immigrants cause disharmony, we must assume that before their 

arrival, there was harmony and stability. The unit which is under threat (e.g. 

the German or the French nation), creates its identity through the means of a 

threat image. The unit’s identity is not a given but develops as the opposite to 

that which is said to constitute the threat (Huysmans, 1995). This should also 

affect realist analysis.179 Neorealists and others cannot maintain that identity 

does not matter for classical realists (see Gilpin, 2001: 21). In fact, while 

wrongly imputed to disregard identity, classical realists like Morgenthau, 

Kennan and Lippmann were well aware of the role of cultural factors in the 

strategic actions of nation states (Dueck, 2006: 3; Johnston, 2008: 2).180 

While securitisation is a process which is socially constructed (Doty, 1999), 

it needs to be treated by the researcher in a reflexive way. For instance, an EU 

member state, Germany, has for decades had a debate about not being a coun-

try of immigration (kein Einwanderungsland), thereby contrasting its national 

identity with the need for migration control as a national interest (Joppke, 

1999: 62). This was reinforced by a wistful atmosphere, signalling social un-

certainty about that identity (Murray, 2019). The perceived threat from immi-

gration may even result in a ‘backlash’ against the international order (Adler-

Nissen and Zarakol, 2021: 616). Constructivists then should weigh different 

bases of identity – ethnicity, democracy, human rights – when studying con-

trol policy mechanisms. For realists it is easier to bundle together complex 

dimensions into one overall national interest. The point here, though, is that 

both power statecraft and ideational statecraft are at play. 

Realists could also argue against societal security constructivists that their 

criticism of security as an overall national interest was under-theorised and 

contradictory so it could not suffice as a starting point for systematic empirical 

 
179 Constructivists overall point out that nation states are in themselves constructed, 

and so are the characteristics attributed to their populations (Balibar, 1991b: 94, 96; 

Anderson, 1983). Images of societal security fixate migration control interests (Ru-

dolph, 2003: 605). 
180 Gilpin argues that “Morgenthau also emphasized the importance of identity. The 

theme of Scientific Man versus Power Politics was that liberal democratic societies 

exhibited moral failure when they did not recognize the evil nature (identity) of Nazi 

Germany in the 1930s.” Another example is that “George Kennan, a realist to the core, 

based his ‘containment’ doctrine [against the Soviet Union] on the authoritarian iden-

tity of the Soviet state” (Gilpin, 2001: 21). 
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studies (Stritzel, 2014) or a true theory of securitisation (Stritzel, 2007). More-

over, the Copenhagen School abandoned potential claims of causality, alt-

hough it could have been clearer in highlighting how it actually referred to 

non-positivist causal mechanisms (Guzzini, 2011). The securitisation ap-

proach has also been regarded as a constructivist foreign policy strategy of 

prudence, thus being reminiscent of realist constructivism (Guzzini, 2020: 

227).181 So, mindful that securitisation is not a theory of (rational, positivist) 

realists, the object of study is actually the realist stance of putting the nation 

state first, emphasising security as the national interest through power state-

craft. 

Meanwhile, security and borders have been redefined (Andreas, 2003; An-

dreas and Snyder, 2000). Securitisation often involves elements of strategic 

social construction by governments and non-governmental actors, e.g. through 

the influence of business actors over border control policymakers (Baird, 

2018), and the exaggeration of threat perceptions (Friman, 2008: 131). As 

strategic social construction is a realist constructivist perspective, realists 

would nevertheless agree that securitisation policies can play the role of gate-

keepers. Thereby, they have paradoxical roles of both inviting wanted catego-

ries and keeping out unwanted categories of individuals according to the na-

tional interest. Securitisation policies are thus crucial to the EU’s processes of 

bordering (the EU integration norm) and how government representatives 

make sense of and seek acceptance by the public for migration control (Ma-

teus, 2010). 

The shortcoming of realism here is that migration control policy is much 

more complex and cannot be approached merely from the perspectives of na-

tionalism, security, and protectionism. This would lead to a cul-de-sac. Real-

ists do share the view that norms in regimes can constrain states’ incentives 

and shape their statecraft. A regional hegemonic power such as the EU may 

also put in place norms based on self-interest (Goertz and Diehl, 1992: 640-

641; Trubek, Mosher and Rothstein, 2000). Still, realist constructivism is 

probably more useful in this regard: “Statecraft is about power politics and 

deploying material resources, but it is also about perceptual politics and de-

ploying symbolic resources” (Andreas, 2003: 110-111). Again, while realism 

is known for normally stopping short at national boundaries, leaving aside do-

mestic politics, Hegel highlighted the “intrinsic relationship between inside 

and outside” (Devetak, 1995: 30). 

Admittedly, domestic and inter-state strategic considerations are interde-

pendent in classical statecraft. These considerations are even contingent upon 

each other (Lamborn and Mumme, 2019). Similarly, we may refer back to the 

reasoning about statecraft and the construction of the nation state discussed in 

 
181 The opposite of securitisation is de-securitisation. As a de-securitising strategy, the 

German Ostpolitik served the purpose to set a process in motion whereby ”identities 

and interests, could be revised” (Guzzini, 2020: 227; see also Waever, 1995). 
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chapter 2. Securitisation and bordering processes centre around the task of 

distinguishing between inside and outside, thereby implying that control pol-

icies are also being constructed and regularly reconstructed, not least for sym-

bolic reasons. Power statecraft is an insufficient indicator for such processes 

as it does not take into account identity formation as a basis for interests (Mi-

chael, 2018: 111). We have seen in chapter 4 the EU narratives about the need 

for control, for flanking measures, and partner countries having to share re-

sponsibility in ‘fighting’ and ‘combating’ irregular migration. Such wording 

speaks volumes about the primary objectives: “The rhetoric itself is a practice 

of statecraft” (Doty, 2003: 29). 

Rather than realist power statecraft, however, this is a form of constructivist 

ideational statecraft. Transnational processes blur the distinctions between 

what may be regarded as internal and external, posing challenges to funda-

mental concepts such as sovereignty, territoriality, and security (Bigo, 2000; 

2001; 2005). Although the process of securitisation partly also incorporates 

strategies of externalisation and ‘remote control’ (Cetti, 2014:15), realism is 

deficient in explaining crucial aspects related to social construction and iden-

tity. One example of this is a statement by the French Minister for Internal 

Affairs, Claude Guéant in 2011: “[b]ecause of the uncontrolled immigration, 

the French no longer feel at home” (Bogdan, Mera and Oroian, 2014).182 There 

is moderate evidence that radical right parties in Europe also indirectly influ-

ence mainstream parties’ positions on the migration-development nexus and 

the role of aid (Bergmann, Hackenesch and Stockemer, 2021). 

This shows then that the realist security focus can be useful to some extent 

in analysing how EU power statecraft is influenced by domestic politics. Re-

alism cannot, however, explain why the chosen strategic action in fact presents 

policymakers with a backlash. Neither can it foresee how nationalism could 

trigger a pang of regret among leaders when it goes against the national inter-

est – not all pressure groups would revel in heightened societal tensions.183 

 
182 The attempts by some scholars to ‘desecuritise’ migration (Huysmans, 1995, 2000, 

2006) are thus unlikely to succeed as securitisation has been strongly advocated for 

by leading politicians. This threat perception, it can be argued, is being socially con-

structed by various actors so that migration is mainly being interpreted as a risk 

(Blanc, 2011). It is allegedly challenging for stability and social order. Radical right 

parties benefit from this particular framing of the migration control policies (Karyotis 

and Skleparis, 2013). In this context, it has even been argued that “the discourse type 

of securitization of migration has emerged as the hegemonic discourse in the [EU] 

Member States” (Buonfino, 2004) (Quoted from the abstract). 
183 Nationalism is weaker in member states with higher shares of migrants, indicating 

the relevance of so-called contact theory where there is more ethnic diversity, while 

nationalism is stronger in member states with more prevalent radical right parties, 

suggesting the relevance of framing theory. In line with ethnic competition theory, 

there is more nationalism among lower income groups, but not among the 
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Nor can realism explain how coercive measures may lead to even more un-

wanted migration – not even an imaginary barrier, perpendicular and impen-

etrable, has been erected to wall off the Union. There are clear counterproduc-

tive and inconsistent effects of increasing migration control and securitisation 

as “the strengthening of border controls has paradoxically tended to increase 

rather than reduce the number of illegal immigrants”. Securitisation has also 

produced more insecurity (Chebel d’Appollonia and Reich, 2008: 337; see 

also Debenedetti, 2009: 23, and Zapata-Barrero, 2013: 20). 

In sum, these inherent failures and weaknesses of the nationalism, sover-

eignty, and protectionism norms along with securitisation seem to have im-

pelled the EU to choose externalisation as a strategy. It has served to still the 

clamour. It has helped to break loose as “governments may become prisoners 

of their past policies, and their power may blindly push them into a logjam or 

a trap” (Deutsch, 1968: 28). It may also present a strong reason why the EU 

has pushed for the root causes norm as the talisman of control policy. Contrib-

uting to a sense of crisis is usually not within the purview of realist strategic 

action. Therefore, it is reasonable from a realist perspective to advocate the 

root causes norm and impose it on third countries. EU action has repeatedly 

affirmed this stance. Realists should learn, however, that power politics can-

not be separated from norms as the latter define some of the self-interests in 

international politics. The question is then whether this constitutes a move 

from power statecraft to migration statecraft. 

Ideational statecraft and the root causes norm 

The securitisation perspective appeared to reveal several insecurities of iden-

tity and order (Panebianco and Tallis, 2022). It failed to account for differ-

ences across countries regarding the degree of securitisation, e.g. strong in 

France versus weak in Canada. While not all securitisation researchers are 

constructivists, a constructivist approach might assist in gaining a better un-

derstanding of such differences as it focuses on social mechanisms, the role of 

discourses and ideas, as well as cultural and contextual factors. Thus, “the 

securitization process is not merely objective reactions to material factors. Ra-

ther, the securitisation of migration is a social construction in which the inter-

pretation of material and ideational factors by agents plays a key role” (Bour-

beau, 2008: 53). If this is the case, then we need to refer to ideational statecraft 

(and leveraged statecraft) rather than power statecraft.  

 
unemployed, while there is a stronger ethnic threat perception among those with lower 

education. While nationalism has been rather stable in the period 1995-2013, some 

researchers argue that the “social tension that permeates through societies is bound to 

create even stronger cleavages” (Coenders, Lubbers and Scheepers, 2020: 495). 
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Notions such as ‘illegal immigration’ and ‘irregular migration’ often de-

note phenomena that at other times might have been deemed legal. Terminol-

ogy used in EU narratives should therefore be understood as political and legal 

constructs and examples of inefficiencies and irrationalities in migration law: 

“Thus, irregular migration is not an independent social phenomenon but exists 

in relation to state policies and is a social, political and legal construction” 

(Düvell, 2011: 276).184 Similarly, we saw in chapter 4 how the Commission 

introduced a rights- and migrant-centred approach in the 2011 Communica-

tion on the Global Approach to Migration and Mobility. This constituted stra-

tegic social construction in relation to the partners as a carrot, while maintain-

ing the discourse of ‘fighting’ irregular migration in relation to domestic con-

stituencies. 

Constructivists also reveal the power of norms, exemplified by the interna-

tionalism norm. European liberal democracies could not effectively control 

immigration as they failed to reduce and keep the numbers of immigrants low 

in post-war Western European countries. This had been the intention with the 

stop policies in 1973/74 that severed the era of active labour recruitment. The 

humanitarian costs would have been too high not to act according to the prin-

ciples of human rights. Labour migrants by this time had been settled for con-

siderable periods, the right of family reunification had to be respected, and 

forceful expulsion of large numbers of people was unthinkable (Hollifield, 

1986, 1992). Moreover, the economic importance of migrant workers re-

mained in some sectors where they were put to large-scale use, such as con-

struction and auto assembly (Miller, 1986). 

The internationalism norm today functions similarly to the liberalism norm. 

There is a ‘liberal paradox’ wherein states need to maintain an openness to-

wards trade, investments, and people. At the same time, they need to control 

their jagged borders. Borders and control aim at closure in order to uphold the 

“social contract” and the core functioning of the liberal state (Hollifield, Hunt 

and Tichenor, 2008: 7; Hollifield, 2007: 63; Hollifield, 2012; 190). Reminis-

cent of the heyday of the dual labour market theory (Piore, 1979) meanwhile, 

there appears to be a growing demand for a cheap labour force among em-

ployers in most European economies. Migrants move directly into drudgery. 

This increase takes place notwithstanding the cyclical fluctuations of the econ-

omy at large and regardless of general unemployment (Hollifield, 2007: 79; 

Cornelius et al., 1994: 4-5). 

The constructivist position holds that a new international and constitutional 

order based on human rights, and a normative, international human rights re-

gime, are restricting state authority and sovereignty. This ideational process 

 
184 Another aspect is that both policy designs and their target groups are often posi-

tively or negatively socially constructed according to political power resources and 

institutions that encompass different knowledge systems (Ingram, Schneider and 

deLeon, 2007). 
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also has effects on the relation between citizens and aliens as regards rights, 

meaning that rights are based more on residence than on citizenship, and the 

latter therefore is being ‘devalued’ (Jacobson, 1996).185 While human rights 

regimes cannot enforce compliance (Muñoz, 2017), the internationalism norm 

became the basis of a socialisation process among European states (Risse and 

Sikking, 1999). Also the Commission realised the limits of restrictive control 

due to “international obligations and humanitarian traditions” (European 

Commission, 1994: 20). More recently, a ‘topographical’ approach to ac-

countability for control-related human rights violations may also show how 

externalisation follows from internationalism (Tan and Gammeltoft-Hansen, 

2020).  

Arguably, the internationalism norm has contributed to growing unwanted 

migration in the more recent decades. This is why the EU has made little head-

way in safeguarding its borders. As Jagdish Bhagwati (2003: 1) expressed it 

with his acerbic wit: “[p]aradoxically, the ability to control migration has 

shrunk as the desire to do so has increased. The reality is that borders are be-

yond control and little can be done to really cut down on immigration.” He 

interprets this lack of control as a result of both “civil society activism” (in-

ternationalism) and the “politics of ethnicity” (nationalism). In addition, Eu-

rope’s lack of migration control capacity is challenging for the whole interna-

tional order based on the sovereignty norm: “the world is not ‘westphalian’ 

any more” (Balibar, 2015). The EU has thus been led astray by specific norms. 

This analysis illustrates the prevalence of the opposite norms of national-

ism and internationalism, as well as of liberalism and protectionism. Construc-

tivism does not exclude the national interest, rather it “integrates knowledge 

and power as part of an explanation of where [national] interests come from” 

(Adler, 2005: 104).186 For instance, the relevance of ideas for an embedded 

liberalism is based on the fact that “[r]elations between states (and certain ar-

eas of domestic policy) are shaped by a series of norms, codified in conven-

tions, treaties, and declarations, and also informally instantiated in the practice 

of international relations”. While European states can be regarded as hege-

monic in relation to partner countries in view of the root causes norm, their 

approach must also take into account the liberal order based on individual 

rights (Boswell, 2007: 85). 

 
185 The internationalism norm gained strength after the end of World War II. It set out 

basic rights of refugees, migrants, minorities, and human beings in general. They func-

tion as a form of extranational rights that go beyond those of states. They are legiti-

mated on the basis of international conventions, and national laws which do not fully 

depend on citizenship in a particular nation state (Soysal, 1994; see also Boswell, 

2007; Jacobson, 1996; Ellermann, 2010). 
186 Adler argues that “national interests are intersubjective understandings about what 

it takes to advance power, influence and wealth” (Adler, 2005: 104). 
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One implication of normative structures is that “states may also have an 

interest in building an international reputation as liberal, or humanitarian, or 

committed to human rights” (Boswell, 2007: 86; see also Manners, 2002; 

2006).187 We should thus acknowledge that interests and ideas cannot always 

be separated. Another liberal norm is to promote development cooperation 

around the world. In most cases in Europe, the norm of liberalism, pushing 

states towards openness, and the norm of protectionism preferring closure, 

need to be balanced with the identity of liberal democracies wishing to be 

portrayed as respecting the internationalism norm. States are at the same time 

pressured towards restrictiveness by growing nationalism and protectionism. 

As a consequence: “[n]ew international regimes will be necessary” (Hollifield, 

Hunt and Tichenor, 2008: 41). This makes sense when we consider how the 

migration and development regime emerged. 

On the other hand, the liberalism norm and internationalism norm com-

bined also function as pull factors for migrants when “favourable perceptions 

as to how liberal a potential host country is, show a strong, and positive rela-

tionship with the relative numbers of applications that a country receives.” 

Such pull factors lie shrouded by the EU focus on source country root causes. 

It does not come like a bolt from the blue, however, that more asylum-seekers 

seek out countries that demonstrate compassion for people outside their own 

territory either through relatively generous policies or through development 

cooperation (Thielemann, 2003: 27). While recent research disputes the so-

called ‘Merkel effect’ in regard to liberal asylum policies (Tjaden and 

Heidland, 2021), we may still doubt the rationality behind offering aid to 

source countries in return for reduced emigration. It is necessary in an analysis 

of practices in chapters 8 and 9 to shed more light on the processes of ration-

ality in this regard. 

In addition, the so-called ‘gap hypothesis’ argues that the effectiveness of 

migration control is declining in general as there is a growing gap between the 

goals of control policies and their effects (Lutz, 2019; Bonjour, 2011; Cor-

nelius et al., 1994).188 The result is evident from the prevalence of irregular 

migration, which indicates “the gap between restrictionist policy goals and 

expansionist outcomes” (Joppke, 1998b: 266). This also leads to more visceral 

reactions through xenophobia and public resentment against control policies 

 
187 This is also relevant in the Hegelian struggle for recognition as e.g. the Scandina-

vian EU member states have sought a “thick recognition”, according to Wendt’s term, 

based on their promotion of human rights and generous asylum policies during spe-

cific periods (Murray, 2018: 13). 
188 Lutz (2019) has recently tested this hypothesis on data covering 18 West European 

countries during 1980-2014, and argues that “governing parties enact systematically 

more liberal policies on immigration and integration than their electoral manifestos 

would suggest. The purported democratic deficit in migration policy is substantially 

the result of a limited fulfillment of the electoral mandate by governing parties” 

(quoted from the abstract). 
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and illustrates the move towards further restrictiveness (Cornelius et al., 1994: 

3). We saw in chapter 4 that the Commission already in 1991 argued that there 

was a gap between discourse and the outcomes of ineffective migration con-

trol policies: “The facts contradict policy statements, which are becoming in-

creasingly out of step with reality. This reality reflects a certain powerlessness 

in the face of an immigration not fully under control”. Such a failure risked 

disrupting “the social equilibrium of the Member States by new populations 

which could not be integrated” (European Commission, 1991: 3, 7). 

The gap hypothesis cannot, however, explain how it is likely that “piece-

meal, reactive, inconsistent and ambiguous” policies are an output by design 

(Geddes, Hadj Abdou and Brumat, 2020: 42; Boswell and Geddes, 2011). We 

need to disentangle why tough restrictive rhetoric on irregular migration often 

goes along with lax implementation practices. This should, however, not be 

regarded as a policy failure, but rather as a deliberate stratagem to simultane-

ously cater to radical right demands on cutbacks and the business interests of 

providing low-cost labour force. Indeed, states do not always make sure they 

enforce effective outcomes through their control policies as “[i]f there is am-

bivalence about the goal of restricting and controlling immigration, the state 

may be satisfied with the status quo of ineffective control” (Money and Lock-

hart, 2018: 85).189 

The constructivist focus on norms and contestation should, however, not 

risk juxtaposing the analysis of control capacities along the binary line of in-

ternational pressures/national policies. Most limitations arise from firmly en-

shrined rights in domestic constitutions and activist judiciaries, rather than 

from international constraints (Guiraudon, 2001: 33). When the legal system 

thus supports the rights of migrants, it has the effect of self-limiting sover-

eignty (Joppke, 1998c: 18; see also Boswell, 2007). International cooperation 

is also more likely due to domestic political constraints rather than because of 

the (international) human rights of migrants (Money and Lockhart, 2018: 

252). This is because “elites who have been socialised in domestic political 

contexts (‘national’ elites) will carry the respective domestically constituted 

normative baggage into international negotiation environments” (Wiener, 

2009: 185). 

 
189 As noted, this problem is concerned with that economies cannot be secluded from 

the global markets (as reflected by the liberalism norm). One effect is that liberal states 

have “lost control”, partly due to the logic of markets, and partly due to the rise of an 

international human rights regime (Sassen, 1996, 1988). Indeed, the internationalism 

norm through the human rights regime has “become an increasingly central feature of 

international relations […] which modern statecraft cannot ignore” (Al-Rodhan, 2018, 

no page numbers available). Ideational statecraft promotes identity and “[i]dentity can 

shape subsequent views of interests and notions of appropriate action” (Legro, 2009: 

46). This also demonstrates why policies are usually nonlinear (Sabatier, 2007; 

Zahariadis, 2007), being influenced by different normative structures.  
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This analysis points to the added value of bringing in domestic normative 

structures in addition to the analysis of intersubjective statecraft between the 

EU and partner countries. The domestic repercussions of the internationalism 

norm should, however, not be exaggerated as “the international human rights 

regime operates partly inside the national state. And, as is the case with the 

new legal frameworks for global capital, it is this partial grounding of a trans-

national regime in national institutions and practices […] that lends it a dis-

tinctive power and legitimacy” (Sassen, 1996: 65). The EU’s penchant for lib-

eral and humanitarian values makes realism unable to compete with construc-

tivism and realist constructivism here. The latter are superior in explaining 

this often artificial distinction between the international and the domestic. We 

have witnessed ideational and leveraged modes of statecraft rather than power 

statecraft. 

Communitarisation and the political normative structure 

As shown in chapter 4, the strength of the sovereignty norm in the migration 

area worked both as a blessing and a curse as it resisted and slowed down 

communitarisation and EU integration. At the same time, it has become easier 

to find room for nimble action in external control, labour migration, and de-

velopment. While drafting community legislation in this area (e.g. on the EU 

Blue Card) was fastidious and very slow, the external dimension of migration 

control presented EU member states with the option of volunteering for action 

within the framework of several joint initiatives (e.g. such as mobility partner-

ships linked to circular migration). Policymakers did not want to procrastinate. 

Statecraft involved political choices, but the overall impacts of these choices 

were not always visible at first. Sovereignty turned out to be multidimen-

sional. 

Sovereignty is, therefore, easier understood through constructivism than 

through realism as it is closely linked to identity, relating to both control of 

territory and population.190 Sovereignty can thereby be comprehended as ‘in-

terdependence sovereignty’ i.e. “the ability of public authorities to regulate 

the flows of […] people […] across the borders of the state”: “Interdependence 

sovereignty exclusively refers to control: can a state control movements across 

its own borders?” (Krasner, 1999: 10, see also Rudolph, 2006: 208-209). The 

question is then also how a move from sovereignty towards EU integration 

might affect populations, their identities and various public interests. The an-

swer lies in how sovereignty is linked to statecraft. Euro-crafting in an EU 

context is modelled on the traditional nation states through the desire to 

 
190 We need to recognise how the sovereignty norm is changing: “sovereignty is a 

social construct, and like all social institutions its location is subject to changing in-

terpretations” (Barkin and Cronin, 1994: 109). 
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control and construct “identity, borders, and order”, embedded in the norma-

tive structure of the Westphalian system (Borg, 2015: 2).191 

Interdependence sovereignty in relation to EU integration shows the pro-

cesses of communitarisation in the policy area of migration control. This view 

of sovereignty also brings together external and internal dimensions of control 

and public interests, as understood by constructivists. EU level cooperation 

through communitarisation has been an alternative to national competition and 

the ineffectiveness of unilateral action (Cantat, 2015: 65; Thielemann, 2003: 

33). We know much about the communitarisation of migration policies within 

a broader political-economic context (see e.g. Faist and Ette, 2007; Geddes, 

2000, 2003; Guiraudon, 2000, 2003b). The same goes for the area of justice, 

freedom and security in the EU (Kaunert, 2010; Wolff et a. 2011; Monar, 

2010; Carrera et al., 2013). However, communitarisation has not been suffi-

ciently linked to the root causes norm.  

Nevertheless, communitarisation may be regarded as a strategy of cornered 

immigration ministers to avoid the constraints posed by domestic normative, 

political, and institutional pressures. The EU is an arena for ‘venue-shopping’ 

in this regard due to the multitude of sensitivities involved (Guiraudon, 2000; 

Bendel et al., 2011; Drezner, 2007).192 However, similar constraints are now 

also emerging at the communitarised level. Externalisation can then be per-

ceived by impatient policymakers as the next step: “the more difficult it be-

comes to address the situation within the EU, the more important it is for the 

EU to combat the root causes” (Mueller-Using and Vöpel, 2014: 95). This 

statecraft strategy might, however, also require a widening of the Union’s 

agenda to incorporate the interests of third countries. It would mean venturing 

beyond the initial migration control policy interests (Lavenex, 2006).193 

A constructivist view on communitarisation can explain subsequent exter-

nalisation to the extent that member state and EU identities matter. They are 

composed of contradicting norms of internationalism and liberalism on the 

 
191 Borg argues that European integration studies should move from a focus on states 

to statecraft, whereby he regards statecraft as practices of identification and bordering, 

driven by “a desire for order, stability, and foundation”. He regards European integra-

tion as a question of performative statecraft, which also modifies the view of what 

constitutes a state (Borg, 2015: 21). 
192 Put in another way: “Powerful states can and will engage in forum-shopping within 

a complex of international regimes” (Drezner, 2007: 5). 
193 Despite much reference by academics to a restrictive Fortress Europe based on 

realism, EU asylum-cooperation has reached a higher level of legal standards for asy-

lum-seekers and refugees (the internationalism norm) coupled with a reinforced lib-

eralism norm compared to the domestic level (Kaunert and Léonard, 2012). Precepts 

of sovereignty are maintained as the EU asylum Directives still provide a broad scope 

for member state discretion. There also remains a lack of full and correct implemen-

tation so that the outcome remains largely differentiated across member states 

(Trauner and Ripoll Servent, 2016: 1419). 
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one hand, and nationalism and protectionism on the other. There are normative 

tensions between three different EU identities in this regard: a ‘statist’ identity 

relating to constructing an internal community with external security; a ‘nor-

mative power’ identity, based on the EU’s take on universal liberal values; 

and the ‘market power’ identity linked to economic growth (Lavenex, 2019). 

Such identities have both an internal and an external dimension, the latter in-

cluding the EU’s international role (Yıldız, 2016: 51).194 The Commission rea-

soned that “[b]etter control of migration flows, [was] the prerequisite for any 

harmonious integration” (European Commission, 1991: 9). Change in the nor-

mative structures, thus, cleared the way for externalisation and the emerging 

root causes norm. 

More specifically, as shown in chapter 4, migration control issues became 

a matter of common interest among member states and an issue of EU com-

petence through the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. Communitarisation in the area of 

asylum and migration was introduced through the Amsterdam Treaty and the 

development of an area of freedom, security and justice, and by moving some 

migration issues under the community first pillar in 1997. EU external rela-

tions were affected by the move of the Schengen rules into the EU legal um-

brella, its acquis communautaire. The EU Commission gained competence to 

negotiate agreements with third countries in the area of JHA. Migration policy 

became communitarised, but not supranationalised (Yıldız, 2016: 51), keeping 

some leeway for member states. The second phase of communitarisation also 

brought about an externalisation or extra-territorialisation of EU action in this 

area (ibid; see also Zapata-Barrero, 2013: 5). 

Moreover, the intergovernmental period under the Maastricht Treaty ena-

bled a certain measure of change towards reinforced EU integration. The rea-

son was a growing realisation of the shortcomings of unilateral action (Tabur, 

2013: 17). The reforms introduced through the Amsterdam and Lisbon trea-

ties, such as the move of the decision-making procedure from consultation to 

co-decision, also made actors change their strategies and behaviour. When 

seeking influence and legitimacy, they morphed into forging new strategic al-

liances to be able to form inter-institutional majorities. This process may have 

changed previous beliefs and moulded new normative frames (Trauner and 

Ripoll Servent, 2016: 1420). Communitarisation might thus enable ideational 

 
194 Again, this demonstrates a need for a realist constructivist analysis: “the develop-

ment of common policies inside the union was also linked closely to the EU’s inter-

national role, so that the migration regime [complex] developed with a strong empha-

sis on its foreign policy dimension, mainly associated with measures taken outside EU 

territory” (Yıldız, 2016: 51). 
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statecraft through socialisation, which constructivism can help us under-

stand.195 

Although there has been a certain degree of communitarisation in the area 

of migration control linked to the JHA area, this was never self-evident or 

explicitly linked to other processes of European integration. External control 

of migration has usually been coupled with the development of the EU’s in-

ternal market and the need for flanking measures when internal border con-

trols were abandoned through the Schengen framework. My argument is rein-

forced by the dual influence of the establishment of the Schengen area, and 

successive EU enlargements for developing an external dimension of EU mi-

gration policy. A growing EU without internal borders has made states more 

vulnerable to unchecked migration and has motivated external cooperation 

and externalisation (Zapata-Barrero, 2013: 28). We could argue here that ide-

ational statecraft followed from a broader idea of Europe (cf. Parsons, 2003). 

Political and economic integration have also aimed to strengthen the Euro-

pean nations and their cultural identity, in line with constructivism. While a 

European regional identity emerges as a consequence of the integration pro-

cess, it provides the national identities of member states with a mirror image 

through which they can be strengthened (Milward, 1990). The relative im-

portance of national versus EU identity can be detected, especially in crisis 

situations (Waever et al., 1993: 81), although research is still lacking in this 

regard (Simmons and Goemans, 2021). Communitarisation seems to have fa-

cilitated externalisation in response to the prolonged European migration cri-

sis (Cantat, 2015: 66). Furthermore, the construction of a European identity 

appears to be necessary for a European regime to be able to deliver on domes-

tic norm requirements. Although it is still the national level that caters for 

needs associated with for instance the nationalism norm, states agglomerate 

faltering sovereignty “to recapture control”, in one or the other issue area 

(Rosamond, 2019: 74). It makes sense, thus, to still refer to statecraft rather 

than Euro-crafting (cf. Borg, 2014; 2015). 

When we apply the term ideational statecraft and regard European identity 

construction as part of the broader political normative structure, we also real-

ise the power of narratives and social construction. Commission Communica-

tions as shown in chapter 4 painted the European self as an imagined commu-

nity in contrast to the ‘others’, the partner countries or the unwanted migrants, 

 
195 It has also been observed that the European Parliament even after communitarisa-

tion in the area of migration, has only managed to have limited effect in terms of 

changing EU decisions, while the Court of Justice of the EU (CJEU) could still make 

significant changes. Some of the rulings of the CJEU regarding immigration have 

been held to impede the executive branch of member state governments, notably re-

garding expulsion decisions and family reunification cases (Trauner and Ripoll Ser-

vent, 2016: 1419). This indicates that although the internationalism norm generally is 

weakening, it still matters for outcomes at the EU level and for the interest calculations 

of member states, thus making externalisation more likely. 
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as “a form of supranational statecraft” (Cantat, 2015: 66). Externalisation 

through assembling a root causes norm has thus much to do with identity-

shaping processes within a communitarising EU that is in the lead and impos-

ing itself over others, i.e. the partner countries. EU and state identities are 

sapped of their strength and certainty as they depend on recognition (Murray, 

2019: 30) by partners consisting of “far less well-governed political entities” 

(Walters, 2010: 75). Although in this way “identity is a source of order” (Mat-

tern, 2005: 21), on occasion, this image also spawns opprobrium of the part-

ners.  

From a constructivist perspective, in sum, the sovereignty norm has weak-

ened to the benefit of the EU integration norm in the process of communitari-

sation. Neither ideational statecraft nor migration statecraft have, however, 

succeeded in forging an EU identity strong enough to support a wholesale shift 

from domestic to community policy as far as migration control is concerned. 

Change has been contested. The nationalism norm prevails strongly. Idea-

tional statecraft can only marginally assist in overcoming the continuous dif-

ferentiation between citizens and ‘others’, both at the EU level and the mem-

ber state level. Securitisation and externalisation have progressed in parallel 

to communitarisation. Incomplete communitarisation then feeds externalisa-

tion as a complementary or even preferred policy option. Constructivism 

shows how the three domestic normative structures have all in their particular 

ways contributed to the emergence of regime cooperation.  

Leveraged statecraft and the root causes norm 

Realist constructivism is suitable for studying “the relationship between nor-

mative structures, the carriers of political morality, and uses of power” (Bar-

kin, 2003a: 338). As we have seen so far, European liberal democratic states 

have a number of ‘control dilemmas’ to manage (Guiraudon and Joppke, 

2001: 8-9). These are identified to originate in the “tensions between democ-

racy and capitalism, on the one hand, and between democracy and liberal 

norms, on the other.” Moreover, business interests, including the tourism in-

dustry and agriculture, require open economies even if populist movements 

demand closure and protectionism against the mobility of individuals. This 

results in contradictory messages and a gap between narratives and practices 

(Boswell and Geddes, 2011: 79). That quagmire explains why Europeans do 

not seem able to hold their own in migration control. 

Overall, the analysis so far illustrates a move from internationalism to na-

tionalism and from sovereignty to EU integration as general trends in Euro-

pean migration control policies. These domestic normative structures have 

shaped control policy decisions. They have also dovetailed strategic action 

with socialisation. For instance, the realist-style struggle to protect the nation-

alism norm resembles an ‘identity reaction’ (Simmons and Goemans, 2021). 
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Therefore, I will now add a realist constructivist approach to leveraged state-

craft to explore whether there is a similar trend moving from liberalism to 

protectionism or vice versa. We need to grasp the influence of all three nor-

mative structures in order to identify the reasons for migration statecraft being 

used for externalising migration control. While we saw above how ideas also 

matter for control, “putting ideas first hardly means putting power and inter-

ests second. Rather, identities are constituted of power and interests” (Mat-

tern, 2005: 22).196 

We sense this when migration policies lack clear goals and outcomes. Pol-

icies often develop ad hoc, reacting to problems or interests as they arise (Mil-

ler, 1986; Walker, Rahman and Cave, 2001). Merkel’s famous “Wir schaffen 

das!”197 seemed to be the right thing to say in 2015-2016. It soon divided Eu-

rope, however, and may have pushed more followers into the anti-immigrant 

radical right camp (Politico, 2020). Nevertheless, the latter do not strongly 

advocate or manage to redirect aid towards conditionality in return for read-

mission (Bergmann, Hackenesch and Stockemer, 2021). This illustrates how 

more liberal policies have immediate effects, while restrictions tend to take 

time before they show any visible results. Moreover, control measures may 

divert flows along other routes, other channels and categories e.g. from asy-

lum to labour migrants. They may provoke spikes of flows in anticipation of 

more restrictive regulations, or interrupt return decisions (de Haas et al., 2018: 

43-44). 

In order to address the sense of a migration crisis and a crisis of migration 

control, it is also necessary to link up the internal, domestic dimensions with 

the external aspects, including the causes of migration: “To understand the 

difficulties of controlling (or regulating) international migration, it is essential 

to understand why individuals move in the first place” (Hollifield, 2000: 

234).198 The attitude towards source countries often misses out on migrant 

 
196 Power does not preclude ideas within leveraged statecraft. Also the classical realist 

E. H. Carr “pointed to the importance of both power and ideas” (Legro, 2009: 39). He 

wrote about nationalism and internationalism in a way that highlighted the value of 

individual human beings beyond the nations (Carr, 1945: 44). In fact, ideas can fit 

neatly together with power: “[n]ationalist and internationalist impulses within the Eu-

ropean Union may be more compatible than traditional assumptions about cooperation 

have suggested” (Lahav, 2004a: 204). Therefore, both these core IR concepts (power 

and ideas) need to be recalled in tandem when addressing regime construction. 
197 We can do it! 
198 Whether control is overall effective or not, there have been recurrent crises of mi-

gration control in European states (Joppke, 1998c: 10; see also Boswell, 2007; Ged-

des, 2021). These were described in chapter 4. Normative structures play an important 

role in how statecraft seeks to address such crises. Moreover, “[w]hat actors make of 

norms, matters, in particular, in situations of crisis when the contextual conditions for 

norm interpretation are enhanced” (Wiener and Puetter, 2009: 1). Although govern-

ments put measures in place and have tried to act, there has been a “public perception 

that migration is out of control” (Castles, 2007: 35). 
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agency and the fact that many source country governments are unable to ex-

ercise control over the emigration of their citizens (Collyer, 2012; Mainwar-

ing, 2016; Zoomers and Nijenhuis, 2012). As we saw in chapter 4, the EU tries 

to grasp this to some extent but also relies on very simplistic images of the 

root causes. This is also why the study of externalisation of control needs to 

be linked to the perceptions, ideas, and knowledge among policymakers of the 

causes and ‘roots’ of migration, including a lack of development. 

These contours of the European control policy dilemma seem to be a suffi-

cient reason for the growing externalisation of migration control and the 

emerging migration and development regime. Prudence requires that norma-

tive structures are taken into account when effective solutions are in short sup-

ply. Realist constructivism “looks at the way in which power structures affect 

patterns of normative change in international relations and, conversely, the 

way in which a particular set of norms affects power structures” (Michael, 

2018).199 In this context, group competition (Sterling-Folker, 2002b) and con-

testing public interests (Barkin, 2010) are challenging for statecraft. Lever-

aged statecraft is constrained, but innovative and adaptive. This can be exem-

plified through a distinction between the various contexts of control. There are 

overall three dimensions in this regard. 

Firstly, both the relationships between external and internal control 

(Brochmann, 1993; Brochmann and Hammar, 1999), and the methods of in-

ternal control (interior immigration enforcement) (Wong, 2017; Money and 

Lockhart, 2018) are of relevance. The growing focus on counteracting irregu-

lar migration has reinforced internal control measures.200 However, there is a 

limit to such control. The relation between internal and external control is 

mostly in favour of external control: “If interior enforcement provokes the 

most political opposition as citizens are confronted with the costs of immigra-

tion control, then outsourcing control to sending and transit states might pro-

voke the least political opposition” (Money and Lockhart, 2018: 85). Control 

interests have been combined in this migration statecraft with ideas of how to 

perform control in the most acceptable way for domestic constituencies. 

Secondly, control of migrants may be imposed at three basic gates – to-

wards aliens, denizens, or citizens. Control at these gates may have different 

effects and may be combined in various ways. For example, if control is exer-

cised earlier, towards aliens closer to the emigration countries, or if it is 

 
199 Quoted from the abstract. 
200 While external control mainly consists of visas, checks at borders, and various 

preventive mechanisms such as carrier sanctions and campaigns against traffickers, 

internal control can be made up of police checks, ID-cards, employer sanctions, am-

nesties, police campaigns against irregular labour, regulated access to housing and 

social benefits, etc. in member states. At the EU level there are e.g. the European 

Commission’s 2002 Return Action Plan, shared databases such as the Schengen In-

formation System, Eurodac and the Visa Information System, or Frontex (Broeders 

and Engbersen, 2007: 1593; 2009: 870, 873). 



151 

preventing or influencing the flows, then control may be laxer internally to-

wards denizens and citizens. An exception would be when refugees are in-

volved. Lack of planning capacity is in the very nature of managing asylum, 

and foreign policy considerations may in some instances also make it difficult 

not to offer protection (Hammar, 1990; Lavenex, 2006: 337; Guiraudon and 

Joppke, 2001: 14). On the other hand, shielding citizens from undue control 

offshoots can motivate externalisation: “a common identity is often invoked 

strategically to legitimise collective action and pursuit of interest” (Kuhn, 

2019: 1215). 

Thirdly, nation states strive to achieve order by letting social control ac-

company internal migration control (Brochmann, 1993; Kanstroom, 2000). In 

its informal, unofficial function social control may in effect have a similar 

impact as formal policy. It can also have a steering effect on the numbers and 

types of migrants who come to a country. The history and particulars of the 

nation-building process may explain some of the characteristics of social con-

trol or openness/closure towards foreigners and immigrants, often conveyed 

by the media and political parties. To circumvent such uncanny control, there 

are “foggy social structures” within a penumbra established by irregular mi-

grants, employers, illegitimate agencies, NGOs, and even local authorities. 

These are then either informally tolerated or accepted (as in the 1970s-1990s 

in the Netherlands), or counteracted by states (e.g. more recently by the Nordic 

welfare states) (Bommes and Sciortino, 2011; Broeders and Engbersen, 2011, 

170-171).201  

Taken together, these three dimensions illustrate how national policymak-

ing processes are curtailed. They are also to a great extent influenced by dif-

ferent domestic interest and pressure groups expressing public opinion. Polit-

ical elites in general and a phalanx of populist parties in particular use migra-

tion and various control mechanisms as a vehicle through which more votes 

can be gained (Money, 1999; Meissner, 1992).202 Voters in member states with 

more immigration tend to be more in favour of aid, especially since the 2015 

crisis (Kiratli, 2021). This may also contribute to the root causes norm. Gov-

ernments need to gratify a range of predilections. Contestation across various 

interest groups with distinct and often contradictory public interests, can also 

be useful for the state: “[n]ationalism and national identity have become re-

garded as ways in which states are able to control and manipulate belonging 

 
201 To add to the concept of social control, we may also borrow the term societies of 

control from Gilles Deleuze (1992). While nation states may be regarded as environ-

ments of enclosure, they may also impose control everywhere, formally or informally. 

From the perspective of public policy instrumentation, “every instrument constitutes 

a condensed form of knowledge about social control” (Lascoumes and le Gales, 2007, 

quotes from abstract; see also Trauner and Wolff, 2014). 
202 They rely on the historical processes in Europe that gave birth to both democrati-

sation and nation states as “democracy requires those resident in the territory con-

trolled by a state to be integrated as citizens of that state” (Agné, 2004: 15). 



152 

within defined boundaries, which are located within and across territorial state 

borders” (Mavroudi, 2010: 1). 

Migration control can, therefore, not be regarded as an isolated phenome-

non. It responds to “a complex mix of security and identitarian concerns” 

(Bertossi, El Ouassif and Tardis, 2021: 22). As shown in chapter 4 in reference 

to the 1991 Communication, one of the arguments for migration control has 

been that a controlled inflow of new migrants is needed in order to reduce 

immigrant incorporation challenges. These challenges include negative atti-

tudes towards those migrants who have already settled in a society. However, 

strict and severe control and regulation does not always lead to better condi-

tions for settled migrants and may on the contrary lead to increased xenopho-

bia towards all, present and former, migrants. Such control may interfere with 

immigrant incorporation if fractious political parties and authorities are unable 

to act against it (Hammar, 1992; Sciortino, 1991). Immigrant incorporation 

also depends on yet other norms, e.g. within political parties in regard to career 

opportunities and political voice (Soininen and Qvist, 2021). Again, this re-

calls the distinction between internal and external control, and is a reason why 

we see the trend towards externalisation. 

Barkin’s realist constructivist notion of public interests can be related to 

how immigrant incorporation policies in Europe are brought together with mi-

gration control and development policy. There are varying degrees of politi-

cisation of the migration-development nexus in member state parliaments – 

high in the Netherlands and Sweden, and low in France and Italy (Lauwers, 

Orbie and Delputte, 2021). Nevertheless, the tensions between migrants as 

transnational development agents and state interests make evident that “[u]lti-

mately, the migration-development nexus is linked to both migration control 

and the incorporation of migrants.” There are various ways in which these 

connections are being played out. One aspect of these tensions is the sorting 

mechanism of migration, differentiating between wanted and unwanted cate-

gories of migrants, the former being the highly skilled and more likely to in-

tegrate, and the latter being the low-skilled and less likely to integrate in gen-

eral (Faist, 2008: 38). 

Migration control, immigrant incorporation, and the migration-develop-

ment nexus also have functional, rationalist connections in accordance with 

the realist part of realist constructivism. Those links may reward the EU side 

with more legitimacy for its reinforced control policies, as well as assure co-

operation from its counterparts. To justify effective migration control through 

externalisation and ensure essential cooperation of countries of origin, the EU 

needs to frame migration and development in an attractive way. The new tasks 

given to the migrant source countries in contributing to EU migration control 

endeavours, may be traded in for advantages through remittances, diaspora 

contributions, and limited circular migration opportunities: “[r]egarding the 

legitimation of migration control in the South and in the North, strengthening 
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the migration-development nexus is indeed an ingenious instrument” (Faist, 

2008: 38). 

The domestic normative structures that have been sufficient reasons for 

constructing the migration and development regime are also nested in other 

regimes. The internationalism norm, for instance, is embedded in both the in-

ternational refugee regime (Morgades, 2010: 4) and the EU protection regime 

(Gammeltoft-Hansen, 2011b).203 Migration statecraft through the root causes 

norm is needed in this case, as self-interested states remain bound by the in-

ternational refugee regime.204 EU leaders of signal ability such as Macron, 

Merkel, and Mogherini met with African leaders at a summit in 2017 where 

Chad’s President Déby told them that “la question des migrations ne peut être 

réglée que par le développement”.205 Niger’s President Issoufou requested as-

sistance with offering alternative sources of income to migrant smugglers. The 

EU’s riposte was to adapt the idea of external processing of asylum requests 

accordingly. Also, “Merkel said fighting people-traffickers had to go hand in 

hand with development” (Le Monde, 2017; BBC, 2017).  

One conclusion from this analysis is that realist constructivism is more suit-

able than realism and/or constructivism on their own in helping us to under-

stand why European states are unable to effectively control migration across 

the board. The shibboleth of control cannot remain bereft of meaning. Policy-

makers cannot endure perched on a heap of disappointments. After brooding 

about this dilemma, they have been looking for new, innovative ways to es-

cape from the liberal paradox. The logic of the social and the migration state-

craft applied point to external measures outside the EU as the main, viable 

option. The sense of a more or less permanent migration crisis due to an over-

whelming complexity has turned migration control in Europe towards an ex-

ternalising trend bringing about the root causes norm. This realisation fits 

within a Hegelian approach to realist constructivism. However, Wendt warns 

 
203 Externalisation has indeed been the preferred strategy in relation to the internation-

alism norm and asylum policies (Betts and Milner, 2007; Gammeltoft-Hansen, 2011a; 

Morgades, 2010). African partner countries have, however, been critical to externali-

sation, including some of the initiatives such as transit processing centres, measures 

to strengthen protection capacities in regions of origin, or targeted development assis-

tance “to promote self-sufficiency or local integration”. Such practices may risk un-

dermining asylum in African states rather than reinforcing refugee protection there 

(Betts and Milner, 2007: 4; see also Ghezelbash, 2018). Leverage and migration state-

craft have been used in the sense that “issue linkages”, “divide and rule”, and “inter-

mediaries” have been part of the bargaining methodology (Betts and Milner, 2007: 2-

3). 
204 Externalisation is a distinct form of strategic social construction based on a Euro-

pean identity as “the regime itself is statecraft that actively produces the powers of 

states across borders […] [while] people [or other governments] are mobilized to rec-

ognize states as agents of problem-solving and, in the moment of that recognition, are 

invested in and become party to the practices of statecraft” (Soguk, 1999: 52). 
205 The question of migration can only be regulated through development. 
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against asymmetrical recognition being less stable than equal recognition 

(Wendt, 2003: 5013). Externalisation has been decidedly asymmetrical in this 

regard and the question is whether it has been enough to call for reduced mi-

gration pressure to maintain stability and social order. 

Externalisation and the economic normative structure 

Externalisation is also a function of selecting the wanted categories of labour 

migrants in shortage sectors and allowing for some humanitarian immigrants. 

Firstly, externalisation follows when EU states circumscribe their own sover-

eignty by pandering to division along a logic of ‘client politics’ (Joppke, 

1998b). Client politics means that various, small and well-organised interest 

groups such as businesses as well as human rights advocates lobby policy-

makers. These groups tend to make migration policies more expansionist and 

inclusive (Freeman, 2001; 1998). Barkin’s (2010) realist constructivist notion 

of diverse public interests captures client politics quite well. Client politics 

could, however, also be interpreted as domestic power politics which eventu-

ally end up in the overall national interest. Here we should note that realists 

are unable to predict the choice between protectionism and liberalism in terms 

of labour migration as they black-box the domestic level (Jervis, 1998: 979).206 

This is why realist constructivism is at an advantage in the analysis of con-

flicting public interests. 

Secondly, liberalism and protectionism are norms deeply embedded within 

industrial relations, between employers and unions. Employers in the EU have 

been lobbying for more labour immigration (Balch, 2010), inter alia as a way 

to access skilled employees for increased competitiveness (Bisong and Knoll, 

2020). They have strived to achieve flexible and deregulated labour markets. 

Unions have time and again acted through protectionist lobbying against ‘so-

cial dumping’ and to protect national workforces through improved labour 

conditions (Marino, Penninx and Roosblad, 2015; Penninx and Roosblad, 

2000). Stopping unwanted migration outright seems impossible then. The 

EU’s and member states’ predicament is compounded by the fact that national 

identity and the character of public discourse also play a role in this regard. 

Statecraft is “ideationally entrenched” (Martin, 2018: 111). 

Thirdly, within the EU context, governments might very well have a “con-

siderable degree of control” over reducing the immigration of third country 

nationals. At the same time, however, they face a lack of control if such re-

ductions come at the price of an increased inflow of unrestricted EU citizens 

in a kind of “balloon effect”, and as a substitution (Rienzo and Vargas-Silva, 

2015). The norms of protectionism and liberalism play a role as some of this 

 
206 Nevertheless, according to classical realism, the same kind of struggle for power 

is ongoing at all levels of social organisation, within nations (e.g. as expressed by 

various pressure groups) as well as between them (Morgenthau, 1948: 18, 62). 
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migration is demand-driven and related to EU labour markets. Classical real-

ism is useful here. Carr was critical to the notion of some sort of economic 

absorptive capacity in terms of migrants and refugees, and argued that eco-

nomics and politics cannot be fully separated. For example, he did not agree 

that welfare is only about economics while power is merely about politics. 

Economic means could also be used to gain political power (Carr, 1940: 150, 

152, 167). Emphasising the role of economic normative structures is not far 

away from such an approach. 

Realist constructivism “provides a fertile amalgamation of both realism and 

constructivism, incorporating their different tenets” (Michael, 2018: 102). Se-

curitisation pursued by EU member states and the EU could make or mar the 

sought-after efficiency and legitimacy. In choosing the former, I argue, EU 

leaders have gone for a strategy of externalisation. It aims to enact prevention 

of the arrival of low-skilled and facilitate selection of highly skilled migrants. 

This has been increasingly more obvious.207 As shown in chapter 4, the back-

ground to this trend was the end of the Cold War and the lifting of the Iron 

Curtain, after which migration policies have become increasingly restrictive 

in Europe. The ‘global migration crisis’ (Weiner, 1995; Loescher, 1994) 

evolved in response to constituencies in liberal democracies in Europe and 

elsewhere. Perceptions of a threat to traditional identities meant that many 

people were increasingly unwilling to receive large-scale immigrant flows and 

accommodate their permanent settlement.  

Crisis mentality can lubricate the process of externalisation: “Migration is 

still defined in terms of emergency” (Zaiotti, 2016b: 3). Realism’s focus on 

short-term crisis management needs to be combined with the much longer 

temporality applied by constructivists (Drezner, 2020). Crises can both make 

it easier for policymakers to introduce restrictive measures, as well as pose 

major challenges to them. An example is securitisation after September 11, 

2001 and subsequent terrorist attacks in Europe (Koslowski, 2006; Friman, 

2008, Bigo, 2008). While it is hard to achieve visible results in the short term, 

it may also not be possible to maintain extraordinary measures for too long. 

Liberal states cannot unconditionally turf out irregularly staying or otherwise 

 
207 Available quantitative data on migration control display somewhat contradictory 

patterns. A data-set covering the period 1980-2010 in all OECD countries, reveals that 

while the conditions and criteria for entry and stay have been liberalised, more restric-

tive border control measures have simultaneously been introduced (Helbling and 

Kalkum, 2017). Similarly, the so-called DEMIG-project covering 1946-2013 also 

comes to the conclusion that the trend has been more selective, liberal policies paired 

with more restrictive visa and border control measures preventing asylum-seekers and 

other unwanted categories (the database was both global and targeted destination 

countries in Europe) (de Haas et al., 2018: 2). This is not entirely straightforward to 

explain, neither from a classical realist nor from a mainstream constructivist position. 

Still, we are discussing statecraft and tools with which states and the EU try to control 

and influence their environment. 
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unwanted migrants due to the time lag of social norms (Coleman, 2009). This 

is why many governments, including the EU as a unitary actor, seem to have 

only one recourse left – increasingly trying to intervene in migration flows, 

often before the migrants reach the borders, and more frequently even before 

they begin. 

‘Illiberal democracies’ do not face the same limitations and constraints, 

however. This is why we do not see any strong engagement from the Visegrád 

countries in the issue of migration and development.208 This observation rein-

forces the argument about the reasons for externalisation among liberal de-

mocracies in the EU. Hungarian prime minister Victor Orbán said in 2014 that 

“the new state that we are building is an illiberal state” not denying fundamen-

tal values such as liberalism and freedom, but rather such a state emphasises 

“the community, and the nation” and a “national approach” (The Budapest 

Beacon, 2014). Consequently, the Hungarian government did not bother much 

about criticism from Human Rights Watch and the UN about its harsh border 

control methods during the 2015 migration crisis and thereafter (Human 

Rights Watch, 2015; BBC, 2016). We may argue that Hungary in this case 

acted through power statecraft according to realism, without paying much at-

tention to prudence or morality in an anarchic world. In other words, it was 

following a logic of “Westphalian fundamentalism” (Melegh et al., 2021: 

192). 

Also liberal democracies in the EU need order, security, and stability. This 

requires governments to assume control and project an image that this power 

lies within state sovereignty. In the broader EU context, it has been observed 

that “[e]xternalized policies started to be introduced in the intergovernmental 

phase of European migration policy and have become Europeanized in nature” 

(Çetin, 2017).209 The domestic nature of migration control has thereby increas-

ingly taken on an international and externalised character (Rudolph, 2006: 

209). The lack of progress in terms of EU-internal solidarity and responsibil-

ity-sharing also adds to the externalisation trend (Martins and Strange, 2019). 

In addition, prevention of flows that are already in motion might to some ex-

tent lead to additional pressures to control migration through alteration of 

routes or diversion from regular to irregular channels (Wong, 2017: 71). The 

 
208 While the Visegrád countries also talk about the root causes, during the 2015 mi-

gration crisis they argued that the war in Syria should be terminated as the solution. 

At the same time, they imposed very restrictive border control policies. More in gen-

eral, they often have a limited interest in the broader migration-development nexus 

(Ivanova, 2016). Nevertheless, Hungary is actively promoting a root causes approach 

to unwanted migration in its development cooperation (OECD, 2020: 238), which is 

also focusing on “Christian solidarity” (Szent-Iványi and Kugiel, 2020: 127). 
209 No page numbers available, published online at 

https://www.europenowjournal.org/2017/09/30/what-prospects-for-change-to-

achieve-a-sustainable-eu-migration-policy/ 
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rationale seems to be that it is better to quench emigration altogether even 

before it starts. This practice bears all the hallmarks of migration statecraft. 

Externalisation essentially consists of two strategies: Firstly, the ‘remote 

control approach’ which is preventive, reactive, and securitising. It is mainly 

geared towards reducing unwanted and often irregular migration flows already 

en route for the sake of gaining legitimacy and approval domestically. Sec-

ondly, there is the development-oriented, proactive approach, linking migra-

tion and development through leveraged statecraft. It is not solely aiming at 

reduced flows as it also facilitates wanted and legal categories of migration, 

while at the same time reducing the push factors of emigration. This second 

approach is often referred to as the “root causes approach” (Aubarell, Zapata-

Barrero, and Aragall, 2009: 14). It has been described as a move “from threat 

to lever” in terms of the EU handling migration (Crush, 2013: 6). 

The root causes norm should thus not be confused with the notion of remote 

control, which originally referred to visa policies and consular services 

(Zolberg, 2003).210 From a realist constructivist standpoint it appears reason-

able that states externalise control and hand over some control to other states 

(or to private companies for that matter) in order to increase their capacity to 

exercise control over unwanted migration flows. This tendency therefore does 

not signify the demise of the state as such, rather it shows how flexible and 

adaptive power-seeking states are in maintaining control according to their 

overall interests (Guiraudon and Joppke, 2001: 15). Those interests are firmly 

based on ideas, norms, and identities. By amalgamating power and ideas, the 

EU enacts migration control through constructing the root causes norm. Mi-

gration statecraft is thus a compound and complex activity. 

Ideas overall might, however, interfere with interests when one set of ideas 

dominate over others.211 Arbitrary fiat cannot circumvent identity. This is ap-

parent even where “externalisation policies mirror stark power asymmetries 

of the global and regional political orders” (Faist, 2019: 1). The EU’s approach 

to the Arab Spring is an outré example. Although the EU apprehended the 

benefits of democratisation at this juncture, it mainly saw it as a Western 

 
210 Nowadays, a broad range of measures can be regarded as instruments of remote 

migration control – pre-clearance, carrier sanctions, offshoring of border checks, ex-

ternally deployed immigration officers, readmission, offshore interdiction and deten-

tion, information campaigns targeting potential migrants, as well as external asylum 

processing. All these attempts have only been effective to a limited extent as migrants 

and migrant smugglers continue to find new ways and new routes to get to the EU 

(Zaiotti, 2016a; Guiraudon, 2003a; McNamara, 2013; Gibney, 2005; Lavenex, 2006; 

Collinson, 1996). 
211 A quantitative content analysis shows that out of 143 EU documents during 1995-

2018, 86 related to root causes as lack of economic development, 43 to root causes as 

lack of democratisation, and 83 related to remote control (Faustini-Torres, 2020). This 

indicates that the economic and security aspects of the root causes idea prevail over 

the political, which might in fact be counterproductive for EU interests. 
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value. Thereby it failed to consider how perspectives from the South could 

differ. Moreover, in analogy to the ‘migration hump’,212 the EU started realis-

ing that democratisation in the South could also counteract stability in the EU 

and lead to more, rather than less emigration in the short term: 

  

Although it cannot be said that democratization stopped being a desirable goal, 

there is at least a perception that the EU should be cautious when supporting 

this process, since it may have the undesirable effect of producing more insta-

bility, and, consequently, more migration (refugee hump) (Faustini-Torres, 

2020: 14).213 

 

Some diplomats in the Commission were disturbed at watching the video foot-

age of cheering armed rebels just having killed Gaddafi. Such diplomats had 

been on speaking terms with the ousted leader but winced, aghast at now hav-

ing to sit down with unpredictable revolutionaries (Arsenault, 2011).214 Turn-

ing this perception into action could have come across as nefarious in the light 

of democracy as a cornerstone of EU identity. Instead, the securitisation and 

externalisation of border control operations were reconfigured. This trend put 

in place new bordering processes, also revising practices of sovereignty, ter-

ritory, and extra-territoriality (Casas-Cortes, Cobarrubias and Pickles, 2014; 

Pellerin, 2005a; 2005b: 53-54). Thereby, statecraft went way beyond notions 

of Fortress Europe,215 the scope of the Schengen cooperation, or other legis-

lative developments described in chapter 4. Within cooperation frameworks 

such as the Global Approach, the EU is changing its geopolitical and geo-

economic strategy towards regional integration (Casas-Cortes, Cobarrubias 

and Pickles, 2012). Geopolitics becomes territorial migration statecraft (cf. 

Parkes, 2020: 2; Simmons and Goemans, 2021). 

Meanwhile, thousands of intrepid souls have tried to cross the Sahara De-

sert and the Mediterranean in the last decade. Those forlorn attempts spelt 

disaster for many a migrant.216 No attention was paid to the bereaved families 

as they were out of sight. Short of regarding it as egregious, however, this 

poignant development at least created a sense of urgency among European 

policymakers. Alas, this calls the motives, measures, and interventions in the 

fight against irregular migration into question from the perspective of the in-

ternationalism norm, something that appears to be a “conscious dislocation of 

 
212 The ‘migration hump’ will be discussed further on. 
213 This is reminiscent of Greenhill’s study which found little evidence that “leaders 

had internalized (or socialized) refugee-related norms”, although they adapted their 

behaviour to such norms (Greenhill, 2004: 316, 318). 
214 I witnessed such a scene when working in the Commission. 
215 A more fitting analogy might be the ancient fear of the landed gentry that uprooted 

peasants would claim a portion of their vast tracts of land. 
216 https://missingmigrants.iom.int 
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migration controls towards the margins of territorial sovereignty” 

(Raeymaekers, 2014: 164). A question of compunction may be raised about 

the humanitarian costs of not pursuing externalisation through the root causes 

norm, rather than merely through remote control. Migration statecraft seems 

to be at play here as well. 

From a legal perspective, externalised migration control primarily furthers 

EU interests as “strategies of extraterritorial control enable destination states 

to free themselves from legal guarantees otherwise available to migrants”. Ex-

ternalisation can skirt international law obligations concerning non-re-

foulement as well as domestic legal guarantees, including the right of appeal 

and limitations on detention (Ryan, 2010: 35). Such action also vitiates the 

EU’s human rights-centred approach to migration (European Commission, 

2011a). It is hardly fine and dandy when “the main aim of extraterritorial im-

migration control [...] for the State [is] to evade responsibility by shielding its 

domestic legal system” (Mitsilegas, 2010: 58; see also Zaiotti, 2017; Koff, 

2017: 21-22). In this way, externalisation works as a cushion against the in-

ternationalism norm and caters to the protectionism norm.217 

The proactive aspect of externalisation means that emigration might not 

even take place if its root causes are addressed, thus also easing the burden on 

border control and the need for sensitive measures against irregular migration 

(Zapata-Barrero, 2013: 4). It will also advance the liberalism norm and the 

attraction of needed labour migrants, e.g. through creating legal routes as dis-

cussed in chapter 4.218 Nevertheless, populist parties may work as a securitis-

ing restraint on the ability of the EU to conduct external policies.219 Support 

 
217 Remote control measures have been legally questioned for sidestepping basic hu-

man rights (Menjívar, 2014; cf. Gammeltoft-Hansen and Vested-Hansen, 2017; Gam-

meltoft-Hansen, 2011a: 8) which reflects a realist strategy. Remote control must en-

sure “a concomitant extra-territorialisation of the rule of law, in particular the effective 

judicial review of administrative action” (Rijpma and Cremona, 2007: 24). Remote 

control externalisation may transfer the responsibility to countries beyond Europe and 

fails to ensure the human rights of migrants, asylum-seekers, and refugees (Human 

Rights Watch, 2006; Frelick, Kysel and Podkul, 2016). 
218 Nevertheless, the difference between the root causes approach and remote control 

are sometimes unclear. That development aid has been used for overall externalisation 

has e.g. led Caritas to raise critique in relation to migration policy objectives diverting 

attention from development policy objectives: “It is important to realise that enhanced 

border controls will not solve the root causes of forced migration and displacement. 

Development cooperation and ODA [Official Development Assistance] should there-

fore not be used for realising migration objectives” (EUobserver, 2017). This critique 

forms part of the contestation over externalisation as a statecraft strategy while popu-

lism might encourage it. 
219 Development policies are influenced by populism: “The development-friendliness 

of EU migration policy would be improved if the Commission were given more space 

to drive migration policies at a certain arms-length from populist pressures at national 

level” (European Think Tanks Group, 2010: xvii). 



160 

for right-wing populism increased e.g. as a consequence of the 2015 crisis and 

the large inflows of immigrants to some EU member states (Podobnik, Jusup, 

Kovac and Stanley, 2017). While the arrival of less educated immigrants 

brings stronger support for nationalist votes (Moriconi, Peri and Turati, 2018), 

it is clear that “remittances decline with migrants’ education level” (Niimi, 

Özden and Schiff, 2008). The right-wing tendency to slander its designated 

prey and rally support around a sense of being beleaguered by a horde of low-

skilled foreigners, could eventually reduce the development benefits of migra-

tion to the EU. 

Therefore, the control policy motives behind the root causes norm might 

clash with the development objectives within this regime. It seems that this 

problem can only be solved through migration statecraft. Chapter 4 showed 

that when the Seville Council in 2002 raised the issue of the migration-devel-

opment nexus, it brought it within the framework of external EU governance. 

It introduced the idea of using conditionality in regard to access to develop-

ment support based on cooperation on irregular migration (Lemberg-Peder-

sen, 2016). However, EU development assistance did not become fully condi-

tioned upon such cooperation. With the root causes norm, nevertheless, devel-

opment is no longer merely an end in itself, but a means to achieve improved 

control over unwanted migration flows (see Babayan, 2010: 32; Yıldız, 2016: 

17), and the skills composition of immigrants (Faist, 2008: 38).220 

Recall that chapter 4 also illustrated how EU migration control policy 

brings together the domestic level with the external dimension. Realist con-

structivism can relate to this eroding distinction between the inside and outside 

of EU territory (Zapata-Barrero, 2013: 9). It is exemplified by a ‘comprehen-

sive approach’ that deals with migration from stem to stern. In other words, 

migration statecraft is the action undertaken by the EU which enables it to 

acknowledge and cultivate the logic of the social. This entails the dynamics 

presented by domestic normative structures and the demands of migration di-

plomacy and asymmetrical power relations with third countries. As far as the 

economic normative structure is concerned, then, it seems to be closely inter-

linked with the social and political structures. Selective liberalism has over-

taken protectionism as the prevailing norm. 

In sum, congruence analysis has demonstrated that “empirical findings are 

strongly influenced by the theoretical lenses employed”. Accordingly, 

 
220 There is, therefore, a gap between the understanding of the migration-development 

nexus among global epistemic communities on the one hand, and the EU on the other: 

“The much broader conceptualisation of development (including the human rights and 

social components) by a number of international organisations was replaced with a 

narrower economic understanding of development in the EU discourse” (Babayan, 

2010: 53) attuned to the balance between the norms of protectionism and liberalism. 

However, we still need to analyse whether this is the case regarding the whole regime 

(to be done in chapters 6-9). 
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theories cannot be verified or falsified through empirical observations alone. 

Instead, those observations help us to explain and understand. They indicate 

the relative strength of theories (Annamalai, 2010: 210). A realist constructiv-

ist understanding regards externalisation as the go-to strategic action for es-

caping the complexities and contradictions of migration control in Europe. 

The EU can afford to throw in the promise of labour immigration opportuni-

ties as leverage as it also wants to counter skills shortages and the downsides 

of an ageing European population. Aid may on top of that be the ticket to 

vanquish resistance against the root causes norm among partners. It makes 

sense to conclude that “only the sum of these factors makes [the regime] com-

prehensible” (Michael, 2018: 112). 

Summary 

Given the tensions embedded within the migration control policy context, 

what we have seen emerging is a general tendency of externalisation. Having 

to react to recurrent crises left an indelible imprint. Whatever the vicissitudes, 

something had to be done. Transforming the perfunctory slogan of addressing 

root causes into action, however, turned out to demand a high-maintenance 

regime. The EU (and notably the Commission) has been a norm-maker in this 

regard. The development of a root causes norm that delineates the external 

dimension of migration policies, can be regarded as a means to approach mi-

gration in a more holistic and proactive way. Meanwhile, the norm is taking 

into account both the internal and external aspects of migration management. 

The holy grail of order, however, has remained a chimera. 

The congruence analysis of migration control and regime emergence has 

illustrated the complexity of this policy area. Migration control has been posed 

as an issue of emerging challenges to state sovereignty. European states have 

attempted to externalise control to manage, curb, or avoid flows and ideally to 

stop them before they arise. Otherwise, they believed, those flows would es-

tablish permanent estuaries within the Union. Governments have attempted to 

retain migration as a matter of member state competence. However, other de-

velopments (building the internal market) have pushed for increased commu-

nitarisation and EU integration. Perturbed policymakers have attempted to ad-

dress all facets of migration, all migrant categories, at all stages of the migra-

tory cycle. The EU eventually constructed various regimes to govern migra-

tion control. 

Conceptualising key domestic normative structures improves our under-

standing of the reasons for constructing the migration and development re-

gime. There has been contestation regarding six underlying norms. National-

ism has increasingly dominated over internationalism, sovereignty has re-

mained strong in the face of reinforced EU integration, and protectionism has 

given way to more, but selective liberalism. The norms have, however, turned 
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out as unbalanced and contradictory. EU member states have attempted to re-

solve these contradictions and tensions between the closure and openness 

norms by a strategy of externalisation and through regime cooperation. In this 

endeavour, they have also attempted to export EU norms to their partner coun-

tries, and reinforce EU identity conjoint with national identities.  

Control does not always follow a rational route, it is often a result of ad hoc 

measures, and may even be incomplete and ineffective by design. Neither re-

alism nor the securitisation approach fully grasp the aspect of control which 

is opening up towards wanted categories of migrants, e.g. some forms of la-

bour migration such as circular migration. The securitisation strategy did not 

turn out as the EU’s tour de force in bringing about a more effective policy 

with higher legitimacy among domestic constituencies and third countries. 

The recurrent emergencies causing turmoil could not be resolved. Instead, 

they reinforced a sense of crisis, because the power statecraft applied was con-

tradictory. The EU, therefore, developed the more versatile strategy of migra-

tion statecraft. At times it seemed ephemeral though. 

By the same token, it is also clear that norms at various levels are in oper-

ation and influence or restrict action at the EU level. There are obvious limi-

tations to power statecraft as a response to fervent nationalism. The hopes for 

a purely rationalist explanation lie in tatters. The EU also seems to pursue 

ideational statecraft subject to socialisation along the lines of a constructivist 

explanation. The realist constructivist approach used in my analysis has been 

able to reveal how public interests as a social aggregate at the national level, 

can induce power politics at the European level and beyond. However, the 

high economic costs of prevention of migration pressure through development 

call into question the extent to which this strategy is rational and viable. State-

craft may thus bring other unwanted by-products. 

The potential success rate of using migration statecraft through leverage 

becomes a key issue in the forthcoming analysis. This chapter has indicated 

how a focus on constitutive causality can reveal significant antecedents, con-

ditions, and reasons for actions leading to regime construction. To develop 

this argument further, we now need to turn to the issue of socialisation around 

development policy in the European migration and development regime. In 

the following two chapters we shall examine how knowledge regarding the 

migration-development nexus has shaped and influenced EU policymakers 

within the regime. I will try to show how the EU Commission from this per-

spective has been a norm-taker, rather than a norm-maker as in this chapter.  
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Chapter 6. The development policy norm 

In contrast to the root causes norm stands development policy. This chapter 

should be read in conjunction with chapter 7. While this chapter outlines em-

pirical evidence for statecraft based on narratives, the following chapter will 

provide a congruence analysis on the role of global normative structures as 

reasons for norm construction. I will first trace how the key norm for devel-

opment policy emerged and became part of the European migration and de-

velopment regime. This will be done through analysing the 2007-2019 policy 

coherence reports, which refer to migration throughout. While looking for 

signs of socialisation, migration mainstreaming will be explored as a way to 

reach policy coherence for development. The main focus will be ideational 

statecraft in order to clarify possible tensions between global development 

norms and knowledge norms. 

This chapter finds that policy coherence from the outset embodied the idea 

that migration, including to the EU, would contribute to the SDGs. However, 

the migration-development nexus was constantly being interwoven with the 

root causes norm. The development policy community held firm, however, in 

regard to the principles behind Official Development Assistance (ODA), i.e. 

not to use aid as a condition for migration control but primarily to promote 

economic development and welfare of developing countries. The main EU 

strategy was mainstreaming of migration into development cooperation in or-

der to implement policy coherence. There were, however, various obstacles to 

making migration an integral part of development policy. 

Evidence also shows that the EU was mainly a norm-taker in relation to 

global normative structures, e.g. regarding the notion of circular migration. It 

worked predominantly on remittances, diaspora contributions, and skills cir-

culation as the three key issues, although the Commission tried to broaden the 

agenda. This chapter identifies the key norm for development policy, which I 

will refer to as the development agent norm. The norm also indicates sociali-

sation in the EU of the idea that migration brings more development. This 

finding responds to the aim of these two chapters, i.e. to scrutinise whether 

exploring the role of ideational statecraft for the development policy norm can 

be confirmed as a most likely case for constructivism.  
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Overall policy coherence objectives 

The OECD played an important role in the emergence of policy coherence, 

also influencing the EU. The OECD argued as early as 1991 at a high-level 

meeting that development objectives should be taken into account in all North-

South relations, including migration and trade. An overall concern then was 

aid effectiveness but there was also some embedded self-interest (Forster and 

Stokke, 1999: 16).221 In 1996, the OECD published a report that asked member 

states to make sure that their other policies did not undermine development 

objectives. The OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) was later 

viewed as an institutional entrepreneur in regard to policy coherence (Car-

bone, 2009b: 7). More recently, OECD recommendations refer to policy co-

herence as aiming “to take into account the objectives of development coop-

eration in external and domestic policies in areas which are likely to affect 

developing countries” (OECD, 2019: 5). 

Considering that the EU and its member states make up the world’s largest 

donor by providing more than €50 billion in ODA per annum, aid efficiency 

has become a major issue (Mueller-Using and Vöpel, 2014: 97; European 

Commission, 2009a: 3). This goal can be catered for by following the broadly 

accepted view of policy coherence as the incorporation of developing country 

interests (Carbone, 2009b: 2). Policy coherence has accordingly been identi-

fied as having three aims for development policy: “to 1) advance shared ob-

jectives through synergies, 2) minimise negative side effects, and 3) prevent 

policies from working at cross purposes”. Four different levels of policy co-

herence have been suggested: intra-governmental, intergovernmental, multi-

lateral, and multi-stakeholder coherence. Moreover, there has been a need for 

both horizontal and vertical coordination measures (Hong and Knoll, 2016: 1, 

see also 14).  

Obviously, policy coherence is a complex area, both in terms of the require-

ments for policies and institutions, and in terms of implementation and follow-

up. For the EU, policy coherence was also motivated by the realisation that 

other internal and external policy objectives contradicted development efforts, 

so that in practice the EU “was effectively taking back with one hand what it 

had given with the other” (Mackie, 2020: 6). While there is still a lack of 

proper evaluation of policy coherence achievements, there are some obvious 

risks and costs of incoherence. As an example, trade protectionism is likely to 

 
221 Also policy coherence for development can be approached from a realist perspec-

tive in the context of international order: “In 1991, the high-level DAC meeting rec-

ognised the need for effective participation by developing countries in the global econ-

omy and their cooperation in confronting global challenges and in solving regional 

security issues. Enlightened self-interest was made explicit, particularly the longer-

term interest of OECD countries in an effective functioning of the global economy 

and the solving of other problems that are global in scope” (Forster and Stokke, 1999: 

18). 
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lead to reduced development. It could either be accompanied by higher migra-

tion pressures (Hong and Knoll, 2016: viii), or reductions in emigration 

(Ghani, 2020). Also, liberal immigration policies will be less likely in times 

of economic crisis as they are more difficult to defend in relation to the general 

public (Carbone, 2012: 163). 

Policy coherence for development was indirectly incorporated into EU fun-

damental law by the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992. It called for consistency of 

EU external activities involving security, economic, and development policies 

(Carbone, 2009b: 2). Later on, policy coherence was more clearly included in 

the Treaty of Lisbon.222 Politically, the EU institutions made commitments in 

this regard through the 2006 European Consensus on Development (OJEU, 

2006). Policy coherence was again endorsed in the Agenda for Change 

(2011d) and the new 2017 European Consensus on Development (The Coun-

cil/European Parliament/Commission, 2017).223 All this was part of the EU’s 

broader interest in promoting policy coherence, namely that “[t]he EC has 

been concerned with projecting a common European vision in international 

development and increasing the visibility of the European Union (EU) in in-

ternational affairs” (Carbone, 2012).224 

Following my indicators, a realist would argue that policy coherence is 

cheap talk to assert overall EU interests and stature in international affairs. A 

constructivist would rather try to find out why development norms matter and 

what role they play in EU identity. From a realist constructivist perspective, a 

key question is also why policy coherence between development and migra-

tion is important, opening up for both interests and identities. For a start, it is 

clear that policy coherence has some potential in bringing together hitherto 

separate policy areas, especially when looking at migration and development. 

Research indicates that policies can influence and enhance development, and 

that development affects migration pressure. Merely looking at it from this 

perspective would motivate reinforced coherence (Katseli, Lucas and Xeno-

giani, 2006: 32). 

However, the challenges with achieving true policy coherence are immense 

from an organisational perspective (ibid., 31). Taking them on was, neverthe-

less, motivated as there were large-scale potential gains according to EU pol-

icymakers. Improving development cooperation on its own was insufficient in 

the efforts to help developing countries achieve the Millennium Development 

Goals (MDGs). Also, improved policy coherence was necessary. The Council, 

therefore, decided to include a specific section on policy coherence in the na-

tional MDG reports and the EU synthesis report. Accordingly, the Commis-

sion pushed for this line of action (European Commission, 2005c: 3).  

 
222 https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/policy-coherence-development_en 
223 The EU was also the main protagonist of policy coherence within the OECD (Ver-

schaeve, Delputte and Orbie, 2016: 8, 11). 
224 Quoted from the abstract. 
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However, the latter was not so easy to achieve.225 Overall, migration re-

mained inadequately incorporated into development policies (Collyer, 2011: 

11) despite the Commission trying to convince member states to “[m]ain-

stream and coordinate migration with other policy areas, including develop-

ment” (European Commission, 2008b: 12). The Commission also started to 

refer to migrants and diasporas as “agents for development” (European Com-

mission, 2011f: 4). Still, it could be argued that the root causes norm targeting 

reduced migration pressure in some instances would counteract the opportu-

nities of individuals to reach higher incomes abroad. Considering Amartya 

Sen’s definition of development as improved individual agency and capabili-

ties to enhance freedoms, offsetting emigration would be against development 

(Sen, 1999). Policy coherence should then also be regarded as a method pro-

tecting development policy objectives from pernicious goals within other pol-

icy areas that run counter to those primary objectives. 

Monitoring progress on development 

As decided in 2005, the EU started to monitor progress in the area of policy 

coherence. The Commission’s general orientation in this regard was to “pro-

mote the synergies between migration and development, to make migration a 

positive factor for development” (European Commission, 2005c: 5). Biennial 

reports covering migration have been published since 2007.226 The first reports 

covered 12 different areas, including migration, whereas they were later re-

duced to five – trade and finance, food security, climate change, migration, 

and security. The reports took into consideration not only the Commission 

input but also that of EU member states – thus referring to this work as “an 

EU-wide effort” (European Commission, 2009a: 3). 

At the outset it was noted that “[t]he EU will promote well-managed inter-

national labour migration through the development of an EU policy on eco-

nomic migration”. In the given context this can be interpreted as if migration, 

including to the EU, was seen as necessary to fulfil the development goals. In 

this way, the linkage between migration and development in the original pol-

icy coherence proposal made possible more migration towards the EU. The 

other suggestions concerned reducing the costs of sending remittances, turn-

ing the brain drain into a brain gain, involving transnational communities and 

diaspora in development-oriented investments, as well as facilitating circular 

migration inter alia through a relevant visa policy. It was also thought im-

portant to explore South-South migration and ways to enhance its contribution 

to development (European Commission, 2005c: 15). 

 
225 According to Collyer: “[i]t is much more common for migration to receive sub-

stantial consideration in development policy than for development goals to be re-

flected in migration policy” (Collyer, 2011: 11). 
226 There was no report between 2016 and 2018 as, instead, an evaluation took place. 
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In their 2006 European Consensus document, the EU institutions argued 

regarding linking migration and development that this was the most effective 

policy approach to “destabilising migratory flows” in the long term. The EU 

refused to accept unwanted migration as perpetual. For now, we may regard 

this as ideational statecraft, although power statecraft was also present. One 

predominant reason for this stance was the root causes norm as a target for 

policy objectives. Deliberations had started at the EU level which aimed to 

identify migration and development policy linkages – a process that coincided 

with the preparation of the first Global Approach Communication (European 

Commission, 2005e: 8). Reducing incoherence and promoting synergies, 

however, raised the challenge of achieving internal agreement among the con-

cerned Commission DGs.  

The tasks ahead included the major challenge of achieving tangible syner-

gies between the external and internal dimensions of migration policy. We 

will analyse such aspects in chapter 9. Agreement within the Commission ser-

vices has, moreover, not been the only difficulty as policy coherence also in-

volves the member states. Based on the European Consensus framework, EU 

member states were expected to implement their development policies on the 

basis of complementarity.227 By the same token, development policy was sup-

posed to be coherent and well-integrated with all other external policies (Eu-

ropean Commission, 2005e). Considering the level of ambition, however, the 

EU did not seem to have advanced one whit at this stage. 

Taking on these challenges, therefore, the EU showed in its 2017 European 

Consensus on Development its intention to work in new, cross-cutting ways 

with migration and development. Still, the links with the root causes norm has 

led to allegations of the EU diverting aid to security-oriented approaches un-

related to development (Youngs, 2007: 14).228 The formal constraint was that 

ODA, according to the OECD, must have “the promotion of the economic 

development and welfare of developing countries as its main objective”.229 

The challenge here was that “coherence issues often stem from different in-

terests and are therefore questions of power” which need to be resolved at the 

highest political level (Ashoff, 2005: 110). We will explore whether this con-

stitutes migration statecraft, but it is clear already from this quote that leverage 

was involved:  

 

 
227 However, half a decade ago only nine EU member states had incorporated policy 

coherence in their legal frameworks (OECD, 2016: 39). 
228 The European Parliament brought the Commission to court in 2005 regarding the 

spending of development assistance for border control in the Philippines (Youngs, 

2007: 14). 
229https://www.oecd.org/development/financing-sustainable-development/develop-

ment-finance-standards/officialdevelopmentassistancedefinitionandcover-

age.htm#Notes 
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Addressing migration cuts across many policy areas, including development, 

good governance, security, human rights, employment, health, education, agri-

culture, food security, social protection and environment, including climate 

change. […] The EU and its Member States will take a more coordinated, ho-

listic and structured approach to migration, maximising the synergies and ap-

plying the necessary leverage by using all relevant EU policies, instruments and 

tools, including development and trade (The Council/European Parlia-

ment/Commission, 2017: 18). 

 

Notably, although the new European Consensus for Development addressed 

migration mainly from a development perspective, it did not prevent the EU 

from including the root causes norm in its overall discourse. It mentioned 

measures against irregular migration and forced displacement, as well as get-

ting partner countries to improve their migration management. The EU also 

emphasised that these issues would be integrated into its foreign policy dia-

logue (The Council/European Parliament/Commission, 2017: 19). More 

broadly, “the PCD agenda also fits within a broader trend of securitisation [...], 

whereby development is increasingly considered as part and parcel of a 

broader foreign policy agenda” (Verschaeve, Delputte and Orbie, 2016: 12). 

Policy coherence could then stabilise North-South power relations (Thede, 

2013). This raises the question of what reasons the EU had for promoting pol-

icy coherence for development in general. 

In accordance with my approach of constitutive causality in reference to 

Milja Kurki in chapter 2, the Aristotelian deep and broad causes of policy co-

herence for development have been analysed to be based on a combination of 

ideas and interests. We cannot determine whether the EU’s promotion of pol-

icy coherence stems from an idea or from self-interest, rather “what matters 

more is to understand how this complicated amalgamation of preferences has 

contributed to (indeed ‘caused’) the rise of PCD”. What is more, “from the 

ontological position it is helpful that ideas and interests cannot be disentan-

gled” (Verschaeve, Delputte and Orbie, 2016: 3). Kurki claimed that “the ac-

tive powers of agents (efficient causes) must always be related to final causes 

(purposes, intentionality) and, crucially, be contextualised within the ‘consti-

tutive’ conditioning causal powers of rules and norms (formal causes) as well 

as material conditions (material causes)” (Kurki, 2008: 296-297). 

This fits with my indicator for migration statecraft. Policy coherence then 

should not only be regarded as a development policy instrument, although 

policy coherence has now also become part of the 2030 Agenda and SDG 

target 17.14. as policy coherence for sustainable development (OECD, 2016). 

Accordingly, the Union presented its 2019 policy coherence report to the UN 

HLPF as one of its SDG deliverables.230 The challenges concern both “the 

 
230 The HLPF is the acronym for the High-Level Political Forum on Sustainable De-

velopment linked to the implementation and monitoring of the SDGs. 

https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/policy-coherence-development_en 
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opposing interests of domestic and development constituencies”, and the dif-

ficulties in identifying the actual concerns of developing countries (Barry, 

King and Matthews, 2010).231 While I initially treat migration for develop-

ment as an idea, the congruence analysis to follow in chapter 7, therefore, also 

needs to detect power statecraft and how it is being used to promote EU self-

interest in this policy area. 

Mainstreaming migration into development 

cooperation 

The mainstreaming of migration into development cooperation is a working 

method that to some extent can implement policy coherence. Rather than 

mainly attempting to be coherent with other non-development policy areas, 

the objective of mainstreaming is that migration should become an integral 

part of development policy thinking, implementation, and cooperation. Main-

streaming has been defined as “integration of development objectives into mi-

gration policies on the one hand, and of migration concerns into development 

planning instruments and sectorial policies on the other”. Mainstreaming may 

be regarded as a less elaborate tool for achieving policy coherence (Hong and 

Knoll, 2016: 12).232 It can also differ along adaptation within procedures and 

within outputs (Dellmuth and Gustafsson, 2021). 

Mainstreaming is also about integrating migration into development sec-

tors such as health, education, employment, environment, agriculture, and de-

velopment assistance strategies (KNOMAD, 2020: 9). DG Devco233 recently 

started a project with IOM in this regard covering nine different sectors, and 

notably also including security, private sector development and trade, urbani-

sation, and governance (IOM, 2018). Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers 

(PRSPs) and National Adaptation Programmes for Action, have also been re-

garded as important tools in the process of mainstreaming (Black and Sward, 

2009).234 Meanwhile, the potential success of mainstreaming is dependent on 

how migration is dealt with by the overall global development regime: 

 
231 Quoted from the abstract. 
232 Mainstreaming does not go as far as policy coherence, which also requires an active 

effort to create synergies among various and often disparate policy areas or to coun-

teract the incoherence that has been found. Policy coherence also “goes beyond main-

streaming insofar as it provides a framework for managing trade-offs” (Hong and 

Knoll, 2016: 12). 
233 Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development. 
234 A decade ago, migration had not yet been fully incorporated into more than rela-

tively few of the PRSPs and was often poorly understood or analysed within a devel-

opment framework (Black and Sward, 2009). 
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mainstreaming has been defined as ‘the process of assessing the implications of 

migration for any action or goals planned in a development and poverty reduc-

tion strategy’. […] In addition, migration mainstreaming efforts suffer from the 

absence of a clear recognition of the role of migration in development strategies 

within the current global development agenda as framed by the MDGs (EC-

DPM/ICMPD, 2013: 29-30).235 

 

In this context we should note that the EU was influenced by ideational pro-

cesses within the UN system. While migration was not explicitly included in 

the MDGs, the migration-development nexus started figuring in the UN pre-

paratory work for the new 2030 Agenda (ECDPM/ICMPD, 2013: 30; United 

Nations 2012).236 The 2030 Agenda then contained wording on “the positive 

contribution of migrants for inclusive growth and sustainable development” 

and commitments on ensuring “safe, orderly and regular migration” (United 

Nations, 2015b: 8).237 The 2017 European Consensus on Development in-

cluded the same wording, also arguing for evidence-based policies (The Coun-

cil/European Parliament/Commission, 2017: 17). 

The IOM, the UK, and the Netherlands explored mainstreaming tools in 

2005, linking them to the image of diasporas as agents of development (IOM, 

2005). Another example of the influence of global epistemic communities on 

the EU was the latter’s declared intention to also promote the ILO concept of 

decent work for all (European Commission, 2006e; 2005e: 20; ILO, 2004). 

This issue linkage made the EU concerned with incorporating labour market 

policies and measures for job creation in developing countries in the migra-

tion-development nexus (European Commission, 2005d: 31). The Commis-

sion was aware of the normative constraints of a root causes approach: “It is 

difficult, from a human rights perspective, to restrict people’s mobility by pre-

venting them from looking for better paid employment or better living and 

working conditions elsewhere” (European Commission, 2005d: 32-33). 

 
235 To remedy this gap, a group of European think tanks advised the EU in regard to 

mainstreaming to broaden the agenda from remittances, diaspora contributions, and 

skills circulation, to also covering education and labour market issues (European 

Think Tanks Group, 2010: 9-10). Such voices from within relevant epistemic com-

munities might later have motivated the Commission to precisely suggest a broadened 

migration and development agenda in its 2013 Communication (European Commis-

sion, 2013a). 
236 Both the UN Task Team (UNTT) Report to the UN Secretary-General and the 

Rio+20 Outcome Document underlined that migration should be incorporated into the 

future development framework. The UNTT suggested that well-governed migration 

should be regarded as a cross-cutting “enabler for development” (ECDPM/ICMPD, 

2013: 30; United Nations 2012). 
237 Goal 10.7. included a slightly different wording: “Facilitate orderly, safe, regular 

and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through the implementa-

tion of planned and well-managed migration policies” (United Nations, 2015b: 21). 
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Prudence and morality thus played a role. Coercion was to be turned into ac-

commodation. 

Building on the global normative structures where migration eventually, in 

2015, became part of the global development regime, the EU could further 

elaborate on its tools for mainstreaming. They became important parts of in-

corporating policy coherence within the European migration and development 

regime. Influence from global epistemic communities on remittances, dias-

pora contributions, and skills circulation can be discerned by analysing official 

EU discourses, as can deeper reasons behind the migration-development 

nexus (and we will analyse the latter in chapter 7). We may then find signs of 

how “socialization is a process of appropriate action and intrinsic learning” 

(Schimmelfennig, Engert and Knobel, 2006: 17). While policy coherence it-

self is a norm (Koff, 2017: 6), there may be a more specific norm we need to 

identify as the core regime norm in the European migration and development 

regime. 

In the remainder of this chapter, I will systematically dissect the 2007-2019 

policy coherence reports by focusing on statecraft.238 By taking into account 

the historical context and ideational progression, I will search for signs of in-

creasing awareness on the part of the EU that migration and development pol-

icies must be integrated in order to increase the effectiveness of both. This will 

also help disentangle strategic action from socialisation. My preliminary work 

indicated that the EU’s focus on policy coherence helped consolidate the mi-

gration and development policy agenda around remittances, diaspora contri-

butions, and skills circulation as the three key issues, although the Commis-

sion later worked towards a broader agenda. As those three themes are so cen-

tral, they will be the focus of more in-depth analysis in chapter 7 rather than 

in this chapter. 

The 2007 Policy Coherence Report 

The first report covering migration stated that “[t]here is now a clear un-

derstanding that migration can be good for development and vice versa, hence 

the importance of trying to harness the positive links and synergies that exist 

between the two policy areas to the fullest degree possible. Whether this is an 

actual indication of policy coherence, however, is still open to debate” (Euro-

pean Commission, 2007b: 113). The Commission was thus open and reflexive 

regarding the question of whether policy coherence had been established or 

not. At the same time, the report included a table where migration was as-

sessed according to its costs and benefits for all parties involved, including 

 
238 While subsequent Council Conclusions have generally supported the proposals in 

the policy coherence reports, wording is usually so sparse that they are not covered in 

the following section (see e.g. European Council, 2009).  
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source and destination countries as well as the migrants themselves (European 

Commission, 2007b: 106). 

Focusing on narratives can help “contextualize agency” and “provide in-

sight into the broader impact of theoretical assumptions” (Klotz and Lynch, 

2007: 51). The report gave a rundown of the past years of discourse on the 

migration-development nexus, including within global epistemic communi-

ties. It should be noted how the Commission tried to frame the narrative, hav-

ing moved from securitisation of migration control to an approach linking mi-

gration with development objectives. Making this argument as trustworthy as 

possible (Wesley, 2004: 156), I quote the following passage:  

During the last decade, there has been a substantial shift in the international 

debate on migration. From an approach mainly focused on security issues, rec-

ognising however the need to address the root causes such as poverty, instability 

and conflict in a long-term perspective, the debate has now moved to a wider 

understanding of how migration can be used as a development tool (European 

Commission, 2007b: 107). 

 

Treating migration as a development tool is a form of ideational statecraft. 

The context of normative structures could bear witness of this (cf. Krippen-

dorff, 2019). The report made reference to the global governance on migration 

and recent international events. The shifting domestic debate in member states 

might also have influenced EU policymaking. We may sense here how the 

Commission was becoming a norm-taker. That was hardly a spur of the mo-

ment. The report also referred to the EU’s internal learning and decision-mak-

ing processes: 

The attention devoted to the development dimension of migration has increased 

tremendously both through the media and the political debate in Member States. 

The UN High-Level Dialogue on Migration and Development which took place 

in September 2006 is another example of the political importance and visibility 

given to this field. In parallel, substantial progress has been achieved on draw-

ing up an EU vision and policy on migration and development over the last five 

years (European Commission, 2007b: 107). 

 

Despite this, there remained some challenges in the inner workings of the Un-

ion. The report mentioned that many of the Commission DGs and Working 

Parties were suspicious of the policy coherence agenda, notably regarding mi-

gration. Still, several member states had put in place official policies or had 

enacted legislation that either took into account migration’s consequences for 

developing countries, or that acknowledged the links between migration and 

development. These member states included the UK, the Netherlands, Bel-

gium, France, Greece, Sweden, and Finland. In regard to partner countries, 

migration was mentioned in 18 out of 59 Country Strategy Papers (CSPs) of 

ACP countries and ten times in regard to the social dimension of migration in 



173 

Latin American CSPs. Migration profiles had been included as annexed to the 

CSPs of all relevant ACP countries as well (European Commission, 2007b: 

12, 16-17, 108, 110). 

Having myself worked in the Commission, my personal reflexivity for this 

analysis made me search for indications of the beliefs around causes and ef-

fects among expert staff who author the Communications and policy coher-

ence reports (cf. Mayring, 2014: 30). At this point in time, the EU seemed to 

believe that it could reduce illegal migration from developing countries mainly 

through job creation initiatives in the source countries (European Commis-

sion, 2007b: 104).239 However, I knew that research could show that the em-

ployed also emigrate, which has been confirmed by several studies (Pastor, 

1985; Schoorl, 2000; Ratha et al., 2011).240 This points to a limited under-

standing in the Commission of available knowledge within epistemic commu-

nities at the time. 

As one of the outstanding issues, the report further addressed the sensitive 

topic of conditionality. It stopped short of exploring it further, mentioning that 

only positive incentives should be applied in this area. This speaks against the 

relevance of power statecraft and a realist account of the instrumentalisation 

of development policy for migration control. A positive approach to leverage 

was instead called for in reaching development objectives. This stance origi-

nated in development policy, rather than in migration policy. The Commission 

also alluded to its strategy of dialogue, which could explain the efforts the EU 

put into establishing the broad range of dialogue processes as the basic 

 
239 The following quote is a good illustration: “In response to the recent phenomenon 

of increased illegal migration from Senegal towards Europe, the EC is planning a ma-

jor programme that is meant to offer more employment opportunities for potential 

migrants through income generation at the local level. The programme, funded under 

the 9th EDF to the tune of €27.6 millions, will consist of road rehabilitation, including 

the drainage structures, in urban and suburban areas. The programme aims to create 

about 13.100 quarterly full-time jobs” (European Commission, 2007b: 104). 
240 Emigration has been viewed as an alternative for developing countries in relieving 

the economic and social pressures from large-scale unemployment, through emigra-

tion of ‘excess labour force’ (see e.g. Lianos, 1993). This turned out to be unrealistic 

e.g. in most Southern European countries in the 1960s and 1970s. It was not the un-

skilled or unemployed who emigrated, but the young, ambitious and highly motivated 

people already in employment (Pastor, 1985). Similarly, a survey in the 1990s in Sen-

egal, Ghana, Morocco, Egypt, and Turkey regarding migration towards the European 

Communities/the EU showed that “the vast majority of migrant and non-migrant men 

worked prior to migration or five years prior to the survey, respectively; it is definitely 

not only the unemployed who are looking across borders for improvement of their 

situation”. For instance, 82 per cent of migrant men in Egypt and 74 per cent in Turkey 

were in work prior to emigration (Schoorl, 2000: xv, 65-66). 
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building blocks of the emerging European migration and development regime 

(European Commission, 2007b: 183).241 

The 2009 Policy Coherence Report 

The next report was prepared partly in reference to the MDGs, although the 

issue of migration was not explicitly covered in any goal (United Nations, 

2005; European Commission, 2009b: 147). This was a sign of the EU’s direct 

input to and interaction with global normative structures as the overall relevant 

context (Schreier, 2012: 16; see also Krippendorff, 2019). My analytical 

scheme in figure 5 could also be used to interpret the significance of ideas and 

identity as self-interest. Consider that the report also argued from the perspec-

tive of the EU’s needs, notably in terms of its economy and demography – the 

EU should remain open. This brought into focus the EU-internal liberalism 

norm. The concept of circular migration was then highlighted as a potential 

‘triple win’, where both source and destination countries as well as the indi-

vidual migrants could become winners and benefit from the advantages of mi-

gration (European Commission, 2009b: 147-148).242 

The notion of circular migration can in this context be regarded as leverage 

for development policy objectives, and therefore it signifies a move from ide-

ational to migration statecraft. It was initiated by DG Justice, Freedom and 

Security (DG JLS) as a bargain to please both developing countries and EU 

member states. DG Devco, however, could also see its benefits through po-

tential remittances and skills circulation. A further sign of the Commission as 

a norm-taker was that the political idea of circular migration partly originated 

in the report of the Global Commission on International Migration (GCIM, 

2005: 31). The GCIM had recommended that “countries of destination can 

promote circular migration by providing mechanisms and channels that enable 

migrants to move relatively easily between their country of origin and desti-

nation.”243 

While noting that the analyst should avoid being influenced by “cognitive 

schemata” and pre-knowledge (Mayring, 2014: 34), I argue that mainly the 

EU side promoted an overall framework for cooperation with third countries, 

 
241 The Commission cautioned against the risk that the migration-development linkage 

could challenge policy coherence for development. It argued for dialogue and incen-

tives instead of “sanctions and conditionality” – the EDF’s ‘incentive tranche’ for 

governance reform should also cover migration policy (European Commission, 

2007b: 183).  
242 While I worked in the Commission I had a main role in developing the notion and 

policies on circular migration.  
243 In parallel, however, there were EU-internal processes as well. For instance, the 

policy coherence report also mentioned the growing interest in the European Parlia-

ment towards migration and development coherence (European Commission, 2009a: 

4). 
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in line with the Global Approach to Migration. This somewhat modifies my 

overall assumption that developing countries have been pushing for the incor-

poration of development into the migration dialogues with the EU.244 By re-

ferring in the report to mutual benefits with the partner countries as something 

needing a “delicate balance” between different tools and measures, the Com-

mission signalled that policy coherence was actually being used as leverage. 

Something attractive had to be offered in exchange for cooperation on the root 

causes norm. That bid also had to consist of real migration opportunities ac-

cording to this logic (European Commission, 2009a: 7). 

It was thus likely that, from a policy coherence perspective, the Commis-

sion was of the opinion that the EU should enable more legal migration op-

portunities. This notion was probably pushed for by DG Devco, rather than by 

DG JLS. It was, however, described as a “policy challenge”, given the member 

states’ resistance to this idea (ibid.), and insistence on primarily reducing un-

solicited migration (“mutual migration concerns”) (European Commission, 

2009b: 122). In this regard, we may describe the Global Approach as the 

power side of the regime, and policy coherence as the ideas side. The two EU 

policy objectives thus stood in opposition to each other, leading to mixed 

forms of statecraft.245 Accordingly, I needed to adapt my search terms in figure 

6 to become more flexible and non-exclusive, allowing for multiple meanings 

(e.g. circular migration being a possibility in all three modes of statecraft) (cf. 

Mayring, 2000; Kohlbacher, 2006). 

For the Commission it was easier to make reference to ongoing work in 

regard to migration and the brain drain in the health sector. This was a more 

straightforward development policy concern, although also bringing demands 

on EU recruitment policies. The EU Strategy for Action on the Crisis in Hu-

man Resources for Health in Developing Countries had been adopted in 2005, 

and the Programme for Action to Tackle the Shortage of Health Workers in 

Developing Countries (2007-2013) in 2006. In this area, it was argued that 

“the EU recognises its responsibility to take steps to meet its own objective of 

providing high-quality healthcare without having a negative impact on the 

 
244 The policy coherence concept had been incorporated as a section in CSPs in 2007, 

and in the first Joint Annual Reports in 2008, formulated jointly by the European 

Commission and partner countries. According to the 2007 policy coherence report, 

around 7 per cent of these papers had mentioned migration, still only indicating a 

limited importance of the issue for the ACP country partners. Strikingly, only eight 

partner countries noted the relevance of migration for development from their per-

spective, whereby brain drain especially in the health sector had been highlighted (Eu-

ropean Commission, 2009b: 18-19). 
245 This indicates EU-internal contestation. From a migration policy perspective, the 

volume of labour migration to the EU should probably not be made a yardstick of 

progress in terms of policy coherence. Such wording may then be an indication that 

the policy coherence perspective momentarily got the upper hand within the Commis-

sion services (to be analysed further in chapter 9). 



176 

situation in non-EU countries” (European Commission, 2009a: 4).246 The 

Commission also emphasised the need for more research in this regard (Euro-

pean Commission, 2009b: 152). 

One of the points of advice to the EU member states concerned the links 

between employment and migration: “Given the importance of employment 

as a driver of south-south and south-north migrations, greater consideration 

should be given to employment and [sic] decent work agenda in EU migration 

policies” (European Commission, 2009b: 145). Again, it was unclear whether 

the migration-development nexus, through employment in this case, was 

evoked for the sake of development outcomes or for migration control pur-

poses. From a statecraft perspective, we might argue that power and ideas 

were of equal weight and that we need to refer to leveraged (migration) state-

craft.247 As employment and unemployment were search terms for the root 

causes norm in figure 6, I also need to adapt my initial assumptions. 

Critics argue that latent structures of meaning cannot be disclosed when the 

method of analysis is geared towards progressive dissection of a text (Mayr-

ing, 2014: 39). However, I do not agree (cf. Pashakhanlou, 2017). In terms of 

overall progress for instance, the report analysed here contained a reference to 

the member states and their difficulties in convincing partner countries and 

development practitioners to integrate migration into national development 

strategies. It indicated conflicting ideas between development and migration 

policy practitioners in the EU, as well as in relation to the partners (European 

Commission, 2009b).248 Such ‘structures of meaning’ weaken the case for the 

 
246 In regard to brain drain, “there is little point in the EU spending development funds 

in building the capacity of developing countries’ health systems, if the health workers 

needed to deliver services then migrate to the EU” (Hudson, 2006: 148). One measure 

was therefore a specific clause in the Directive to facilitate the admission of highly 

qualified migrants, to ensure ethical recruitment in shortage sectors (European Com-

mission, 2009a: 4). 
247 Similarly, a particular project was highlighted, namely the Migration Information 

and Management Centre in Mali (CIGEM) set up in 2008. This EU-funded initiative 

aimed to inform potential migrants about legal employment opportunities in the EU, 

and the risks of irregular migration, and it also aimed to facilitate return and reinte-

gration. The centre was also supposed to provide guidance to the government of Mali 

on its migration policy and encourage diaspora engagement in development (Euro-

pean Commission, 2009b: 153-154). But the EU Commission had also chosen Bam-

ako as the site of CIGEM as it was one of three key transit cities for irregular migration 

to the EU (Feldman, 2012). This is an example of migration statecraft. 
248 We should of course be wary that wording that appears in a Communication only 

represents the Commission’s interpretation of member states’ perceptions. Also re-

garding the member states, note was taken in the report of the differences in the im-

portance of the migration-development nexus between the dialogue processes to the 

South and to the East. In the latter case, the report noted, self-critically, that the main 

EU interest had been to reinforce cooperation on border control and asylum policy. 
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EU using the migration-development nexus as leverage, but strengthen the ar-

gument that it has been socialised with the idea that migration brings devel-

opment. A sign of the latter is that the EU tried to convince partner countries 

to also internalise this revelation, which elicited a limited response.249 

In sum, this report indicated an influence from global epistemic communi-

ties and demonstrated difficulties in combining policy coherence with the root 

causes norm, in particular regarding labour migration and the role of employ-

ment in partner countries. This reinforces the realist argument as self-interest 

was lurking behind the language of coherence. The EU lapsed back into pri-

oritising power and interests also when elaborating on a seemingly altruistic 

policy field such as development cooperation. The indicator for power state-

craft is thus confirmed here. In parallel, however, we also saw limited signs 

of socialisation in accordance with constructivism and realist constructivism. 

This could also indicate migration statecraft and leverage being used for mul-

tiple purposes (to be further analysed in chapter 7). 

The 2011 Policy Coherence Report 

Interestingly, in the next report the Commission clearly regarded policy co-

herence as leverage, describing it as “a tool to leverage development policies” 

(European Commission, 2011c: 10). Leverage was thus part of both ideational 

statecraft (in regard to policy coherence), and power statecraft (regarding root 

causes). The report mentioned influence from other parts of the EU institu-

tions. The European Parliament had adopted a Resolution in March 2011 

which requested more work towards policy coherence for development from 

the perspective of EU migration policy. The European Parliament also wanted 

the EU to abstain from linking development assistance to the aims of migra-

tion control and deterrence, especially where there was a risk of violating the 

human rights of migrants (European Commission, 2011c: 17). This consti-

tuted evidence for some of the EU-internal institutional contestation (Wiener, 

2014) around the migration-development nexus and the related regime norms. 

The report regarded the initiation of policy dialogues on migration with 

third countries as progress. It nevertheless called for continued political com-

mitments at high level in order to advance further. It referred to the 2009 

 
Attention to migration and development was lacking (European Commission, 2009b: 

150). 
249 The following wording indicates that some degree of socialisation has taken place: 

“Member States emphasise that since 2007 the link between migration and develop-

ment has been reinforced within their governments and their policies. The focus has 

mainly been on implementation. However, several Member States mention limited 

success with their attempts to integrate migration into national development strategies 

partly because positive aspects of migration are not always recognised as such in part-

ner countries and engaging development practitioners in this particular field has not 

been easy” (European Commission, 2009b: 150). 



178 

Swedish Presidency discussions on policy coherence in the Council and the 

Conclusions which emphasised the impetus towards launching a more focused 

and results-oriented approach “including migration and the security and de-

velopment nexus”. It also noted the delicate balance between development in-

terests and EU interests: “[m]uch remains to be done to make sure that migra-

tion policy does not negatively affect development objectives and works better 

for development, while responding to European needs” (European Commis-

sion, 2011c: 76). Policy coherence was to be protected through migration 

statecraft, seemingly through the amalgamation of power and ideas. 

 Considering the careful, somewhat defensive wording used, there were 

still large challenges and much to be achieved in regard to policy coherence 

in the migration area: “At political level the general recognition among the 

relevant institutional actors that well-managed migration can positively con-

tribute to development, employment, mobility and growth, both in the EU and 

in third countries, has not weakened.” In order to show resolve, there was also 

discourse to highlight efforts regarding mainstreaming: “Migration is thus 

firmly on the EU’s policy agenda and increasingly being integrated into other 

policy areas such as development, foreign affairs, employment, education and 

training, and social affairs while development concerns are increasingly being 

taken into account when it comes to migration policy” (European Commis-

sion, 2011c: 77). Mainstreaming was, thus, a recurrent category, confirming 

the usefulness of my search terms in figure 6 (cf. Mayring, 2014: 40). 

Repetition strengthens my inferences in some respects (Kohlbacher, 2006). 

For instance, there had been limited progress at the member state level as far 

as the integration of migration into national development strategies was con-

cerned. The reasons given were the same as in the 2009 report, namely that 

positive aspects of migration remained unrecognised in partner countries. It 

had also been difficult to engage development practitioners in this issue area. 

To remedy this situation the EU tried to act vicariously by increasing 

knowledge about the migration-nexus in partner countries (European Com-

mission, 2011c: 78).250 This is a relevant example as my search terms listed a 

knowledge-category in all three modes of statecraft (see figure 6; cf. Mayring, 

2014). This particular example indicated the knowledge-base of ideational 

statecraft.  

Looking ahead, the report outlined some challenges and priorities, notably 

the difficulty of finding member states willing to offer more legal migration 

opportunities to partner countries, e.g. due to the financial crisis. The policy 

 
250 Not that the EU had omitted trying to engage partner countries in the mainstream-

ing of migration into development strategies. It had in fact made efforts to support 

them in outlining pro-development migration frameworks. For instance, to increase 

knowledge and the evidence base on migration and development the EU had funded 

the initiative of the ACP Observatory on Migration. The Secretariat of the ACP Group 

of States stood behind the initiative (European Commission, 2011c: 78-79). 
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coherence perspective seemed to require that the EU enables more immigra-

tion in order to promote development in partner countries. One advantage of 

qualitative over quantitative analysis is the ability to disclose latent meaning 

(Pashakhanlou, 2017). An example of such latent meaning is that the Com-

mission continued to turn to the member states, arguing for EU self-interest in 

responding to its own labour market needs. It did so also to appease partner 

countries who were critical in this regard. Such discourse again illustrated the 

delicate interlinkages between internal and external policy concerns in this 

field, and the Commission’s difficulties in simultaneously addressing member 

states and partner countries: 

The real policy challenge for the coming years remains whether the EU is ca-

pable and prepared to offer real migration and mobility options for nationals of 

developing countries seeking legal employment in the EU. It will also be im-

portant to do more with regards to the coherence at intra-EU level with for ex-

ample Directorate-General Employment’s work programme in the light of EU 

2020 strategy [sic] (European Commission, 2011c: 91).251 

 

Finally, policy coherence responded to some demands in partner countries 

while nurturing EU interests. The EU Immigration Portal was an example of 

migration statecraft as self-interest and care of partner country interests 

seemed to be of equal weight.252 That the EU tried to reduce the transaction 

costs of remittances may also be an example of grafting the root causes onto 

policy coherence. Making it faster and safer to send remittances and helping 

developing countries to set up frameworks more conducive to receiving them, 

could also reduce poverty and contribute to development (European Commis-

sion, 2011c: 85, 87-88). Similarly, funding against the brain drain and for stu-

dent mobility within developing regions could be motivated both by partner 

country demand and internal wishes within the EU to eventually reduce mi-

gration pressure. 

 
251 The EU 2020 Strategy aimed to enhance sustainable and inclusive growth in the 

Union. 
252 The initiative to set up the EU Immigration Portal in November 2011, was men-

tioned in the report. This was an online tool for third country nationals to seek infor-

mation on legal migration opportunities in the EU, thought to increase transparency 

and access to information (European Commission, 2011c: 85) according to EU labour 

market needs. This initiative can be regarded as a kind of goodwill in relation to part-

ner countries, but also as a way to recognise the agency of migrants, trying to steer 

them. It was clear that the EU hoped trading in illegal migration for legal migration 

opportunities. There was a persistent belief in a kind of effectiveness in linking these 

two phenomena (Brocza and Paulhart, 2015: 2). 
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Making migration work for development  

The Council had decided in May 2005 that the EU should monitor progress in 

the area of policy coherence in 12 different policy areas other than develop-

ment, including migration. The policy coherence reports in 2007-2011 were 

thus a little less detailed in regard to migration than those appearing from 2013 

onwards. Then, only five targeted global development challenges for policy 

coherence, including “making migration work for development”, were to be 

specifically monitored as decided in the 2009 Council Conclusions (European 

Commission, 2013b: 20). 

The 2013 Policy Coherence Report 

The 2013 report noted in a reflexive way that there had only been uneven 

improvements in the area of migration. On the positive side, the Commission 

referred to the Council Conclusions on migration and development from Sep-

tember 2013, which had confirmed the continued importance of policy coher-

ence and also called for a more ambitious approach (European Commission, 

2013b: 14-15). However, in relation to global epistemic communities and re-

search in particular, the report was quite frank and admitted that “[f[or low- 

and middle income countries of destination, the development impacts of mi-

gration remain insufficiently understood” (European Commission, 2013a: 

122). This indicated that knowledge played a role for the EU in its statecraft. 

I thus classify this information as an instance of the knowledge category I am 

looking for in these Communications (cf. Schreier, 2012: 9). 

The report also noted that there was a rather large difference in the under-

standing of the migration-development nexus among member states. Various 

political considerations could throw a spanner in the works of the regime. 

What is more, the EU had attempted to introduce the concept of policy coher-

ence in its dialogues, especially with Africa and the ACP, but also with partner 

countries to the East, and within bilateral mobility partnerships (European 

Commission, 2013b: 15). The EU thereby became a norm exporter, attempting 

to teach partner countries about policy coherence, steadfastly constructing the 

European migration and development regime. This suggests that there had 

been some ongoing socialisation within the EU regarding the idea that migra-

tion benefits development.253 

 
253 In general, there was a tendency that the migration side of the Commission (and 

member states) talked more about the positive aspects of migration for development, 

while the development side emphasised that migration can have both positive and 

negative effects on development. Migration policymakers thereby tried to stay clear 

from the traditional repressive approaches when addressing the migration-develop-

ment nexus, while development policymakers were used to focus on challenges of 

relevance for both development and underdevelopment (European Commission, 

2013b: 125). 
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In a reflexive way, the report listed some negative factors within the migra-

tion-development nexus. These insights might have originated within epis-

temic communities. The migration of highly skilled persons (the brain drain) 

could lead to shortages in key sectors of the home country economy, notably 

in health. The negative social consequences were also highlighted, such as 

families being left behind, including children left alone, while these family 

members often lacked access to social security. In addition, harmful economic 

consequences could result from migration when it contributed to significant 

reductions in labour costs for employers. This would run to the detriment of 

parallel efforts promoting inclusive growth. In addition, migration could lead 

to social tensions in the destination country. There might also be potential 

competition over scarce resources in the case of developing countries being 

the destination (European Commission, 2013b: 125). 

The report also mentioned internal progress within the Council in that the 

Council Working Party of Development Experts had begun to discuss migra-

tion and development more frequently. It also paraded the Global Approach 

as having been the major arena to implement policy coherence in terms of 

migration (speaking against the image of a dominant issue of root causes). 

This was a reminder that ten million Schengen visas had facilitated mobility 

benefitting both developing countries and the EU (European Commission, 

2013b: 127). Again, the Commission pointed to mutual gains in an interde-

pendent world. This might be interpreted as both ideational and leveraged 

statecraft as such an argument seemed to be interwoven with the notion of 

policy coherence. The Commission was thus working with symbolic and mul-

tiple meanings in its Communications (see Schreier, 2012: 20, 29). 

Knowledge was used for political purposes when the report mentioned 

Conclusions on the Global Approach in May 2012: “the Council called for ‘a 

more ambitious and forward-looking policy development on the migration and 

development nexus’ which should be implemented in line with the EU devel-

opment policy” (European Commission, 2013b: 128). For its part, the Com-

mission worked as a norm-entrepreneur in trying to convince member states. 

Through the politicisation of the research-policy nexus the Commission re-

ferred to the role of “evidence” in adapting policies. This was an example of 

the dynamics between the Council and the Commission, both pushing the re-

gime forward. Likewise, it also indicated some socialisation of the idea that 

migration benefits development and that the EU as a unitary actor was pursu-

ing such an outcome as a desired objective in its own right. Socialisation was 

most evident in the focus on migrants and the aim of “strengthening their ca-

pacity as development agents” (ibid., 142). Another interpretation is that pol-

icy coherence legitimated the Global Approach.254 

 
254 Knowledge was used as leverage. For instance, the Commission noted that policies 

in nine of the member states showed uneven progress. France, the Netherlands, and 
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The Commission as a norm-entrepreneur also tried to show that inconsist-

encies between the two policy areas could be overcome and that migration 

statecraft could be used to unite both member states and partners around a 

shared vision regarding the migration-development nexus.255 In relation to my 

analytical scheme (figure 5), I infer this as through my analysis I am simply 

“relating particular passages in the text [...] to one category” (Schmidt, 2000: 

255). In reference to bilateral cooperation, the report was rather optimistic. It 

noted that while mobility partnerships were not primarily designed as devel-

opment instruments, they smoothed the way for dialogue on migration and 

development. They had reinforced policy coherence. They had also ensured 

that related initiatives beyond EU competence could be included in coopera-

tion, such as some labour migration and the portability of social security enti-

tlements (European Commission, 2013b: 132). 

Some projects within the mobility partnerships appeared to be mutually 

beneficial. However, power statecraft and ideational statecraft were not al-

ways so easily mixed. This was the case with the portability of social rights 

and entitlements of migrants. Such cooperation was regarded as development-

friendly, but it could also promote and facilitate voluntary return among the 

circular migrants – in fact a migration control policy objective. This issue was 

allegedly often discussed and support was provided to raise capacities in part-

ner countries, including for negotiating and implementing such bilateral agree-

ments e.g. in the case of Moldova. Nevertheless, a Commission assessment 

showed lopsided outcomes and an uneven pattern of agreements (European 

Commission, 2013b: 135-136). 

Another example of the focus on migrants was how the EU, in cooperation 

with European employment agencies, had engaged in supporting employment 

services in partner countries. The idea was to assist potential migrants in iden-

tifying job opportunities in foreign labour markets. Initiatives took care to re-

duce risks, such as skills wastage and exploitation by smugglers or employers. 

It was thought that such interventions could strengthen the employment ser-

vices in their domestic work. However, there was also a view that they could 

facilitate and support return and reintegration (European Commission, 2013b: 

 
Spain had e.g. introduced strategies, while others still had no specific policies in rela-

tion to migration and policy coherence for development. The report argued for the 

“need for further evidence and efforts to work towards a common understanding of 

the links between migration and development” (European Commission, 2013b: 130). 
255 The Commission also picked up on some of the advice within global epistemic 

communities to reverse the nexus into a development-migration nexus, giving priority 

to development. The report, somewhat regrettably, noted that as the dialogues re-

mained dominated by migration considerations “their value in facilitating cooperation 

on migration and development issues depends on the extent to which partner countries 

consider their development priorities in formulating national positions” (European 

Commission, 2013b: 130). 
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136).256 Employment agencies became a tool for prodding both partners and 

migrants. Migration statecraft in these projects thus often served several pur-

poses, both EU self-interest and the alleged interests of the partner countries. 

Overall, this report showed how intertwined development objectives and 

control goals were, addressed by the interventions put in place e.g. on porta-

bility, and skills matching linked to return. It also revealed some of the beliefs 

of policymakers as “[a]ll policy actions rest on at least a crude notion of cau-

sality” (Walt, 2005: 32). Working with my analytical scheme, I could thus find 

arguments both for the root causes norm and development policy objectives. 

Such narratives constitute a good example of migration statecraft. Multi-

layered wording demonstrates the EU’s split vision in regard to the migration-

development nexus. This report illustrated that constructivism with a focus on 

knowledge is relevant, but that power remains a key issue, as argued by realist 

constructivists. 

The 2015 Policy Coherence Report 

The 2015 report called for cooperation based on “shared responsibility of all 

countries, in full recognition of global interdependencies” (European Com-

mission, 2015f: 73). This was also relevant in regard to the second High-Level 

Dialogue (HLD) on International Migration and Development at the UN Gen-

eral Assembly in October 2013. The latter had called for reinforced commit-

ments to the migration-development nexus and highlighted the need to reflect 

upon the inclusion of migration in the post-2015 development agenda. The 

European Commission had also been promoting the incorporation of migra-

tion-related priorities. It had suggested facilitating “safe, orderly, and regular 

migration”. The wording was identical to the one in the UN proposal. Another 

such expression was to recognise migration and mobility as “development en-

ablers”. This indicated how the Commission was a norm-taker and an early 

adopter of the UN discourse (ibid., 75-76).257 

 
256 Several projects were carried out by member states such as Spain, France, and 

Belgium in cooperation with the Moroccan national agency for the promotion of em-

ployment and skills (ANAPEC); and France, through the French employment agency 

Pôle Emploi in cooperation with partners in Egypt, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, and 

Mauritania. The Commission also sponsored a project by IOM on best practices on 

collecting and sharing labour migration data for the improvement of Labour Market 

Information Systems (European Commission, 2013b: 136). 
257 Furthermore, Council Conclusions in December 2014 on a Transformative Post-

2015 Agenda had argued that “well-managed migration and human mobility should 

be fully recognised as potential development enablers and all countries should pro-

mote policy coherence for sustainable development at all levels” (European Commis-

sion, 2015f: 76). “Well-managed” meant migration control, including the reduction of 

irregular migration as part of sustainable development. This also showed, however, 
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The influence of epistemic communities was also evident through wording 

used by the Commission (see the two quotes below: “It is increasingly recog-

nised...”; “Evidence increasingly suggests...”). While promoting especially 

(highly) skilled migration, the Commission argued that brain circulation and 

skills mobility were options in achieving mutual development. The thinking 

seemed to revolve around migrants as development agents. This was the case 

with third country students having received access to the EU’s Erasmus+ pro-

gramme: “It is increasingly recognised that migrant skills can circulate across 

multiple locations and across regions, which enables transnational networks 

for exchanging and enhancing knowledge and skills, as well as fostering eco-

nomic ties” (European Commission, 2015f: 77). 

Self-interest, even if expressed as ‘mutual benefits’ or a ‘triple win’, is not 

usually part of development cooperation discourse. Realism can be used to 

argue that self-interest is a constant explanatory factor, even if most benefits 

are supposed to accrue to the partner countries. The notion of circular migra-

tion is problematic in this regard. While this framing portrayed the EU’s good-

will towards assisting its partners with improved development outcomes, its 

concern regarding controlling “significant migration flows” was not forgotten 

(even when occurring in developing countries rather than targeting the EU). 

Nonetheless, in this context of formulating migration statecraft, the role of 

improved knowledge for policymaking on migration and development was 

certainly no anomaly for the Commission (European Commission, 2015f: 

83).258 ‘Evidence’ could convince hesitant partners, as it were: 

The EU works to foster skill mobility and promote circular migration with the 

objective of achieving a triple-win situation for countries of origin and destina-

tion as well as for the migrants themselves. A comprehensive and balanced ap-

proach is required to address the issue of “brain drain”. […] Evidence increas-

ingly suggests that skilled emigration is only one of several factors explaining 

human resource crises in developing countries (European Commission, 2015f: 

79).259 

 

 
that the Commission wanted to combine the root causes norm with policy coherence 

at the global level, as this fitted its regional policy objectives. 
258 The Commission argued that “[m]any developing countries that face significant 

migration flows continue to lack both awareness of the impact of migration on their 

development and adequate relevant policy frameworks.” It referred to its advocacy of 

mainstreaming as a tool and highlighted the importance of research as a basis of pol-

icymaking (European Commission, 2015f: 83). The so-called extended migration pro-

files were used both for knowledge-generation and to bring together ministries in 

closer cooperation (European Commission, 2015f: 83; European Council, 2014a). 
259 In this regard, the Commission had inter alia consulted technical health experts in 

member states and developing countries such as those in the ACP-regions through the 

ACP Secretariat (Hudson, 2006: 149-150). 
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Migrants as development agents were key in the triple win. They could con-

tribute through remittances, but sending costs should be cut. The EU therefore 

assisted with various initiatives to support partners in improving the regula-

tory frameworks and financial markets. Diasporas could contribute through 

engaging more, and the Union brought together diaspora communities from 

member states with institutions and communities in partner countries (Euro-

pean Commission, 2015f; see also European Council, 2014a). Such coopera-

tion would certainly require expert knowledge and capacity-building to meet 

the set priorities.260 This is an example of how the EU was engaged in idea-

tional statecraft through a process of socialisation and institutional learning. It 

also tried to identify ways to become more effective in terms of its practices. 

The Commission also highlighted the need to engage in initiatives that 

could protect migrants from abuse and human rights violations as well as em-

power them through immigrant incorporation policies. This could again pro-

mote “their role as development agents” through the “migrant-centred ap-

proach” (European Commission, 2015f: 82; see also European Council, 

2014a). This was a rare connection made between development in the migrant 

source countries and immigrant incorporation also in EU destination coun-

tries. Diaspora cooperation was, therefore, one of the areas which most clearly 

brought together EU-internal domestic policies with external policies. Fur-

thermore, a migrants’ rights perspective could simultaneously meet a demand 

in partner countries to protect their fellow countrymen abroad and cater to 

such an emphasis in global migration narratives. 

The most important wording in this report appeared to be that conditional-

ity, to some extent now accepted, should not be used at the cost of develop-

ment cooperation. That could lead to backtracking on commitments targeting 

poverty reduction. It was obvious that conditionality ignited contestation be-

tween the member state level and the EU level, represented by the Commis-

sion as a norm-entrepreneur. The root causes norm and development policy 

coherence were once again being intertwined through migration statecraft. 

The report underlined the need to put to use various tools to improve readmis-

sion and return, and to counteract irregular migration through cooperation. It 

also pointed out measures that had been taken with member states “to ensure 

that the use of conditionality in the migration dialogue does not negatively 

impact development cooperation” (European Commission, 2015f: 83).261 

 
260 Knowledge for improved practices was for example provided by the Commission 

through an evaluation of its projects on migration and development which “found that 

projects proved to be effective only when countries of origin showed the capacity to 

link up with their diaspora in a positive and attractive manner” (European Commis-

sion, 2015f: 81; see also European Council, 2014a). 
261 This argument related more likely to the political sensitivities involved than to the 

state of knowledge among EU policymakers, although it has been suggested that 

“available evidence suggests that conditionality in the provision of development aid 

is not effective in reducing the propensity to migrate” (Benko, 2020: 252). 
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This report showed, in sum, that the EU was influenced by global migration 

narratives and global epistemic communities. My analysis benefitted from my 

three statecraft indicators and the analytical scheme in figure 5. Knowledge 

seemed to play a more important role in pursuing development-oriented inter-

ventions than it did in regard to preventing migration pressure based on the 

empirical analysis of the root causes norm. At the same time, such knowledge 

and data were useful for the EU in controlling unwanted migration, and their 

delivery through integrated coordination processes could also help in winning 

over partner countries to the EU cause. We need to explore reasons later on 

(in chapter 7). To understand the migration-development nexus we need an 

equal amount of evidence regarding both its components. 

The 2019 Policy Coherence Report 

The January 2019 report covered the period 2016-2018. It referred to the role 

of public opinion and political agendas in EU member states in the area of 

migration and mobility. The former two aspects also affect the priority given 

to policy coherence (European Commission, 2019b: 22). It was not skirting 

around the issue of using development as a control policy instrument. In this 

way, the Commission underlined the importance of EU-internal dimensions 

for EU external policies. My analytical scheme helped me classify this as not 

merely about domestic normative structures, but also more specifically about 

identities and ideas. Therefore, this symbolic reference shows that construc-

tivism and realist constructivism are more useful than realism to understand 

the utilised modes of statecraft here. The analysis also needs to take place in 

a broader context (Schreier, 2012: 16; see also Krippendorff, 2019). 

Notably, the report carried a marked denunciation of the wanton disregard 

of human beings through trafficking and smuggling. Such a message reflected 

a predominant EU interest in reducing and preventing untoward migration 

(European Commission, 2019b: 26-30). In a sense I was looking for a deeper 

meaning behind these references (Kuckartz, 2019: 13-14). This focus indi-

cated the difficulties in distinguishing clearly whether power statecraft or ide-

ational statecraft dominated. Again, these murky topics were raised by the EU 

as a form of legitimation. However, while the EU reverted to acting strategi-

cally rather than sagely, “legitimation cannot be reduced to self-interest. Ac-

tors are embedded in a social environment that simultaneously makes possible 

and constrains strategic action.” Still, actors may be less socialised and more 

strategic in specific circumstances (Goddard, 2018: 14). 

It is likely that the focus on trafficking and smuggling reflected a height-

ened attention to other, control-oriented objectives within the European mi-

gration and asylum regime complex. There was a hope of weaning off local 

economies from their dependence on this industry, whereas EU development 

policy to a larger extent than hitherto started accepting the root causes norm 

as integral to development policy coherence. By framing this focus as an issue 
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of human rights, it was probably easier for the development community and 

the partner countries to accept these topics on their agenda. We could then 

argue that “once a policy choice leads to the creation of reinforcing institu-

tional and normative structures, that policy idea can affect the incentives of 

political entrepreneurs long after the interests of its initial proponents have 

changed” (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993: 13). That process also makes it 

harder for some policymakers to cast off their allegiance to the idea of mi-

grants as development agents. 

Finally, the report noted that there remained “challenges” to achieving pol-

icy coherence in the sensitive area of migration. This avowal came rather ab-

ruptly. Thereby, in covert terms, the Commission was probably admitting 

some of the inconsistencies within the migration and development regime, 

calling for more migration statecraft and leverage to be used (“mitigation 

measures”). The researcher needs to be attentive to what is not explicitly being 

said here (Krippendorff, 2019: 79). There has been a broad trend in the last 

decade from referring to coherence towards a focus on effectiveness (Godin 

et al., 2021). Narratives are being used strategically, based on power and in-

terest while subject to contestation. The Commission attempted to “persuade 

and coerce” its audiences (Goddard, 2018: 14), both member states and part-

ner countries: 

a number of policy challenges remain in ensuring PCD in some specific areas, 

which are increasing in political sensitivity such as in the fields of migration 

and security. In such cases where it is difficult to make trade-offs, mitigation 

measures are more important than ever (European Commission, 2019b: 26-30).  

 

Summing up these reports between 2007 and 2019, it is striking that we cannot 

isolate development policy from migration control policy concerns. Policy co-

herence is rather too broad a perspective here. I conclude, therefore, that the 

key regime norm for development policy can be referred to as the development 

agent norm. Although increasingly regarding migrants as agents of develop-

ment, the EU continuously seeks to reduce migration pressure. It is also nota-

ble that remittances are never regarded as a root cause of migration. We could, 

though, assume that the prospect of sending money back to the family encour-

ages many individuals to become migrants, especially where migration is a 

collective household income strategy. Similarly, successful diaspora commu-

nities also encourage further migration through the network effect. This di-

mension thwarts progress on the root causes norm. I did not actively look for 

the role of migrant networks in my analysis but realised its importance later 

on (cf. figure 6 with my search terms in chapter 3). This realisation reinforces 

the need to continue with more in-depth analysis of the role of knowledge in 

this regime. 
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Summary 

This chapter has suggested some evidence of socialisation within the EU re-

garding knowledge in global normative structures and epistemic communities. 

Further exploring ideational statecraft will thus probably be useful in this 

within-case analysis. If socialisation is present, the realist position that the root 

causes norm totally prevails over the development agent norm could be re-

futed. This analysis of EU narratives also illustrates the ideational progression 

that has taken place. I am not arguing that leaders are overly mutable. Still, 

the idea about migration benefitting development objectives and poverty re-

duction was clearly explored by policymakers. The EU turned to several dif-

ferent audiences in communicating its interpretations. Those messages were 

sometimes contradictory, e.g. in relation to the potential need for migration in 

the EU. Due to their foibles small and great, policymakers did not always 

choose the most auspicious moment for their arguments. They were limping 

along a path with a steep learning curve. In several instances, nevertheless, 

migration was utilised as leverage to obtain development objectives. 

Migration statecraft, then, has been used to promote the development agent 

norm. In a similar way to when promoting the root causes norm, the interest 

of the EU in pursuing development policy has put strategic social construction 

to use. This means that the same mechanisms are in place notwithstanding 

what policy we are looking at. Whether it is control policy or development 

policy, the EU seems to have been utilising migration statecraft to achieve its 

goals. Mainstreaming migration was used as a tool to achieve more develop-

ment in a similar way as externalising migration was used as a tool to achieve 

control. Still, the EU seems to have been a norm-taker, rather than a norm-

maker in the case of development policy. We thus need to continue to construe 

the influence of global migration narratives and epistemic communities on EU 

action in this regard. 

In its discourse, the EU did not refer to any significant inconsistencies be-

tween the two core norms being promoted within the European migration and 

development regime. However, challenges for rationality arise through the 

parallel, two-track approach with two diametrically opposed policy objectives 

around the nexus. Challenges in terms of consistency emerge when the EU 

emits binary signals to partner countries. Narratives are far from incandescent. 

Time and again, the EU needs to mend trust after having knocked it about. 

There are also clear challenges in regard to the questionable knowledge utili-

sation, despite the stated goal of implementing evidence-based policies. How 

did the EU put knowledge to use during the process of socialisation as it in-

ternalised the idea that migration benefits poverty reduction and development? 

To what extent did global epistemic communities matter? These issues will be 

the subject of a congruence analysis in the next chapter. 

 

 



189 

Chapter 7. Knowledge and the migration-

development nexus 

The empirical overview focusing on the three modes of statecraft in chapter 6 

will now be followed by a congruence analysis at the level of normative struc-

tures. The focus will be development and how migrants can contribute to their 

countries of origin. It is assumed that the knowledge of actors determines their 

expectations and behaviour (Haas, 1990: 7). Nevertheless, did EU policymak-

ers really internalise ideas regarding the migration-development nexus which 

made them regard migration as a development tool? Where did those ideas 

originate? It is useful to keep in mind that “the internalization of norms by 

state actors is composed of three distinct processes: individual belief change, 

political pressure and persuasion, and institutionalization” (Alderson, 2001: 

420). 

 Actors are concerned with understanding causality related to their defini-

tions of priorities “which imply degrees of knowledge, not merely momen-

tarily shared interests” (Haas, 1990: 10). However, EU policymakers do not 

seem to reflect on the fact that “development may be regarded as a multidi-

rectional process rather than something which can be defined in terms of sub-

sequent stages and levels” (Hammar and Tamas, 1997: 18). I will argue that 

what materialises as concrete EU narratives and practices are socially con-

structed through knowledge norms. Socialisation within international regimes 

may take place in ways that are influenced by policymakers’ attitudes to and 

interrelations with epistemic communities. IR scholarship has so far not sys-

tematically relied on the specific literature which is available on the research-

policy nexus. In order to explore whether there has been socialisation, we need 

to link the empirical survey of the development agent norm with this 

knowledge production.  

This chapter will start with the key theme of resource transfers in migration 

and development. The focus will be on how and for what reasons EU policy-

makers floated these ideas. A congruence analysis according to realism, con-

structivism, and realist constructivism will then follow. The overall starting 

point will be that policymakers “are purposeful actors, embedded in ideational 

structures, which they use according to their interests” (Saurugger, 2013b: 

898). The findings can be summarised very briefly: The analysis provides suf-

ficient evidence that global normative structures and the tensions between de-

velopment norms and knowledge norms have influenced the EU. While 
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eschewing esoteric findings, the EU has been a norm-taker within the migra-

tion and development regime. However, ideas and knowledge cannot be en-

tirely separated from power and interests. This speaks in favour of leveraged 

statecraft and realist constructivism. 

Resource transfers in migration and development  

In chapter 6 the EU’s activities regarding the three types of resource transfers 

within the development agent norm – remittances, diaspora contributions, and 

skills circulation – were toned down and only discussed superficially. We shall 

revisit each of them here. Although I will only be able to refer to a small frac-

tion of available research and knowledge, my aim here is to illustrate the com-

plex picture within epistemic communities.262 Even a few examples may tell 

us something about both socialisation and strategic action and how they are 

intertwined. The strategic social construction of mainstreaming can be useful 

as an indicator of ideational statecraft. Furthermore, this section should 

demonstrate that the “knowledge of reality is socially constructed”, and that 

power can provide a link between the construction of knowledge and social 

order (Guzzini, 2000: 160, see also 172).  

We thus need to understand the broader context within which the EU re-

source transfer activities alluded to in chapter 6 evolved. That chapter indi-

cated that the development agent norm and the root causes norm were some-

times rather similar. Nevertheless, it is hard to ascertain EU policies in relation 

to available knowledge and the extent to which various studies or initiatives 

influenced the EU. While EU actors learnt some lessons by engaging with 

epistemic communities, they could not be expected to be aware of the vast 

amount of available and sometimes contradictory knowledge. Having ana-

lysed the Commission’s Communications in chapter 6, it is obvious that they 

did not even remotely reveal necessary insights into the complexities at hand. 

Although trying to practice both ideational and leveraged statecraft, the EU 

probably lacked the necessary knowledge to act according to the ideal of ra-

tionality. 

Remittances, diaspora contributions, and skills circulation 

Remittances are savings sent back by migrants and diasporas to kith and kin 

in the countries of origin. They were not frequently mentioned in EU policy 

narratives until the 2000s.263 In 1985, registered global remittances amounted 

 
262 Parts of this chapter build on my contribution to Malmberg et al. (2006). 
263 Several international and regional organisations and development banks started 

formulating recommendations and programmes to increase the development impact 
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to $36 billion. By 2000, they had more than tripled to $122 billion, and then 

continued to grow exponentially to a staggering $646 billion in 2020. The ma-

jority benefitted developing countries.264 Remittances as well as Foreign Di-

rect Investments (FDI) started to outdo total official flows (including ODA), 

private aid, and private lending as sources of finance for some developing 

countries (Ratha, 2003). The increase in the value of remittances was partly 

influenced by factors such as cuts in transaction costs, growing total migration 

flows, and improvements in the statistical measurement and reporting of re-

mittances (World Bank, 2005). 

Academics, international organisations, and EU policymakers started fo-

cusing on ways to facilitate remittances and to reduce the costs of sending 

them (European Parliament, 2014: 54; World Bank, 2006; Terry and Wilson, 

2005; Kapur, 2003; Lowell and de la Garza, 2000). There were increasingly 

positive expectations regarding the viability of policy interventions. World 

Bank economists even published a book entitled Leveraging migration for Af-

rica (Ratha et al., 2011). However, evidence was mixed and based on a large 

number of different methods and techniques to measure remittances and their 

(positive and negative) effects on development (e.g. World Bank, 2005; de 

Haan, 2000; Ratha et al., 2011: 4; Fromentin, 2017; Stark and Wang; 2000; 

Lacroix, 2013a). But there were hardly any references to the more academic 

debates in the Commission Communications discussed in chapter 6.265 

Following advice from some epistemic communities, but not others, the 

Commission started arguing that remittances contribute to poverty 

 
of remittances during the early 2000s. Besides the EU, these included the World Bank, 

the IMF, the Inter-American and Asian Development Banks, the OECD, as well as a 

number of UN Organisations. Remittances were inter alia highlighted at the 2002 

Monterrey conference on development financing (United Nations, 2002b) and a sub-

sequent G8 meeting (G8, 2004). 
264 In 2020, $540 billion went to low- and middle income countries as remittances 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/BX.TRF.PWKR.CD.DT; 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2021/05/12/defying-predictions-

remittance-flows-remain-strong-during-covid-19-crisis 
265 For instance, an unknown part of remittances were used to service debts to smug-

glers who had assisted the irregular travel of migrants (United Nations, 2004b), i.e. 

not benefitting development. Obviously, if migrants used smugglers, their costs would 

be much higher and to the detriment of the remittance receiving family members. 

There was a lack of attention to the significance of this leakage from migrants’ welfare 

and its effects on development (Waidler, Hagen-Zanker, Gassmann, and Siegel, 

2017). Oddly enough, moreover, the value of remittances was nowhere compared to 

the value generated by individuals who remained at home instead of emigrating, or 

distinguished according to legal status or the migrant’s vulnerability. There was an 

absence of critical reflection on these aspects both among epistemic communities and 

among EU actors. 
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reduction.266 Restricting unwanted migration in parallel was contradictory as 

this would also reduce the amounts remitted (see Canterbury, 2012: 204). 

Nevertheless, the EU started mainstreaming the issue of remittances into de-

velopment cooperation. In its dialogue processes with developing countries, 

the EU benefitted from a focus on remittances as this could engender a mutu-

ally beneficial atmosphere, bringing goodwill to the EU side. The root causes 

norm could thus be promoted while the actual focus was on how to enhance 

development: “remittances are seen as a way of addressing the root causes of 

migration, as they reduce poverty and dampen pressures for out-migration” 

(Crush, 2013: 6-7). This aspect was, however, partly hidden in EU narratives 

as we saw in chapter 6. In addition, whether this belief was correct is another 

matter. 

The more complex knowledge required for policy interventions is not evi-

dent from the EU’s projects (see e.g. European Commission, 2019b: 24-25). 

They often seem to be straightforward applications of ideational statecraft. An 

interpretation of knowledge as leveraged statecraft is, however, not far-

fetched. Migrants and remittances are, namely, used as leverage for improved 

development outcomes. An exaggerated focus on remittances, though, does 

not take into account structural factors in the political economy of develop-

ment. The celebration of remittances “misrepresents the notion of develop-

ment and obscures the root causes of current labor migration” (Wise and Co-

varrubias, 2009: 85). Remittances are not quite the saviour. Why did EU pol-

icymakers, for example, not consider remittances as one of the root causes of 

unwanted migration, although they seemed to be aware of such a link? That 

omission would speak against strategic action and in favour of socialisation 

and ideational statecraft.267 

There was also growing attention to migrant diasporas within epistemic 

communities as well as the EU during the late 2000s. It became increasingly 

evident that diasporas contributed to development in their countries of origin 

in several ways, through remittances, investments, and return. They collec-

tively helped poor households back home to eke out a living (Kapur and 

McHale, 2005; Solimano, 2008; Tomei, 2012).268 Being receptive to both 

 
266 The Commission argued e.g. that “[p]reliminary estimates suggest that Sub-Sa-

haran African countries can potentially raise $1 to $3 billion by reducing the cost of 

international migrant remittances” (European Commission, 2009b: 147-148). 
267 The Commission noted that “partner countries have signalled a greater willingness 

to cooperate on return of newly arrived irregular migrants in particular those who are 

not yet part of the diaspora contributing with remittances to the livelihoods of their 

own communities” (European Commission, 2017g: 14). 
268 For instance, the €15 million flagship project EC-UN Joint Migration and Devel-

opment Initiative (JMDI) was set up with great fanfare. It was a way to bring together 

diaspora interest groups for knowledge exchange, capacity building, and sharing of 

best practices. There has also been work by individual member states in regard to 
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source country and diaspora interests, the EU started providing support to di-

aspora associations and networks to assist them with development-oriented 

activities in their countries of origin (Gamlen, 2015; Collyer, 2014; IOM, 

2013; Østergaard-Nielsen, 2016). The EU has for example made efforts to set 

up a Europe-wide African diaspora platform for development (European 

Commission, 2011c: 87-88) and the EU Global Diaspora Facility.269 These 

initiatives also reflect a growing number of active diaspora groups in Europe. 

What also speaks for the EU’s diaspora engagement is that some of the 

ethnic networks contribute to international trade, innovation, and economic 

growth (Kuznetsov and Sabel, 2008; Leclerc and Meyer, 2008; Khadria and 

Meyer, 2013). In addition, immigrants and their progeny in host countries of-

ten create a demand for local products from the countries of origin. This de-

mand leads to export opportunities for specific goods and services from de-

veloping countries, including to the EU (Nyberg-Sørensen and Fog Olwig, 

2002; Lacroix, 2009). Diasporas could, then, make up a European self-interest 

from a realist perspective as they also open up new markets and increase trade. 

Nevertheless, the EU did not seem to take the link between diasporas and im-

migrant incorporation in the EU into account when policies were being for-

mulated and implemented.270 

Various epistemic communities also made available a number of studies of 

the migration of highly skilled people and its effects on the brain drain, espe-

cially among health care professionals (see e.g. Kapur and McHale, 2005; Bé-

nassy and Brezis, 2013; Docquier and Marfouk, 2006; 2004; OECD, 2002ab; 

WHO, 2006). It also seemed to be in the rational self-interest of labour im-

porting countries to avoid the brain drain. A long-term reduction of health 

workers and other key personnel in developing countries could lead to the de-

terioration in general living conditions to an extent which in itself could trig-

ger larger economic migration and even refugee flows (Tamas and Palme, 

 
diaspora, several of them having commissioned research in order to gain a better grasp 

of how diasporas could be involved in development initiatives in their countries of 

origin (European Commission, 2009b: 155). Knowledge and the evidence base have 

thus apparently played an important role for the EU’s policies. 
269 https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/projects/eu-global-diaspora-facil-

ity_en 
270 Other aspects blur this picture. A project under the recent European Fund for Sus-

tainable Development e.g. targets youth and women in particular to leverage private 

funds towards micro, small, and medium enterprises, but also to address root causes 

(European Commission, 2019b: 25). Thereby, also diaspora members in the EU are, 

directly or indirectly, enrolled through their development-oriented business activities 

and investments to help the EU against irregular migration. Meanwhile, country of 

origin engagement among diaspora organisations can simultaneously improve 

chances of immigrant incorporation in the host country (Riccio, 2011: 107; see also 

Marabello, 2013 and Marini 2014). 
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2006a; Alkire and Chen, 2006). Even if knowledge of this kind were taken 

into consideration, it would not constitute evidence of erudite policymakers. 

Still, the Commission argued that it was very important for the EU not to 

add to the brain drain, in particular within the health sector. It should instead 

reinforce “the ability of developing countries to train, manage and retain their 

health workers.” There has been EU funding of health programmes with a 

Human Resources for Health approach within 51 of the 57 countries experi-

encing a “critical shortage” listed by the WHO.271 The EU has also supported 

research related to the identification of health worker retention and ways to 

facilitate circular migration (European Commission, 2011c: 81-82; Mackey 

and Liang, 2012). Crisis has thus not only been present as an issue within EU 

migration control policy, but also within development cooperation thinking. 

It has also been increasingly clear that the EU could use the brain drain in 

health care as leverage and in migration statecraft towards poorer partner 

countries.272 

Meanwhile, the attention to the brain drain was replaced by a focus on brain 

circulation and brain gain in the 2000s (Lucas, 2005; Saxenian, 2005; 

Rapoport, 2002). Both EU policymakers and experts in epistemic communi-

ties started to talk about brain circulation in a legitimising way (European 

Commission, 2005df). To some extent this notion reflected wishful thinking. 

Such mobility appeared more attractive since it could reduce the brain drain 

and also promote the development of the source countries (Tamas and Palme, 

2006b). While such discourse, including within the EU, thus attempted to 

showcase the potential for win-win scenarios, there were some possible com-

pensatory gains from the mobility of highly skilled persons.273 On the other 

hand, preventing such potentially growth-enhancing migration, i.e. some 

measured mobility of the highly skilled, speaks against the development-

friendliness of the EU’s restrictive immigration policies. 

 
271 World Health Organisation. 
272 This particular issue was a major concern for the latter, and of no particular benefit 

for the EU side. Rather, the EU volunteered concessions on its part by introducing 

stricter requirements for health care recruitment in EU member states, in line with the 

WHO’s global norms. Furthermore, the Commission announced that EU education 

policies were made brain drain sensitive. This meant that there was an awareness that 

student mobility programmes in the EU could contribute to attract highly skilled from 

developing countries (European Commission, 2011c: 82). 
273 Several studies suggested that the anticipation of migration opportunities could 

improve human capital formation through an increase in the number of people seeking 

education. As only some of the educated people finally migrated, there would be an 

overall gain in a country’s level of human capital as well as enhanced economic 

growth (Vidal, 1998; Beine, Docquier and Rapoport, 2002; Beine, Docquier and 

Oden-Defoort, 2011). However, the brain gain hypothesis has also received critique 

(Faini, 2004; Okoye, 2016; Schiff and Özden, 2006; Kapur and McHale, 2005; Chow-

dhury, 2014). 
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In sum, the output of epistemic communities is awash with evidence that 

skills circulation can both be detrimental through the brain drain, and benefi-

cial through a brain gain and return for countries of origin. Some policy initi-

atives in the EU seemed to have benefitted from insights based on such re-

search findings, but only to a limited extent. Nevertheless, it is possible to 

argue that some degree of socialisation based on input from epistemic com-

munities has taken place. One example is the recent Commission proposal for 

a Pact, which includes the idea of promoting so-called talent partnerships (Eu-

ropean Commission, 2020a). These could entail similar components as sug-

gested in the global skills partnerships initiative by the ILO and other UN 

agencies as well as the Center for Global Development (ILO, 2018; Adhikari 

et al., 2021).274 However, we now need to scrutinise that claim through a con-

gruence analysis of our three modes of statecraft based on three theoretical 

approaches. 

Power statecraft and the development agent norm 

While realism caters mainly for the root causes norm, global knowledge struc-

tures are, as we have seen, more geared towards remittances, diaspora contri-

butions, and skills circulation. The migration-development nexus usually has 

a two-way linkage in available scholarship, suggesting that development leads 

to more migration, and that migration might lead to more development. How-

ever, these interlinkages are often quite complex and the effects will often 

depend on the specific context at hand. What kind of acuity do policymakers 

need to navigate such multiplex knowledge in order to design effective and 

rational statecraft? Explaining the development agent norm from a realist per-

spective, we need to ascertain how knowledge in this regard is used to max-

imise self-interest that outweighs any identity-related explanations.275 We also 

need to bear in mind that institutions such as the EU bring “additional lever-

age” to the stronger powers (Barkin, 2019: 32). 

 
274 https://gsp.cgdev.org/ 
275 For realists, also development cooperation and aid have mainly been regarded as 

power statecraft through which the more powerful assert their interests over subordi-

nates. To ensure the intended effects of aid cooperation, Morgenthau thought that 

there is a need for some conditions. This could e.g. concern demands for political and 

social change in the receiving countries to avoid counterproductive outcomes (Mor-

genthau, 1962: 307, 309). For Morgenthau, also, knowledge was “contingent, depend-

ing on the conditions and interests which lead people to hold it” (Jervis, 1994: 863) 

and “ideas [...] [were] deeply colored by parochial experience and self-interest” (ibid., 

865). Similarly, EU foreign aid has more recently been regarded as striving for struc-

tural power rather than normative objectives, which is not only based on geo-eco-

nomic and geopolitical motives but also relates to “the EU’s identity as a force for 

progress and solidarity in the world” (Holden, 2009: 18, see also 30). 
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Notwithstanding self-interest, there are cogent arguments for the EU being 

a norm-taker. The EU did not construct the development agent norm in isola-

tion. Epistemic communities within a broader social normative structure 

emerged globally, and migration and development discourses and practices 

became a “vast industry” (Collyer, 2011: 1). Since the early 2000s, there has 

been “an explosion of academic and practitioner interest” in the field (Bake-

well, 2008). Such knowledge production is a social process. From a realist 

perspective, we need to seek core EU interests behind investing resources in 

development cooperation and poverty reduction. Those interests are not ap-

parent. I therefore regard power statecraft in relation to the development agent 

norm as a least likely case for realism. From a realist perspective, policymak-

ers need effective methods and instruments to reach their objectives success-

fully to avoid irrationality. The latter would also impede the application of 

prudence (Morgenthau, 2014: 56). If actors fail to be prudent, could we still 

argue they act as realists predict according to predefined motives?276 

The key to prudence lies hidden in policymakers’ core knowledge. That 

would be their “intellectual ability to comprehend the essentials of foreign 

policy”, converting them into practices (“political action”) (Morgenthau, 

2014: 55).277 This applies to how unwanted migration can be reduced, and how 

the development agent norm can be leveraged. For instance, EU member 

states made sure that there would be a reference to the sovereignty norm in the 

2018 Global Compact for Migration (GCM) although most of the commit-

ments were about the development benefits from migration.278 By focusing on 

which epistemic communities the EU legitimises, we may reveal the role of 

power in knowledge. Bringing together epistemic communities with EU nar-

ratives, in the following, we shall discuss available knowledge in regard to 

general development effects from migration, and circumstances where devel-

opment is leading to more migration. 

 
276 Although I sometimes refer to underlying ‘motives’ in this thesis, we need to be 

cautious with this concept given Morgenthau’s critique against it:” “To search for the 

clue to foreign policy exclusively in the motives of statesmen is both futile and de-

ceptive. [...] History shows no exact and necessary correlation between the quality of 

motives and the quality of foreign policy”. This means that we cannot draw any con-

clusions regarding the moral content or potential successful outcomes of statecraft 

merely by examining motives (Morgenthau, 2014: 55). 
277 Relying on Machiavelli as the “acknowledged father of modern consequentialism”, 

realists regard the world as largely unpredictable and strategic action is dependent on 

our knowledge of human nature (Chaly, 2016: 95). 
278https://refugeesmigrants.un.org/sites/default/files/180713_agreed_out-

come_global_compact_for_migration.pdf 
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General development effects from migration 

To make others believe in a certain kind of knowledge that then forms “part 

of their self-understanding is perhaps the most subtle and most effective form 

of power” (Adler, 2005: 104, see also 194). Ideas, then, become vessels for 

power. Still, realists could downgrade the role of knowledge as “it is essen-

tially impossible to summarise the ‘overall’ effect of migration on develop-

ment” (Carling and Talleraas, 2016: 13-14). Morgenthau was fully aware of 

the limitations of knowledge (Zambernardi, 2020). Knowledge might become 

secondary in importance, but would still need to be instrumentalised in the 

pursuit of interests and power. If realist-style policymakers e.g. fail to under-

stand globalisation and its reverberations for the root causes of migration, they 

cannot devise effective power statecraft to counteract unwanted migration 

(Wivel, 2004; Chetail, 2008; Spaan, van Naerssen and Hillman, 2005; Berri-

ane, de Haas and Natter, 2015). 

The three traditional schools of thought addressing the impact of migration 

on development in developing countries might give some guidance. Firstly, in 

the convergence alternative, the levelling out of income differences in the long 

run is the result of faster income increases in the migrant source region than 

in the destination region, partly caused by a growing scarcity of labour in the 

former. Secondly, divergence would occur if migration were dominated by the 

brain drain, causing higher wages in immigration countries and lower wages 

in countries of emigration. As the stock of highly skilled persons is reduced in 

the emigration country, growth rates and productivity will become lower, in 

turn reducing the quality of basic services for those who remain. Eventually, 

such a downward spiral could lead to even more emigration and exacerbate 

the growing lack of skilled labour in the laggard countries (Fischer, Martin 

and Straubhaar, 1997; Kindleberger, 1965; Spaan, van Naerssen and Hillman, 

2005). These two paths have been referred to as the virtuous circle and the 

vicious circle (Wise and Covarrubias, 2009: 89).279 

Some of these shortcomings are avoided but not entirely solved by the third 

approach, which can be referred to as the complexity school. It brings together 

a wide range of scholars from different disciplines. They tend to argue that 

 
279 To the somewhat simplistic neoclassical models of the convergence school, it is 

also necessary to add other factors besides income differences, such as changes of 

technology and gains in productivity (Fischer, Martin and Straubhaar, 1997). This is 

why it has also been argued that push-pull models and conventional neoclassical mi-

gration theories cannot explain actual migration patterns and emigration levels that 

rise as a result of development processes (de Haas et al., 2018: 41). The divergence 

school considers some of these other factors, notably the effects of politics and poli-

cies. However, much of this approach has been based on debunked structural, core-

periphery, dependency, or conflict theories common in the 1970s and the 1980s (see 

e.g. Wallerstein, 1976; Arango, 2002; Massey et al., 1993). Those are overall absent 

from current discourses. 
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“migration is multidimensional and cannot be reduced to simple causalities” 

(Zoomers, Adepoju and Naerssen, 2007). Their studies regard the links be-

tween migration and development as much more ambivalent. They can see 

both growth-enhancing and detrimental effects of emigration for the source 

countries. Migration may e.g. be regarded as a venerable tradition in some 

regions, such as Africa and the Caribbean, thus hard to end. The complexity 

school has become a more common approach since the 1990s and 2000s 

(Schiff and Özden, 2006; Kapur and McHale, 2005; Lucas, 2005; Nyberg-

Sørensen, van Hear, and Engberg-Pedersen, 2002ab; Appleyard, 1998 and 

1992ab; UNFPA, 1998; Hammar et al., 1997; Hermele, 1997; Papademetriou 

and Martin, 1991). 

A recent example of the complexity school argues that migration is an in-

trinsic part of much broader processes of development in both countries of 

origin and destination as “factors and processes such as state formation, de-

velopment, labour market structures, inequality and social policies shape mi-

gration in complex—though structured—and often counterintuitive ways” (de 

Haas et al., 2018: 15). In contrast, the EU has repeatedly described the migra-

tion-development nexus in a fairly simplistic way (see e.g. European Com-

mission, 2005e), demonstrating incredulity towards such knowledge. This 

could be interpreted as hegemonic power statecraft, using knowledge selec-

tively and strategically to mainly serve self-interest. For Morgenthau, we 

should recall that “power is found in everything that involves man’s thought 

and action, including knowledge and science as such” (Hamati-Ataya, 2010: 

1084).280 

Realism can be useful in explaining such a hegemonic position in relation 

to knowledge, but realist constructivism is much more suitable for also under-

standing the additional elements of social construction. The EU seems to have 

failed to invest sufficiently in gaining an understanding of the dynamics of the 

migration-development nexus. It also lacks an understanding from the source 

country perspective as the interaction between research and policy communi-

ties has been limited (Tamas and Palme, 2006b; Ruhs, Tamas and Palme, 

2019). The basic EU framing of narratives has shown that the migration-de-

velopment nexus is constructed with a ‘sedentary bias’ by policymakers, aca-

demia, and the general public through the media. Development in the South is 

broadly regarded as being able to reduce migration to the North, implying that 

emigration is bad and that poor people should stay at home (Castles, 2009; see 

also Bakewell, 2008: 1342; 1355-1356; Kalm, 2008). 

Meanwhile, many academic experts regard migration as a natural ingredi-

ent of the development process whereby individuals are seeking alternative 

livelihoods. Such positions might reduce the scope for epistemic communities 

 
280 The EU’s “hegemonic vision” conveyed through its narratives are likely missing 

out on important aspects by focusing too much on migration per se, rather than on the 

broader development processes (Wise and Covarrubias, 2009: 92-94). 
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to feed into EU policymaking, especially if the advice is to open up for more 

migration. At the national level in various EU member states, the approach to 

migration and development still varies depending on the diverging under-

standings among competing interest groups. National political debates regard-

ing development cooperation and immigration policies tend to ignore the more 

complex realities: “The consensus-orientated simplicity of the buzz and the 

pairing of migration with development (which has actually allowed the inter-

national community to take up migration issues at all) have prevented the de-

velopment potentials from unfolding entirely” (Vammen and Brønden, 2012: 

37).281 

The realist perspective of focusing on preventive policies to repel unwanted 

migrants (while allowing for wanted categories) can also be counterproductive 

in the root causes quest. Some research shows for example that the granting 

of dual citizenship and providing other forms of secure residence, may en-

hance the positive development contributions of diasporas in countries of 

origin (Vammen and Brønden, 2012: 37; see also Nyberg-Sørensen, van Hear 

and Engberg-Pedersen, 2002ab). Many EU governments, however, hesitate to 

address such aspects due to a (realist) migration control policy perspective, 

especially in regard to low-skilled migrants from developing countries. Again, 

this shows that “there is a very strong relationship between knowledge and 

power” (Adler, 2005: 104).282 That link indicates how actors capitalise on spe-

cific types of knowledge depending on diverging norm interpretation (Broome 

and Seabrooke, 2021). 

In other words, the global knowledge structure is dominated by the North 

rather than the South in terms of migration and development narratives, which 

therefore have an embedded control policy perspective. This bias also runs the 

risk of negatively affecting South-North relations (Datta, 2009).283 The EU’s 

 
281 Partly, this discourse is shaped by the fact that most research is funded by govern-

ments in migrant receiving developed countries, including the EU (Collyer, Cherti, 

Lacroix and van Heelsum, 2009: Vollmer, Sert and Icduygu, 2015; Tamas and Palme, 

2006b). This would be an argument in favour of a realist interpretation of how the EU 

relates to epistemic communities. 
282 From the policy coherence perspective, there should also be an awareness that mi-

gration cannot be a substitute for development (Hugo, 2012: 24). Moreover, it is still 

unclear why migration brings more positive development outcomes in some countries 

and communities, but more negative in others (Lacroix, 2008). Available statistics are 

meagre, frequently of poor quality, and are often not comparable (Schiff and Özden, 

2006: 1; Lucas, 2005), which has motivated the EU to invest more in statistics (see 

chapter 6). 
283 There may also be related policy failures due to inadequacies in international co-

operation between emigration and immigration countries (Østergaard-Nielsen, 2003). 

In addition, it has repeatedly been argued that current discourse and cooperation does 

not reflect all relevant dimensions within the migration-development nexus, notably 

the rights of migrants (see e.g. Wickramasekara, 2010) which is a main concern in the 

South. 
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development policy focus on poor countries is thus also an expression of these 

inveterate, asymmetrical power relations. Power statecraft and realism cannot 

be ignored here. The focus on resource transfers is, therefore, not a neutral and 

self-evident practice. The Commission’s narratives in chapter 6 need to be 

interpreted from this perspective. Linking social normative structures with 

classical realism makes sense since power is social and relational. However, 

realism has clearly undervalued the role of ideational statecraft and how power 

depends on the social construction of knowledge. 

Legitimation of development for less migration 

Self-interested policymakers, according to realists, apply development as a 

key instrument to counteract the root causes of unwanted migration. They also 

use legitimation strategies to get away with it. Coercive power, however, can 

only be imperfectly legitimated (Sleat, 2014; 2016).284 From a constructivist 

perspective, we may instead suggest that chapter 6 revealed that the EU 

wholeheartedly internalises global knowledge about the development benefits 

of migration. In both cases we need to clarify the assumptions of EU policy-

makers about the effects of development on migration trends. With an overly 

simplistic view about the migration-development nexus, the EU runs a risk of 

arriving at counterproductive and ineffective policy interventions. If develop-

ment led to more migration rather than less, realists would have to explain 

why the development agent norm appears to overtake the root causes norm in 

importance. 

As I noted before, the EU is aware of the stubborn facts of the ‘migration 

hump’. Although this appears to be exiguous knowledge, it may have damp-

ened the enthusiasm around the root causes norm (Schöfberger, 2019: 524). 

UN and World Bank data covering 45 years are available on the ‘mobility 

transition’ (Zelinsky, 1971). This data shows how emigration rates increase 

with economic development until a threshold at an upper-middle income level 

is reached, where emigration rates again start falling. When countries reach an 

average per capita income above the range of $7,000-8,000, emigration rates 

tend to diminish. This migration hump or inverted U-curve has looked quite 

similar in every decade between 1960 and 2010 (Clemens, 2014: 6):285 

 
284 Goddard and Krebs argue that legitimation is linked to the portrayal and assessment 

of available policy options and that the effects of legitimation depend on governments’ 

need for mobilisation and the visibility of policies: “Legitimation is integral to how 

states define the national interest and identify threats” (Goddard and Krebs, 2015) 

(quoted from abstract). 
285 Rapid economic growth is often coupled with higher capital inflows, rationalisation 

of the local and rural work force resulting in lay-offs, privatisation of land, and in-

creased market competitiveness. These processes might be economically and socially 

destabilising and are likely to increase emigration. Moreover, growth in developing 
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The rise and fall are substantial in magnitude: countries at the turning point 

have net emigration rates two or three percentage points higher than the world’s 

poorest countries—measured in percentage of the population per decade. The 

world’s richest countries exhibit emigration rates two or three percentage points 

lower than countries at the turning point (ibid.).  

 

A key issue for a realist analysis then is what EU policymakers do with such 

knowledge. EU policymakers seem to have an ossified belief that migration 

pressure would abate in the longer term, beyond the hump-effect. Its argu-

ments are hardly circumstantial. Thereby, the EU does not seem to have 

weighted available evidence in order to come up with a rational strategy.286 

Using power statecraft and legitimising the root causes norm by referencing 

development as an objective, demonstrates how “legitimation strategies mat-

ter because they are a source of power politics” (Goddard, 2018: 15). At the 

same time, morality is at play in accordance with classical realism. Looking 

at legitimation may reveal embedded beliefs and motives of EU policymakers 

(Barkin, 2019: 36). 

While there are numerous, ardent academic supporters, substantial schol-

arly critique against the hump thesis is only recent and cannot have influenced 

the EU strategy since the early 1990s (Benček and Schneiderheinze, 2020; 

Berthiaume et al., 2021).287 On the basis of annual data, the counterclaim is 

that the countries with lower emigration rates situated on the left side of the 

hump, are usually relatively poorer countries. They have larger populations 

and geographic distance to OECD countries, with fewer colonial ties, and they 

are often landlocked. Thus, although more development may bring less mi-

gration, the potential success rate for influencing migration propensity 

through development cooperation remains bleak (Benček and Schneider-

heinze, 2020). The EU would seemingly still have to keep on pouring money 

into a bottomless pit. 

 
countries might facilitate higher emigration levels both as more people can afford to 

migrate when globalisation reduces airfares and other travel costs, and as more people 

can utilise existing migrant networks (Massey, 1990). 
286 The presumed interrelationships between migration and development are not clear-

cut and have changed over the years. It is evident that “the idea of root causes is con-

ceptually unclear and imprecise, bestowing a false sense of linear simplicity on a tan-

gled, multidimensional, and delicate web of factors that influence migration” (Collett 

and Ahad, 2017: 29). 
287 Benček and Schneiderheinze (2020: 7) argue that the “overall hump-shape seems 

to be driven significantly by rather few stark outlier countries” based on a further 

analysis of country size (physical and population size). According to another recent 

reappraisal, there is no causality although data indicate an inverted U-shaped relation-

ship: “for a given low-income country, an increase in economic development does not 

lead to higher emigration”. Instead, there is “evidence that emigration rather declined 

with economic development” based on 44 countries transitioning from low-income to 

middle-income status (Berthiaume et al., 2021: 27). 
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Therefore, it is too early to scrap the hump thesis. We may still argue that 

it shows how very significant individual gains can be made by migrants leav-

ing middle income countries, which is a powerful incentive for further emi-

gration trends. Notwithstanding this, EU policymakers remain adamant about 

externalisation despite proof against the idea of reducing the root causes of 

migration through development (Clemens, 2018: 4-5). Realists’ arguments are 

thus not unassailable. They need to explain why EU policymakers do not take 

the migration hump sufficiently into account: “[i]n short, there is enough evi-

dence now for researchers to be confident that the mobility transition exists, 

and for policymakers to move beyond ‘development instead of migration pol-

icies’” as development is expected to generally lead to more migration, rather 

than less (Clemens, 2014: 31).288 

Many politicians, government officials, and experts in the EU are aware of 

the migration hump and the mobility transition, and know that development 

cooperation alone is no silver bullet to stop unwanted migration (see e.g. DIE, 

2017: 1). Still, as we saw in chapter 6, EU actors overall continue to brazen it 

out, believing that more development and aid generally will reduce unwanted 

migration. Perhaps this view can be traced back to the famous Heckscher-

Ohlin-Samuelson model, which has also been used to argue that “industrial-

ized countries should make sufficient capital grants to developing countries to 

eliminate the incentive of their citizens to emigrate”. This model has influ-

enced some epistemic communities of economists as such “transfer of capital 

fosters a Pareto optimum and hence economic efficiency” (Kohn, 2005: 71).289 

In sum, the prevailing knowledge structure influences the EU. From a re-

alist perspective, the EU has been selective about utilising knowledge and par-

ticular research results while ignoring others to gain advantages according to 

its self-interest. Prudence, according to classical realists, would however sug-

gest that EU policymakers should “not become over-confident about [...] 

[their] knowledge of the world” (Barkin, 2010: 126). The question from a re-

alist standpoint is, then: why does the EU appear irrational in relation to social 

 
288 In addition, development might even bring more of the unwanted low-skilled. A 

10 per cent increase in the income differentials between two countries might lead to 

migration flows picking up by 3.1 per cent. The lower skilled tend to migrate more 

often with growing wages up to a peek around $5,011 (at 2011 PPP). This pattern is 

absent for people with higher education since they are expected to already have more 

resources to migrate (OECD, 2017: 106, 119). 
289 This illustrates, again, how both migration and development policies are embedded 

in asymmetrical power relations between the North and the South, and “the connection 

between migration and development is the product of a political and scientific con-

struction” (Geiger and Pécoud, 2013: 369). Therefore, we can likely benefit from a 

primarily realist constructivist analysis. In other words: “[a]ny theory that seeks to 

understand the world must [...] seek to integrate both ideas and material forces” (Gil-

pin, 2001: 20). Realism, thus, only tells half of the story and the dominant mode of 

statecraft appears to have been leveraged statecraft. 
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normative structures? Power statecraft runs the risk of gravely misunderstand-

ing the character of development if policymakers would not shift to migration 

statecraft. Although realists do not pay attention to normative structures, we 

have clearly seen that they matter for regime cooperation. 

Ideational statecraft and the development agent norm 

Constructivists focus on ideas, so it is crucial to look at where the EU’s ideas 

on the development agent norm came from. If we find that those ideas origi-

nated in global epistemic communities, we may conclude that the EU has been 

a norm-taker through socialisation. This is why this thesis refers to the role of 

ideational statecraft for the development agent norm as the most likely case 

for constructivism. Constructivists also focus on knowledge as part of social 

construction. Knowledge can be instrumental in gaining other benefits, which 

do not necessarily have to do with poverty reduction. If political normative 

structures consist of epistemic communities that produce certain kinds of 

knowledge which also become politicised, we need to explore what aspects of 

that knowledge were internalised by EU actors. This section will, therefore, 

focus on whether assumptions about constructivist socialisation hold.  

Labour markets and public policies 

First, however, we will look at the use of knowledge in the case of labour 

markets and public policies as a concrete example of ideational statecraft. 

Statecraft depends on knowledge of both values and substantive objectives 

(Lamborn and Mumme, 2019). Fulfilling the development agent norm, as dis-

cussed in chapter 6, would require positive effects of emigration on source 

country labour markets. There is, however, no clear-cut evidence in this re-

gard. Whether emigration brings mainly positive or negative labour market 

effects depends partly on whether the country is losing scarce, skilled labour, 

or if it is mainly surplus labour which leaves (unemployed and underem-

ployed). The profile as well as the number of migrants will affect labour mar-

ket outcomes. Unlike the Commission’s reference to unemployment being the 

number one cause of emigration (see also chapters 7 and 8), in most cases both 

employed and unemployed emigrate (Collyer, 2004). 

The OECD has admittedly argued that “a shortage of jobs can increase mi-

gration pressures, which can drain societies in developing countries of both 

well-educated and unskilled people” (OECD, 2009: 3). However, some stud-

ies indicate wage gains among remaining residents as an effect of emigration 
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(Lucas, 2005).290 Positive labour market outcomes, nevertheless, cannot be 

taken for granted. There are several cases of the opposite effect (ibid.; Elsner, 

2015: 1).291 An ILO study for example found that emigration of people with 

prior domestic employment was harmful to the local economy in Egypt. It was 

hard for employers to replace those who left with workers from other sectors. 

The result included skills shortages in parallel to growing unemployment, 

leading to even more emigration (Collyer, 2004). Likewise, while it is more 

common that young people migrate, the alternative to emigration, namely that 

youth remain unemployed at home, may be harmful to development and may 

even trigger more emigration (OECD, 2009: 71, 74). EU policymakers seem 

to have excised mention of any such contradictions from their Communica-

tions and Council Conclusions.292 

Searching for policy-relevant knowledge, the EU Commission’s DG Devco 

recently funded a large-scale study on migration and public policies which 

fitted the overall mainstreaming strategy, but which also took on the root 

causes issues. The study was carried out by the OECD in ten countries across 

all world regions. It found that a range of public sectorial policies have the 

potential to influence migration propensity. As far as public employment pol-

icies and public employment programmes are concerned, they can affect mi-

gration decisions. They may improve employment rates and income levels lo-

cally and reduce emigration. Policies can for instance contribute to job crea-

tion in rural areas for farm workers as an alternative to seasonal migration. Job 

placement that is geared towards national coverage, rather than just focusing 

 
290 Examples include various workers in Mexico, construction workers in Pakistan, 

and manufacturing and agricultural workers in the Philippines. Wages in Sri Lanka 

increased for a while as a consequence of migration but later decreased due to other 

factors and may have triggered further emigration. In Albania, migration played a role 

in employment creation by facilitating the transition from employment in the state 

sector to the private sector. This positive effect was discernible as many migrants re-

turned with their savings and started small businesses (Lucas, 2005). 
291 More recent studies summarise the differentiated impacts on source countries: “In 

the short term, emigration leads to labor shortages that increase the wages of non-

emigrants with skills similar to those of emigrants (generally high-skilled workers), 

while lowering the wages of workers with different skills (often low-skilled workers). 

In the long term, however, the wage effects can be negative” (Elsner, 2015: 1). 
292 Furthermore, there is an important link between the levels of employment (a secure 

income) and emigration (an insurance against income loss) among youth in develop-

ing countries: “it would be inadequate to infer that successful assistance for youth job 

creation will clearly deter emigration. This is because the greatest engine of youth job 

creation is economic growth, which in poor countries tends to raise emigration” 

(Clemens and Postel, 2018: 12). Potential migrant households, moreover, look at rel-

ative gains – relative deprivation – as well as absolute gains from emigration. They 

are thus influenced by general development in their societies (Stark, 1989, 2000). 



205 

on the local labour market, or alternatively the international market, is more 

likely to reduce emigration propensities (OECD, 2017: 144).293 

This example shows that the EU tries to amass policy-relevant knowledge 

regarding the migration-development nexus. The catchphrase ‘evidence-based 

policy’ may even become part of identity: “the policy ideas of states can in 

some circumstances become such a standard reference point for action that 

they take on a value in their own right and define self-image. Policy ideas fuse 

into identity. States become what they do” (Legro, 2009: 41). However, they 

are also constrained by political normative structures. The EU has not applied 

knowledge in a generative way. At the end of the day, the ‘evidence’ turned 

out to be a severely biased selection of vast and often contradictory research. 

Much of it went under the radar for policymakers. This is why we need to 

further delve into the research-policy nexus in order to pinpoint how various 

actors politicise science.  

Politicisation of the research-policy nexus 

It has been claimed that the research-policy nexus in liberal democracies is 

characterised by “the simultaneous scientification of politics and the politici-

sation of science” (Weingart, 1999; Tamas, 2019: 127).294 In the past few dec-

ades there has been a general growth in interest in producing more evidence-

based policies (Parkhurst, 2017; Head, 2010; Davies, Nutley and Smith, 

2000a: 2). We can witness such a trend also within the EU, and there are var-

ious studies that show an influence of researchers’ ideas and knowledge on 

policymakers (see e.g. Balch, 2009). However, it is clear that policymakers 

often refrain from taking into account available research. They may even go 

against sound evidence provided by the academic community or international 

organisations (Nutley and Webb, 2000: 13).295 More recently, in addition, 

‘post-factual’ politics have become more widespread, questioning the behe-

moth of academic knowledge (Villumsen Berling and Bueger, 2017). 

 
293 In addition, education policies may be adjusted to cater in a better way to domestic 

labour market needs in order to reduce emigration, as well as to promote the return of 

migrants with children. Social protection and health policies can reduce insecurities 

and vulnerabilities among people. There is evidence on reduced emigration rates 

linked to access to social insurance coverage, including e.g. unemployment insurance, 

disability pay, free medical care, child day-care, and pensions. However, also the op-

posite effect has been observed (OECD, 2017: 144-147). 
294 This section partly builds on Tamas (2019). 
295 A word of caution regarding the role and influence of epistemic communities and 

other forms of research-policy linkages is, thus, motivated by the relative scarcity of 

cases where policymakers pay obvious attention to research and scholarly work. There 

is commonly a gap between academic work and policymaking in most areas of inter-

national relations (Walt, 2005). 
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In order to detect socialisation, we may look at advocacy models and learn-

ing models. In the former, policymakers regard science as only one of multiple 

voices trying to influence policymaking. In the latter, “all actors are con-

structed as ‘inquirers’ engaged in a process of social learning through social 

debate.” Policymaking and changes in policies can then also be regarded as a 

process of “trial-and-error” (Hoppe, 2005: 211; see also Tellmann, 2016). 

Within epistemic communities, researchers and experts may become advo-

cates, assuming the role of policy advisers. Even if only indirectly, experts 

may influence decision-making by constructing ideas about the interrelation-

ships between migration and development (cf. Weiss, 1991: 38). They are then 

engaged in ‘speaking truth to power’ (Wildavsky 1979), although there may 

be many different and conflicting ‘truths’.296 One of them concerns when 

elected policymakers turn to experts because of their disciplinary knowledge. 

Such knowledge may conflict with the politicians’ mission to represent their 

voters’ expectations. This could clash with democratic assumptions (Heazle 

and Kane, 2016: 1). 

Still, knowledge based on epistemic communities may constitute several 

functions for policymakers – a substantiating function used to illustrate the 

capacity of policymakers to make informed evidence-based decisions; a legit-

imising function when showcasing evidence-based decision-making and 

claiming larger stakes to resources and jurisdiction; and an instrumental func-

tion whereby research is used to improve substantive policies and output, i.e. 

practical problem-solving (Boswell, 2015; see also Boswell, 2009). All three 

functions could in fact be identified within a constructivist framework. Nev-

ertheless, not even astute policymakers may want to have academic experts 

working close to them as this could interfere with or contradict policymaking. 

It can be risky to ignore causal explanations based on theory, however, as 

“theory is an essential tool of statecraft. Many policy debates ultimately rest 

on competing theoretical visions, and relying on a false or flawed theory can 

lead to major foreign policy disasters” (Walt, 2015).297 Our analysis thus needs 

to go beyond the mainly empirical, descriptive story in chapter 6. 

Policymakers often rummage through research for the purpose of legitimis-

ing their ideas and policies. They “mainly seek research results to back up 

convictions they already held and decisions they have already taken” (Knorr, 

1976: 1). Scientists within the Commission’s expert committees do not gen-

erally find major signs of strategic knowledge utilisation in the drafting of EU 

policy proposals. Instead, they see how the instrumental function characterises 

 
296 Still, scientific research may have various, sometimes unintended, impacts on pol-

icymaking. At the same time, policymakers often refer to research mainly as a source 

of legitimation of their policy choices (Hoppe, 2005: 203; see also Weiss, 1977). At 

the end of the day, policymakers are practitioners for whom “the role of inarticulate 

knowledge” should not be downplayed (Cornut, 2015: 13). 
297 Quoted from abstract.  
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policymaking (Rimkute and Haverland, 2015). The use of the substantiating 

function and the instrumental function are being diminished in the migration 

policy area where symbolic politics and rhetoric dominate as a mode through 

which legitimacy can be sought (Boswell, 2015: 37). Moreover, we need to 

take into account that policymakers do not use scientific research in a direct 

way, rather as primarily a source of inspiration, ideas, and general orientations 

(Weiss, 1977). 

Research may then still have some effects on strategic decisions. Policy-

makers sometimes also take into account uncomfortable findings (ibid.). One 

such uncomfortable research result is the migration hump as shown in chapter 

6. The Commission chose to refer to it in its Communications rather than try 

to hide it. However, it applied its own optimistic interpretation not to under-

mine the root causes norm. Migration would only increase temporarily 

through development, and then diminish, argued the Commission. However, 

this piece of knowledge seems to be of key importance for the integrity of the 

root causes norm, and the whole migration and development regime. As sug-

gested by my indicator, realists suppose that actors are rational with complete 

information, not in need of science to ferret out the intricate causal links. How-

ever, would it not constitute irrational action if the EU went against available 

consensus knowledge in epistemic communities? From a constructivist point 

of view, instead, the logic of appropriateness in the longer-term may make 

sense and serve as an expression of socialisation. 

What is more, “[a]s the EU... began gathering clues about migrants’ behav-

iour, it became increasingly aware how little it knew about who might come 

next” (Parkes, 2017: 39). The risk then was that policymakers might gravely 

over-simplify the compound realities studied by epistemic communities: “The 

implication is that policy interventions have a structural tendency to ‘short‐

circuit’ the complexity of the migratory processes they are attempting to steer” 

(Boswell, 2011: 12).298 The prime interests of the policymaker represent a key 

factor in this regard:  

Attention to the role of ideas and knowledge in policy should not mean the 

wholesale abandonment of interests as explanatory variables, just as interest-

based accounts need to acknowledge the discursive dimension of the political. 

The lesson is that any debate which hinges on an oppositional formulation of 

 
298 Meanwhile, an engineering approach to the research-policy nexus promotes func-

tional research which nevertheless confirms preconceived ideas, while selectively ex-

cluding other research (Scholten, 2007). While plenty of research is considered to be 

irrelevant, inaccessible, or too abstract (Davies, Nutley and Smith, 2000b: 360), it is 

clear that the EU “has based much of its policy-making power around the incorpora-

tion of scientific expertise into regulatory decision-making” (Balch, 2010: 11). 
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‘ideas versus interests’ can frequently end up as a dialogue of the deaf (Balch, 

2010: 33).299 

 

The research-policy nexus, therefore, does not consist of straight arrows as it 

rather demonstrates a curvilinear pattern. It can be described as somewhat 

cynical and politicised. While scholars may profess much puzzlement over 

cause and effect, people in charge need to be decisive. Constructivism can 

help us in regarding the interlinkages between epistemic communities and pol-

icymakers in the migration area as “mutually constitutive. Knowledge and be-

liefs shape perceptions of interests; but these interests in turn influence how 

knowledge is produced and deployed. The question then becomes how to un-

derstand this process of mutual constitution for the various actors engaged in 

policy processes” (Boswell, Geddes and Scholten, 2011: 5-6).300 In seeking 

answers, we need to look closer at what kind of research is being used in the 

global migration narratives. 

With this constructivist notion of mutual constitutiveness, the research-pol-

icy nexus, then, could also be placed within the overall realist constructivist 

approach applied by this thesis. Therefore, we need to continue to analyse how 

various kinds of strategic social construction are combined with socialisation 

of the development agent norm. Chapter 6 showed that normative structures 

are used by EU policymaking elites and that references are being made to 

knowledge. This chapter, however, has also illustrated the limited degree to 

which policymaking reflects current research in this area. The politicisation of 

the research-policy nexus becomes important as it forms part of the relations 

between EU policymakers and epistemic communities. These interlinkages 

may exert an important influence on norm-definition and regime formation.  

Leveraged statecraft and the development agent 

norm 

So far, we have seen that realism can explain some parts and constructivism 

other parts of the emergence of the development agent norm. Neither of them, 

however, can present a holistic view of how interests and ideas interact in the 

 
299 A large part of the arguments used by the Commission for e.g. producing migration 

profiles are rather superficial in the belief that “more and better usage of data on mi-

gration and research on its impacts would result in better policies” (Balch, 2010: 9). 

For constructivists, this might still be part of a process of socialisation. For realists, in 

contrast, what matters are rather the underlying interests of migration control. 
300 Researchers and policymakers can be at different distances from each other at dif-

ferent points in time, from a “co-evolutionary relationship” to a more autonomous and 

“selective mutual relationship” characterised by an instrumental and functional atti-

tude (Scholten, 2007: 260, 265). The EU and its member states can use ideational 

statecraft to decide on the suitable distance and what to take on board. 
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migration and development regime. An alternative approach, inspired by We-

ber, is to regard “ideas as well as interests [...] [as having] causal weight in 

explanations of human action” (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993: 4). In our case 

we will look at constitutive causality by analysing these issues further through 

realist constructivism with a focus on the economic normative structures. In 

addition to the historical context outlined in chapter 6, a global knowledge-

related setting will be presented here. It is assumed that by looking at global 

migration narratives, we will be able to detect how the EU not only used stra-

tegic social construction in its mainstreaming strategy, but also pursued stra-

tegic action while being subject to socialisation. 

Barkin points out that agency cannot be predicted. Otherwise, it would 

merely be reactive behaviour. This limits constructivism as well as classical 

realism in theorising agency as far as they share a logic of the social (Barkin, 

2010: 116-117). Nevertheless, constructivist analysis can be useful for policy-

makers who would like to purposefully change global normative structures 

and international order. This is because constructivism can explain historical 

change, pinpoint social structures where change might happen, and prescribe 

agency. For some, norm change is attributed to accretion or to unintended side 

effects (ibid., 113-114). For others, constructivism fails to explain how iden-

tities are affected by crises as the latter obliterate the shared, intersubjective 

expectations (Mattern, 2005: 10). Nevertheless, the notion of leveraged state-

craft may ideally signify agency in relation to both norms and normative struc-

tures. 

The contestedness of the migration-development nexus 

There is no consensus definition of the migration-development nexus at the 

global level. This issue area has been “contested and constantly evolving” 

since the early 2000s (ECDPM/ICMPD, 2013: 21).301 Such contestedness 

(Wiener, 2014, 2018) relies on interests and the bargaining process among 

international organisations and states. As the legitimacy of most international 

organisations on migration, with a few exceptions, has been weak, their nar-

ratives have attempted to strengthen legitimacy by coupling migration with 

other issue areas where their expertise and mandates are stronger, such as de-

velopment and human rights (Pécoud, 2015: 71-72). It would also help them 

 
301 Much has changed since the “euphoria around the nexus in the early 2000s, and 

most involved parties today agree that there is no simple one-way relationship be-

tween migration and development” (Nyberg-Sørensen, 2016: 1). Moreover, “the in-

ternational development discourse has shifted from development to curtail migration 

to migration in support of development, but […] it is very likely that the pendulum 

soon will swing back the other way” given the vested interests in the migration-secu-

rity nexus (Nyberg-Sørensen, 2012: 72). Development is still being discursively con-

structed and reduced to an instrument of migration control policy (ibid.), but not only. 
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if states backed them up with legitimacy enhancing communication (Dellmuth 

and Tallberg, 2020). Global migration narratives as well as those of the EU, 

need to bring together two contradictory agendas on “‘development instead of 

migration’ and on ‘more migration for development’ respectively” (ibid., 

74).302 

If realists were right, knowledge production would also be influenced by 

the more powerful in pursuit of their fundamental material interests. Could 

that be a key to whether realism or (realist) constructivism is the most useful 

here? The idea that migrants can serve as development agents was already 

around half a century ago (Turner and Kleist, 2013: 198). It formed part of a 

“pendulum” of more or less positive and negative attitudes towards the effects 

of migration on development. Governments and epistemic communities 

shared a predominantly positive view in the post-war period, during the 1950s 

and 1960s, overtaken by a more pessimistic view, dominated by discourse on 

the brain drain from the early 1970s up to the 2000s. A growing attention to 

the positive brain gain potential has taken over in the more recent decades. 

Moreover, the pendulum swings within migration and development narratives 

also mirror similar shifts within development theory, reflecting ideological 

changes over the decades (de Haas, 2012: 10-11). 

The positive approach can be illustrated by calculations of the potential 

benefits from international migration. The World Bank claimed that if high-

income countries would allow a 3 per cent rise in the proportion of developing 

country workers in their labour force over the period 2001-2025, the global 

gains in gross wage income in 2025 would amount to $356 billion (World 

Bank, 2005).303 Nevertheless, policymakers in the EU remained cautious 

against overly positive as well as excessively negative approaches to the mi-

gration-development nexus. It made sense to acknowledge that “migration 

alone cannot remove more structural development constraints.” For the EU it 

seemed important to take into account experiences and research from epis-

temic communities in order to avoid ending up with “naïve optimism” as pol-

icymakers (de Haas, 2012: 10). A state-focused realist approach could thus be 

weakened by such economic normative structures. 

Recalling that the epistemology of constructivism is about the social con-

struction of knowledge (Guzzini, 2000; Hynek and Teti, 2010), which experts 

were relevant to listen to for the EU? Most migration optimists, such as the 

 
302 Moreover, international organisations tend to construct a discourse whereby inter-

national migration becomes a global issue that needs global attention and cooperation, 

something which it is not automatically, independently of such conscious construction 

(Amaya-Castro, 2012). 
303 The potential gains were compared to the then annual ODA to developing countries 

of around $70 billion (Pritchett, 2006). Similar calculations have also arrived at posi-

tive results, which might exceed the benefits of all outstanding trade liberalisation of 

goods (Winters et al., 2002; Walmsley and Winters, 2003). 
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World Bank, were to be found among researchers applying a neoclassical eco-

nomic or “developmentalist” modernisation theory approach. Meanwhile, 

most migration pessimists, such as some developing country economists, were 

to be found within “structuralist” social theory, including neo-Marxist, de-

pendency, and world systems theories (de Haas, 2012: 12). These mood 

swings inherently illustrate how nexus research itself is socially and politically 

constructed. The dominant idea can empower certain actors and enable new 

coalitions of actors (Parsons, 2016). Realists and policymakers practising 

power statecraft need to exercise prudence to make rational decisions in such 

a context.304 

The question of the likely realist constructivist perspective is then raised. 

Could we arrive at a notion of knowledge which accepts socialisation as well 

as attempts to instrumentalise development cooperation also for other pur-

poses? In the vacillation between optimistic and pessimistic approaches there 

has been noticeable ideational change. The principle of ‘community’ in devel-

opment theory has emerged as a complement to ‘market’ and ‘state’ as the 

other main principles of social order. With a growing emphasis on civil soci-

ety, transnational migrants are increasingly included as collective actors 

(Faist, 2008). This is reflected by the development agent norm. The notion of 

community as understood here may correspond to the logic of the social in 

realist constructivism.305 It is then suitable to refer to Barnett and Duvall’s 

(2005: 57) constructivist concept of ‘productive power’: “A particular dis-

course of development orients action in one direction and away from oth-

ers”.306 

This puts state-centric realism into question and calls, rather, for a realist 

constructivist analysis. The shift explains the rise of a more positive view in 

 
304 Nevertheless, while power is the underlying driving force for such social construc-

tion, a realist constructivist approach seems more relevant than realism here: “the con-

ceptualisation of the migration and development nexus […] remains within a noncrit-

ical paradigm that sees their relation as natural, rather than politically and scientifi-

cally constructed. This conceptualisation is devoid of any consideration for the imbal-

anced power relations within which the nexus is embedded” (Novak, 2016: 30). 
305 In relation to the role of the state, the focus on import substitution and state-led 

industrialisation have waned to the benefit of the alternative grassroot-development 

strategies through decentralisation and localisation. There was also growing critique 

against the abilities of the ‘developmental’ state and a reorientation towards laissez-

faire, privatisation, deregulation, and market-driven growth. Development agencies 

started seeking counterparts among non-governmental organisations (Faist, 2008: 24). 
306 Realists could likely agree with the arguments that the recent optimistic research 

agenda is “partially driven by hidden political and economic agendas”, or even by a 

postcolonial posture (Gamlen, 2014; see also Davies, 2007; Bailey, 2010: 376). For 

constructivists, ideas about the migration-development nexus can be conceived of as 

knowledge battlegrounds, i.e. “as concepts that acquire different meanings and that 

are driven by different social forces depending on the epistemological perspective 

adopted” (Novak, 2016: 30).  
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regard to the potential contribution of migrants and diasporas to develop-

ment.307 It can also partly explain why the EU was ready to start regarding 

migrants as development agents, indicating the socialisation and internalisa-

tion of this idea. Still, for realists it might have been viewed as a useful lever-

age opportunity in relation to third countries to praise diaspora members as 

development agents. This is an example of the parallel existence of Weber’s 

notions of instrumental rationality and value rationality (Weber, 1978: 25-26). 

Meanwhile, not realising that the diaspora could be regarded as an ingredient 

in the root causes speaks against realism as an explanation. 

These changes within the economic normative structures and the overall 

development regime, thus had repercussions within the European migration 

and development regime. Another change was the emerging tension between 

this focus on individual agency, which can manifest itself in the individual’s 

wish to improve his or her life chances and to become a migrant, and the in-

terest among EU member states in exercising power statecraft based on na-

tionalism, sovereignty, and protectionism. Linking migration with develop-

ment as leverage started figuring as a possible solution to such tensions. Here 

again, we may refer to ‘productive power’ which “concerns discourse, the so-

cial processes and the systems of knowledge through which meaning is pro-

duced, fixed, lived, experienced, and transformed”. It is also about social iden-

tities and capacities produced by such processes and systems (Barnett and Du-

vall, 2005: 55). We therefore need to analyse a number of key, historical 

events where both socialisation and strategic action developed within a con-

text of co-constitution. 

The emergence of migration-development nexus politics 

It should be noted that the nebulous concept of co-development envisioning 

the migrant as a development agent was already used by France around 1985 

and then also by the EU (Faist and Fauser, 2011: 7) (see chapter 4). However, 

the first important global narrative on migration and development emerged as 

the outcome of the 1994 International Conference on Population and Devel-

opment (ICPD) in Cairo adopted by 179 UN member states. It addressed the 

plight of displaced persons and the need “to find solutions to the root causes 

of their displacement in view of preventing it.” It also spoke about the need to 

“address the root causes of migration, especially those related to poverty”. 

Basic notions from this embryonic stage became established among policy-

makers. Many of the later ideas in regard to migration and development 

 
307 Moreover, there was a reinforced focus on the individual, concomitant with con-

cepts such as individual agency, empowerment, and human capital, “reflected in the 

emergence of norms and institutions” (Newman, 2003: 9; see also Faist, 2008: 24). 
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presented in EU narratives in chapter 6 were thus established already in this 

early global document (ICPD, 1994: 102, 106).308 

Following the Cairo conference, in the period 1994-2003, the United Na-

tions (UN) through the second committee of the General Assembly, also ad-

dressed the issue of possibly convening a UN conference on international mi-

gration and development. However, it came a cropper as at the time this was 

thought to be too controversial and the EU was among the blockers (IOM and 

UNFPA, 2012: 1; Parkes, 2017: 119). However, the migration-development 

nexus had been established and later on, the General Assembly in 2001 “called 

upon the United Nations system and other relevant organisations to continue 

to address the issue of international migration and development” (United Na-

tions, 2002c: 1).309 

Over the years, there has been a change in focus from the broader aspects 

of the migration-development nexus to the narrower economic impact of re-

mittances. While the latter was brought in through the data gathering activities 

and publications of the World Bank and IMF,310 the ILO and IOM continued 

to also focus on migrant rights, migrants’ working conditions, and issues of 

diaspora relations, return, and reintegration. There has clearly been “a contin-

uous struggle over the framing of the issue, both within and between the dif-

ferent institutions.” This contestation and competition among international or-

ganisations have been repeated at the level of the EU. Policymakers within its 

institutions and in member state administrations bought into this assortment 

of ideas (Lavenex and Kunz, 2008: 449; cf. Wiener, 2014). 

The migration-development nexus has thus been pushed forward by inter-

national organisations and international processes since around 2000 within a 

global, economic normative structure. They have influenced EU actors’ causal 

 
308 Starting around the end of the Cold War era, international cooperation and global-

ising migration narratives exhibited a “dual and ambivalent nature”. On the one hand, 

internationalisation of this policy issue area was characterised by the wish for main-

taining the ability of receiving states in the EU to control migration and preserve sov-

ereignty. On the other hand, there was an emerging interest in addressing the devel-

opment-related benefits of migration. This trend was also fed by the perceived migra-

tion crises and the ineffectiveness of unilateral state control measures (Pécoud, 2015: 

19-20). 
309 IOM played an important role in pushing for the migration and development 

agenda in the early years, actually right from the start of that organisation’s mission. 

Already in 1964, IOM had launched Migration for Development programmes, fol-

lowed by a Return of Talent programme for Latin America in 1974. These were, at 

the time, still rare initiatives. The ILO had already taken into account the role of re-

mittances back in 1949, through ILO Convention on migration No. 97, by arguing that 

their transfer should be facilitated by countries. However, it was not until the involve-

ment of the World Bank through the 2003 publication the Global Development Fi-

nance Annual Report, focusing on remittances, that there was a rapid growth in global 

migration-development nexus narratives (Lavenex and Kunz, 2008: 446-447). 
310 International Monetary Fund. 
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beliefs, interests in policymaking, and politics in this regard. Ideas became 

“road maps” to navigate a situation without a clear equilibrium (Goldstein and 

Keohane, 1993). There was both a technical and an issue bias in the evidence 

base (Parkhurst, 2017). EU decision-makers started to realise that the tradi-

tional, short-term, and control-oriented response was insufficient. Still, the in-

stitutional settings did not change much and the firmly established control pol-

icy mind-set did not enable any far-reaching degrees of policy coherence 

(Lavenex and Kunz, 2008).311 

We nevertheless need to bear in mind that “the intensification of the migra-

tion-development discourse in international institutions has not left the EU 

unaffected: it has pushed the EU to rethink its approach to adopt the migration-

development nexus and design measures to implement this shift.” For in-

stance, preparing for the HLD as described in chapter 6 motivated the EU to 

think about development policy coherence. This should then be contrasted to 

recurrent crisis situations described in chapter 4, which indicated that a secu-

ritising approach would not be sufficiently effective (Lavenex and Kunz, 

2008: 449). Realist constructivists can understand EU narratives as the full 

amalgamation of power and ideas. Bringing together migration and develop-

ment through migration statecraft, the EU addresses both policy objectives at 

once, although tilting towards the root causes norm.312 

The UN started showing a growing interest in the issue of global govern-

ance of international migration and its links to development when the so-

called ‘Doyle Report’ was commissioned by Secretary-General Kofi Annan 

and published in 2002. The report led to the setting up of the GCIM. Its 2005 

report summarised the task ahead in the following way: “migration must form 

part of national, regional and global development strategies. [...] It is in the 

interest of all countries that a different approach be adopted” (GCIM, 2005: 

23-24). GCIM highlighted the importance for developing countries to work 

with the migration-development nexus. It also aired the view that all countries 

 
311 Therefore, the EU migration policy community still regards “development mainly 

as an instrument of migration policy rather than the other way round” (Lavenex and 

Kunz, 2008). One illustration of this is the issue of return. It is not self-evident that 

the return of migrants in general would always be beneficial to the source countries. 

Encouraging the return of low-skilled workers could result in welfare losses for the 

country of origin by reducing remittances, while welfare gains could instead be max-

imised by the return of middle-aged workers with high levels of education (Hussain, 

2015). In EU narratives about the need to enforce return of irregular migrants due to 

EU self-interest, such contradictory development aspects for the source country are 

usually not taken into account. 
312 Lavenex and Kunz provide a realist reading in this regard, although I argue that 

also socialisation in the EU is at play (Lavenex and Kunz, 2008: 454). 
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(thus also migrant destination countries) would need to make progress in this 

regard, also when formulating development initiatives.313 

Then in 2006, the first UN HLD on international migration and develop-

ment took place.314 There was overall agreement on the proposal from the Bel-

gian government as well as the Secretary-General that a global forum should 

be established. This reflected an idea presented in the GCIM report. States and 

other stakeholders could then discuss migration and development issues in a 

comprehensive and systematic fashion, focusing on practical and evidence-

based measures. Thus, the GFMD was set up, starting in 2007 under Belgian 

Chairmanship. Strikingly, the EU member states provided chairs also in 2009 

(Greece), 2013-2014 (Sweden), and 2017-2018 (Germany, together with the 

co-chair Morocco). Along with the European Commission, they became ac-

tive participants in the GFMD. It has been noted that “the GFMD has the po-

tential to socialise states” (Rother, 2019: 1258). 

Also in 2006, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General on Inter-

national Migration and Development, Peter Sutherland, was appointed by 

Kofi Annan. He became an important link between the UN and the GFMD 

process. Meanwhile, cooperation and coordination among UN agencies on mi-

gration and development was intensified through the setting up of the Global 

Migration Group (GMG) in 2006, also based on a proposal from the GCIM.315 

The GMG contributed to the further expansion of a global discourse on the 

migration-development nexus. The GMG has noted that “countries at all lev-

els of growth and development have an interest in the links between interna-

tional migration and development” (Global Migration Group, 2013: 1). The 

 
313 Similarly, a predecessor to the GCIM was the so-called Berne Initiative, proposed 

by the government of Switzerland in 2001. It aimed to facilitate “inter-state dialogue 

and cooperation on migration management at the global level”, also including pro-

posals for cooperation on the links between migration and development, rather than 

regarding migration “as a threat to public security” (The Berne Initiative, 2005: 16). 

What is more, already in 1997-1998, two global meetings had been held within the 

so-called NIROMP-initiative (New International Regime for Orderly Movements of 

People) (Ghosh, 2000). 
314 UN member states at the summit agreed that international migration could be a 

“positive force for development” in both countries of origin and destination if the 

“right set of policies” were put in place. 

https://www.un.org/development/desa/pd/events/first-high-level-dialogue-interna-

tional-migration-and-development 
315 The GMG was an inter-agency collective of international organisations linked to 

the UN that in the period 2006-2018 promoted the application of international and 

regional norms and instruments in the area of migration and development. 

http://www.globalmigrationgroup.org/what-is-the-gmg 
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GMG has been one of the stakeholders in the globalising narratives on the 

migration-development nexus.316 

A higher density of activities among UN development agencies in the area 

of migration and human rights followed in this period. They can be exempli-

fied by the broadly circulated and quoted 2009 UNDP317 Human Development 

Report. Focusing on migration’s development benefits, it suggested six dif-

ferent reforms. They included more legal migration opportunities “so that 

more workers can emigrate”, and “mainstreaming migration into national de-

velopment strategies” (UNDP, 2009: v). While the latter was picked up by the 

EU in its own mainstreaming strategy, the former was of course more contro-

versial considering the root causes norm. The report also lamented the fact 

that at the time, despite the massive potential development gains to be reaped 

from migration, research on it was still limited compared to other develop-

ment-related policy areas (UNDP, 2009: 11).318 

So did policymakers go into the unknown, hoping for serendipity to strike? 

Not necessarily, as in contrast, IOM and UNFPA319 later wrote that since “the 

2006 HLD, through the Global Forum on Migration and Development and 

otherwise, the evidence base and thinking on international migration and de-

velopment have deepened significantly”. They also argued that “the debate on 

international migration and development has matured” (IOM and UNFPA, 

2012: 15-16). In any case, the EU took note of the 2006 HLD, which was 

followed up first in 2011 by an informal thematic debate on international mi-

gration and development, and then through a second HLD in 2013. The latter 

highlighted the importance of regional and global cooperation on the migra-

tion-development nexus (United Nations, 2013a: 1).320 

The following year, the General Assembly held a special session on the 20-

year follow-up of the Cairo ICPD. In the statement on behalf of the EU and 

its member states it was argued that “[d]evelopment and human rights are 

 
316 The timing of the EU’s 2005 Global Approach to Migration and the Commission’s 

Communication on migration and development, thus needs to be regarded within this 

global context. Nevertheless, in terms of the global debate there has also been some 

emerging critique against the optimistic stance: “The ‘migration-development nexus’ 

has become an established development mantra”, despite its linkage to migration con-

trol (Preibisch, Dodd and Su, 2016: 1). 
317 United Nations Development Programme. 
318 The UNDP report expressed it in the following way: “The potential of enhanced 

national and international mobility to increase human well-being leads us to expect 

that it should be a major focus of attention among development policymakers and 

researchers. This is not the case” (UNDP, 2009: 11). 
319 United Nations Population Fund. 
320 UN member states decided “to work towards an effective and inclusive agenda on 

international migration that integrates development and respects human rights by im-

proving the performance of existing institutions and frameworks” (United Nations, 

2013a: 1). 
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interrelated and we are committed to move towards a rights-based approach 

in EU development policy”. What is more, “[t]he EU and its Member States 

are pursuing efforts to maximize the positive impact of development in tack-

ling migration issues” (European Union, 2014). Not surprisingly then, the EU 

adapted its discourse in this context according to what was expected, in line 

with a logic of appropriateness. A whiff of the control policy perspective re-

mained in the wording “tackling migration”. Through migration statecraft, the 

EU attempted to portray its own actions as a good example of how to bring 

together migration and development issues within one coherent policy frame-

work.321 

The positive view on migration and development was also what character-

ised the Third International Conference on Financing for Development in Ad-

dis Ababa in July 2015, and the 2030 Agenda with the SDGs tabled in Sep-

tember 2015. The Addis Ababa Action Agenda included commitments on re-

mittances, the portability of earned social benefits, the recognition of foreign 

qualifications, reducing recruitment costs, and counteracting unscrupulous re-

cruiters (United Nations, 2015a: 50). Moreover, unlike the MDGs from 2000, 

migration was now included in the new global development agenda (United 

Nations, 2015b).322 

The EU had recognised and pushed for the positive links between migration 

and the post-2015 development agenda already before the agenda was 

adopted. The Commission also emphasised the role of collaboration, possibly 

in the hope of improving its overall relationships with transit and source coun-

tries of immediate interest to the EU. In its Communication on the post-2015 

development agenda it argued that the “international responsibility for migra-

tion management must be shared”. Furthermore, it believed that “migration 

provides an example of an issue which can be managed in a way that contrib-

utes positively to achievement of the SDGs” (European Commission, 2015g: 

14). Clearly, the EU brought together self-interest with benevolence while 

 
321 The EU’s optimistic discourse during these years echoed those of the UN. For 

example, Peter Sutherland argued in an article that migration is development (Suther-

land, 2013). Also well-established academic experts often joined in the chorus, high-

lighting the benefits of migration for development, while toning down its disad-

vantages (see e.g. Zimmermann, 2017). We may regard this global diffusion of the 

development agent norm as emergence, ‘norm cascades’, and socialisation (Finne-

more and Sikking, 2005). It could also be argued that global narratives and “discourse 

contributes to the constitution of the social structure of international development” 

(Stocchetti, 2013: 169). In other words, ideational structures became institutionalised 

and normalised, and thus socially constructed the realm of the possible among a range 

of actors (Hay and Rosamond, 2002). 
322 The goal to “[f]acilitate orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration and mo-

bility of people” was accompanied by several other references to migration, e.g. re-

ducing remittances costs to less than 3 per cent by 2030 and promoting safe and secure 

working environments for all, including migrant workers (United Nations, 2015b). 
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offering fringe benefits to partners. This indicates a prevalence of migration 

statecraft according to my indicator (see e.g. European Commission, 2015f: 

76). It also suggests that “knowledge and reality are mutually constitutive” 

(Jung, 2019: 2; see also Pouilot, 2007: 361). 

In parallel, the EU’s 2015 migration crisis contributed to a global “collec-

tive sense of crisis” (UNDP, 2020: 69; see also Kainz and Le Coz, 2022: 5) 

when the UN summit meeting on large movements of refugees and migrants 

took place in September 2016. The New York Declaration endorsed by 193 

member states, followed as the outcome of that meeting. The political signif-

icance of migration issues at the global level was mirrored by the fact that US 

President Barack Obama organised another summit meeting the following 

day. 2016 was the first time there had been a General Assembly session for 

heads of state and government on these issues. In the New York Declaration, 

the UN member states committed to “addressing the drivers that create or ex-

acerbate large movements” and they linked these efforts to the 2030 Agenda 

(United Nations, 2016: 9). This was an important step towards a new interna-

tional order regarding migration. 

The New York Declaration also called for the establishment of the GCM. 

Its aim to promote ‘safe, orderly, and regular migration’ was described with 

the same wording as had been included in the 2030 Agenda. This was the next 

decisive step. The aim of the GCM would be to “set out a range of principles, 

commitments and understandings among Member States regarding interna-

tional migration in all its dimensions” (ibid., 21). We may view this wording 

as an attempt to institute new norms on migration and development at the 

global level, although this would probably have to be a long-term goal. Insti-

tutions can also empower states, such as those in the South, through legitima-

tion and knowledge (Barkin, 2019: 36). While the Secretary-General António 

Guterres wanted to encourage all governments to promote the development-

related benefits of migration and reduce the negative side effects, he also ad-

vocated more legal pathways: 

The best way to end the stigma of illegality and abuse around migrants is, in 

fact, for governments to put in place more legal pathways for migration, remov-

ing the incentives for individuals to break the rules, while better meeting the 

needs of their labour markets for foreign labour (Guterres, 2017). 

 

Eventually, the adoption of the GCM marked an inflection point in global mi-

gration governance. The 2018 milestones of an Intergovernmental Conference 

in Marrakech and a UN General Assembly Resolution in New York323 were 

followed by the setting up of the UN Network on Migration to assist 

 
323https://refugeesmigrants.un.org/sites/default/files/180713_agreed_out-

come_global_compact_for_migration.pdf 
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governments in implementation.324 A united EU had first supported the work 

towards the Compact, while “the EEAS sought to leverage the GCM process 

to strengthen its leadership on EU external affairs more broadly” (Kainz and 

Le Coz, 2022: 6). The quoted priority conveyed by Guterres, however, con-

tributed to a split among EU member states.325 This pointed to the clear con-

tradictions and tensions between the root causes norm and the development 

agent norm. High Representative/Vice-President Federica Mogherini tried to 

address this conundrum, promoting the framework by arguing that responsi-

bilities and interests aligned:  

most of the countries – for instance in Africa – are at the same time countries 

of origin, of transit and of destination. It is not the North against the South, or 

the South against the North. We all share an interest to manage migration; we 

all have an interest in investing in sustainable development in the regions that 

need it the most; and we all have an interest in creating regular pathways for 

human mobility (European External Action Service, 2018a).326 

 

What Mogherini tried to achieve here was clearly migration statecraft. It con-

stituted rhetorical action, i.e. using arguments strategically (Schimmelfennig, 

2003), as well as strategic social construction (Finnemore and Sikking, 1998). 

The EU strategy was adapted, capitulating to the underlying development 

norms (Dimitrakopoulos, 2008). Recognition was concurrently wedged in-be-

tween the disguised expressions of self-interest. Power and ideas in this case 

are amalgamated and melded to an extent which motivates a synthesis be-

tween realism and constructivism, rather than two parallel enquiries. Never-

theless, to fully explain and understand the European migration and develop-

ment regime, we still need to analyse the significance of the globalisation of 

migration narratives from our theoretical framework. Welding power and 

ideas together is only the first step. Waiting for them to cohere requires en-

durance. 

 
324 This Network was established for the UN System to assist member states to imple-

ment the GCM and it also aimed to bring together all UN agencies in improved coor-

dination under the chairmanship of IOM. https://migrationnetwork.un.org/ 
325 Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Poland voted no, while Austria, Italy, Latvia, 

Bulgaria, and Romania abstained from voting, as Slovakia did not attend the vote. 

Their decisions can be regarded as political statements in relation to their anti-immi-

gration constituencies, demonstrating that they would not contribute to more favour-

able conditions for migrants (see Rasche and Dittrich, 2019). The Belgian government 

faced a crisis because of this very issue (Politico, 2018). 

https://www.un.org/press/en/2018/ga12113.doc.htm  

https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/1656414?ln=en 
326 No page numbers available. 
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Globalisation of migration narratives 

Discourse produced by international organisations, global commissions, and 

international conferences, as we have seen, can be characterised as the glob-

alisation of migration narratives. Most international organisations had no 

stake in international migration before the early 2000s, but have become in-

creasingly active through initiatives regarding the migration-development 

nexus. Nexus talk became ubiquitous. Academics were also involved. These 

global narratives “now comprise a relatively coherent body of knowledge and 

ideas”, both in terms of describing the current status of international migration 

(stocks, flows, characteristics)327 and what it should be, the latter through the 

production of policy recommendations (Pécoud, 2015: 3).328 The beliefs and 

perceptions of policymakers are shaped by such a knowledge structure 

(Strange, 2015) (see chapter 2). Those who dominate a narrative, such as 

Western liberals, will influence how identities and threat images are con-

structed, and the latter has a bearing on e.g. the allocation of foreign aid (Klotz 

and Lynch, 2007: 51). Meanwhile, global narratives are characterised by in-

tersubjectivity “rooted in collective understandings” (Rosamond, 2019: 80). 

Studying narratives according to constructivism can be regarded as an in-

terpretative method which can “uncover collective meaning, actors’ identities, 

and the substance of political interests” (Adler, 2005: 103). Narratives can 

depict “knowledge claims about migration” (Geddes, 2021: 5). Moreover, 

such narratives can be used by governments to legitimise their actions and 

desires (Pécoud, 2015: 48). While realists would argue that the influence of 

knowledge and evidence is subordinated to states’ interests, constructivists 

can claim that discourses and ideas do matter. Such possible effects of ideas 

can be gradual and less visible (ibid., 50). This understanding of the term “nar-

rative” is similar to the one of “policy narratives” described as “setting out 

beliefs about policy problems and appropriate interventions. [...] Increasingly, 

such narratives are also expected to draw on expert knowledge” (Boswell, 

Geddes and Scholten, 2011: 1; see also Shanahan, Jones and McBeth, 2011). 

 
327 According to available data for 2019, EU-28 received around 2.7 million immi-

grants from non-EU countries while roughly 1.2 million people emigrated from the 

EU to a third country. This can be compared to a net migration rate of zero in EU-15 

in 1985. This was also the year when negative net migration was replaced by positive 

net migration, indicating the relevance of starting this thesis with the year 1985. Re-

garding asylum-seekers, a sharp increase started in 1988, followed by a drop in 

1992/1993. The major 2015 peak in EU27 with more than 1.2 million has been fol-

lowed by a drop to 417,000 in 2020 (Juchno, 2007: 1; European Communities, 2002: 

9;https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Migra-

tion_and_migrant_population_statistics; 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Asylum_statistics). 
328 Pécoud is using the term international migration narratives, but I prefer globalis-

ing rather than international in order to make a clearer distinction between the EU 

migration and development regime level and the global level. 
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Thus, narratives bring together concepts of knowledge and episteme, dis-

course and identity, as well as power and legitimacy. Moreover, from the per-

spective of realism it could be argued that “discourse indeed serves to legiti-

mate the power of the orator” (Pécoud, 2015: 57), and from constructivism 

that “politics is largely about the confrontation of ideas”. If power and ideas 

are interwoven, however, then we need to look for leveraged statecraft. In-

deed, “[e]ven if a political decision is taken irrespective of any idea or dis-

course, it must be justified, and this implies the elaboration of a narrative that 

explains what is done, and why this is done” (ibid., 51). Laudable though the 

declared aim might be, the actual interventions might turn out to be deplorable. 

It is only realist constructivism that can capture both sides holistically when 

taking into account narratives and practices. 

It is important to grasp how the EU used this global context as a spring-

board for the construction of an EU migration and development regime. For 

instance, “international discussions and particularly major milestones […] 

regularly prompt European governments and the EU to re-position themselves 

vis-à-vis debates and emerging issues, and shaping them in return” (EC-

DPM/ICMPD, 2013: 38).329 This illustrates that EU narratives about the de-

velopment agent norm cannot be isolated from the globalisation of migration 

narratives. The actor-structure dimension is evident here. The EU is both be-

ing influenced by and trying to steer global discourses according to its own 

ideas and interests. This contrast showcases the relevance of migration state-

craft for the EU. It attempts to anchor the emerging regime within the 

knowledge structures that dominate the nexus (cf. Soguk, 1999: 46).330 

Moreover, the globalisation of migration narratives is often affected by re-

searchers’ prowess and “[e]xpert knowledge can play an important role in the 

construction and reproduction of policy narratives” (Boswell, Geddes and 

Scholten, 2011: 13). Epistemic communities have contributed to a reorienta-

tion and discursive shift in the construction of the migration-development 

nexus at a global level, not only in the EU. Thus, it is obvious that the “linking 

of migration and development has not only become a dominant paradigm in 

the EU, but also in international organisations and among academics more 

widely” (den Hertog, 2016: 33). This is evident in the description of migrants 

as development agents (see e.g. IOM, 2019b; United Nations, 2013b; Faist, 

 
329 This is evident from an external evaluation of EU policy coherence for develop-

ment arguing that “the development provisions included in the [Global Approach to 

Migration] respond to the political considerations at the time regarding the interna-

tional debate on the migration-development nexus” (European Commission, 2018a: 

62-63). Another study also points to the learning that may take place in the interaction 

with globalising knowledge structures: “European approaches are also influenced by 

the evolving nature of global debates” (ECDPM/ICMPD, 2013: 38). 
330 Statecraft practices must be geared towards seizing “new narrative and performa-

tive resources” if they are to help the EU reclaim its own ideas about political trans-

formations (Soguk, 1999: 46). 
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2008; Sinatti and Horst, 2014). The narrative has been used as a form of mi-

gration statecraft by the EU, not independently, but as a norm-taker.331 

The coupling of migration and development reflects “a broader seismic 

shift in global migration governance, from conflict to cooperation” (Crush, 

2013: 12). The migration-development nexus itself has become a constructed 

reality (Stern and Ojendal, 2010: 6). The reference to ‘nexuses’, i.e. the pair-

ing of two or more policy-relevant issue areas, can be regarded as “discursive 

constructions producing the realities that they seem to reflect, and thus serving 

certain purposes and interests” (Nyberg-Sørensen, 2012). Realist constructiv-

ism can help us understand such a mixing of ideas and interests through mi-

gration statecraft and strategic social construction. A related observation is 

that “the Union combines different sources of power to justify its actions based 

on common or … [internationally] adopted values, while advancing its own 

standards, ideas and interests as international norms and practices” (Stoc-

chetti, 2013: 268). 

We cannot exclude the influence of these global narratives on state action, 

or the actions of the EU.332 Less normative than ideology, policy narratives 

are in this sense about what will happen, rather than what should happen (Roe, 

1994: 36-37). The realm of the possible becomes fixed. This does not mean 

that the EU abjures all of its power resources. For instance, it used mobility 

partnerships and cooperation with stronger economies as ways to buddy with 

selected UN member states and rally support against a global liberalising dis-

course (Parkes, 2017: 121). When the EU performs migration statecraft, it re-

acts to the impact of economic normative structures. In this sense, the EU’s 

‘power to’ relates to “social relations of constitution” that “define who the 

actors are and what capacities and practices they are socially empowered to 

undertake” (Barnett and Duvall, 2005: 46).333 Based on this understanding, we 

 
331 As realist constructivism is based mainly on Morgenthau on the realist side, it is 

important to realise that he was sceptical to the rationalist tendency to model social 

science on the mechanical approach of natural sciences. Complexity limited the scope 

for prediction and the social scientist needed to be reflexive. In Morgenthau’s view, 

the multitude of causal links in the social world strongly circumscribed the potential 

for knowledge and the possibilities to control societies or international relations (Zam-

bernardi, 2020: 5). 
332 Instead, “critical development research has documented [international organisa-

tions’] role in shaping the way both ‘problems’ and ‘solutions’ are portrayed, and 

consequently, the potential influence of their narratives on the way development is 

thought about” (Pécoud, 2015: 3). The same argument is valid regarding the links 

between migration and development. 
333 This is why we need to ask whether the globalisation of migration narratives con-

tributes to norm diffusion and beliefs about the migration-development nexus, as well 

as behavioural change within the EU. From this vantage point it becomes important 

to understand how “knowledge and ideas influence (or do not influence) political de-

cisions” (Pécoud, 2015: 4). Norms may produce evidence-based ideas around which 
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now need to analyse the practices within this regime, which will be done in 

the following two chapters. 

Summary 

This congruence analysis has focused on the role of global normative struc-

tures and the tension between development norms and knowledge norms for 

the emergence of the EU development agent norm. It has scrutinised the role 

of legitimation of epistemic communities, politicisation of the research-policy 

nexus, and globalisation of migration narratives. It has looked at the construc-

tion of migrant resource transfers as main themes in policy coherence. There 

is vast and heterogeneous knowledge about the migration-development nexus, 

but there are still many unanswered questions. Whether migration enhances 

or impedes development differs from place to place and from time to time. EU 

policies are not always well adapted to national and regional conditions. 

EU policymakers have extensive amounts of scholarship to digest and 

make sense of within the European migration and development regime. While 

certain elements in this body of knowledge seem to reflect consensus within 

the most influential epistemic communities, many other dimensions are dis-

puted. Certain research is formulated in ways that correspond to policymak-

ers’ interests, while other output is regularly critical of policy choices and out-

comes. European policymakers choose symbolic, legitimising knowledge that 

suits their agendas, but must also be aware that interventions may be ineffec-

tive or may result in outcomes opposite to those expected. This may rid some 

policymakers of their nimbus of invincibility in terms of know-how. 

We have seen that the EU has drawn upon various epistemic communities 

when formulating its development agent norm. The EU has probably been so-

cialised but has also attempted to influence and steer the normative structures. 

The shifting globalisation of migration narratives and global knowledge pro-

duction in this area have thus influenced the construction of the European mi-

gration and development regime. An overly simplistic view on the migration-

development nexus and a lack of relevant policies at a level attentive to details 

is likely to lead to unexpected as well as suboptimal outcomes. Evidence-less 

policies are beset by daunting traps. Policymakers have therefore been bound 

to relate to knowledge and to leverage it to serve their goals. 

This chapter has also shown that EU policymakers used migration statecraft 

in the area of policy coherence and mainstreaming of migration into develop-

ment cooperation. The more they got into the migration-development nexus 

as something positive for global wealth, the harder it was to renounce 

 
actor’s expectations converge (as in regimes according to Krasner). That will enable 

international exchange among states with oftentimes highly diverging positions and 

experiences (ibid., 14). 
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allegiance to this idea. Migration and migrants have been used as leverage in 

order to reach development policy objectives, mainly poverty reduction. The 

regime has seen belief change, political pressure and persuasion, and institu-

tionalisation. The congruence analysis has demonstrated the advantages of the 

concept of migration statecraft and realist constructivism in this regard. Alt-

hough we have identified the development agent norm as an idea, it does not 

make sense to exclude power and interest when analysing it. The mechanism 

of leverage is the same, both when power is used to achieve certain ideas, and 

when ideas are used to demonstrate or gain power. 
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Chapter 8. Statecraft and regime practices 

This chapter will explore empirical evidence on practices at source, linking 

them to narratives and the two regime norms. It will focus on how the EU has 

jousted for position with third countries in regard to migration and develop-

ment. As we saw in the four previous chapters, the root causes norm and the 

instrumental use of development to cut down on unwanted migration are more 

or less entangled with the development agent norm aiming to reduce poverty. 

Both strategic action and socialisation are likely to be influenced by processes 

in which the EU acts intersubjectively in relation to those partners. Knowledge 

is embedded in normative structures which translate into structural power ben-

efitting some states at the cost of others (Broome and Seabrooke, 2021). To-

gether with a congruence analysis in chapter 9, this chapter will both bring 

together the core regime norms and delve into their transformation through 

interactionality. 

Several migration and development dialogues were set up in the period 

1985-2020. Most of them appeared in the 2000s and 2010s, and covered the 

inter-continental, inter-regional, neighbourhood, and bilateral levels. In this 

chapter, I will analyse a number of the most important processes, while bear-

ing in mind that there are also others that might function somewhat differ-

ently.334 The EU’s overall policy perspective was the guiding star of the dia-

logues, although it morphed from the Comprehensive and Global Approaches 

into the Partnership Framework. Dialogues were sugar-coated with a bevy of 

related projects. Several of those were spiffed up or rebranded to be presenta-

ble in more than one dialogue process. Mixed motives probably contributed 

to the regime norms remaining vague and elusive in the process of contestation 

(Van Kersbergen and Verbeek, 2007). It should be kept in mind that 

“[r]egimes are the result of continuous negotiations between actors” (Smith 

and Elgström, 2012: 303).  

We should also recall that bargaining and external policymaking originated 

in domestic needs and interests of the EU and its member states. While the 

relationships between the EU and third countries within these dialogue pro-

cesses is one of asymmetrical power, neither the Commission, as a key norm-

 
334 Those other dialogue processes include e.g. the Khartoum process and the Medi-

terranean Transit Migration dialogue, or target the Western Balkans, the Caribbean, 

India, China, Russia, Egypt, Nigeria, and Ethiopia (European Commission, 2016a, 

2016h, 2018c) https://www.icmpd.org/our-work/migration dialogues 
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entrepreneur, nor the EU as a unitary actor, are likely to be able to offer all 

that partner countries might wish for. A key reason is probably that the EU 

member states (as shown in chapters 4 and 5) have held on to competence in 

regard to admissions and legal migration opportunities, which may reduce the 

credibility and leverage of the Council, the Commission, and EEAS in the 

process of negotiations (Teodorescu, 2017: 124). As we shall see, financial 

contributions have constituted the EU side’s offer in most cases. Nevertheless, 

partners were hardly won over by side-payments as their main interest re-

mained opportunities for labour migration and mobility (Dimitriadi, 2016: 

2).335  

We should, therefore, also keep in mind that all these dialogue processes 

were initiated by the EU side as a full panoply of external relations. The locus 

of interaction might from the outset have been skewed towards EU interests. 

As the EU was the demandeur, it also needed something attractive to propiti-

ate its partners. The EU tasked the International Centre for Migration Policy 

Development (ICMPD) based in Vienna with providing a support function 

and a coordinating secretariat for a number of the dialogue processes. In this 

way, a significant number of the dialogues were similar in terms of dialogue 

structures, working methods, and even participation of individual officials. I 

will explore how norms were carried forward in a hands-on fashion. My focus 

on practices can then contribute to addressing the problem that norm research 

usually “disregards the tension between decision and implementation by clas-

sifying norms as diffuse background knowledge and ignoring their technical 

operationalization (logic of practicality)” (Huelss, 2017: 387). 

The dialogue with the South  

ACP-EU cooperation 

The first example of a partnership cooperation was originally situated outside 

the more mainstream migration cooperation frameworks. The 2000 Cotonou 

Agreement between the EU and almost 80 ACP developing countries covered 

migration in its Article 13. The parties were to take account of structural con-

straints linked to migration and promote economic and social development 

 
335 Material leverage is key as the EU’s offer of “incentives for partner countries are 

almost always financial, in the form of humanitarian or development aid, or expertise 

and capacity building, rather than offering avenues of legal migration. Incentives in 

terms of mobility of the partner country’s citizens – in the form of labour schemes, 

visa facilitation, or avenues of legal migration – remain secondary, despite being pro-

moted by the EU as the main means to encourage partners to curb irregular migration” 

(Dimitriadi, 2016: 2).  
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and poverty reduction in emigration regions. Moreover, the EU was to support 

the training of ACP nationals in their country of origin or in another ACP 

country. Such training in an EU member state would aim to facilitate labour 

market integration in the countries of origin (Higazi, 2005). The reception of 

this possibility was, however, lukewarm and implementation of the agreement 

was slow. One reason for the vacillation was the EU’s insistence on inserting 

language on readmission into Article 13. That part had passed by a narrow 

squeak. 

The Union was seeking leverage through a development cooperation 

framework for overall prevention. The Commission found it necessary to ar-

gue that raising illegal migration and readmission within this context was 

“fully legitimate”. This posturing illustrates that the issue was sensitive at the 

time (European Commission, 2002: 20). Nevertheless, a decision by the ACP-

EC Council of Ministers in April 2005 was to “ensure methodological support 

and capacity building in the field of migration and regional cooperation, fo-

cusing on south-south migration”. Funding was therefore mobilised for these 

purposes. In substance, the relatively modest sum of €25 million was set aside 

for inter alia the creation of an “intra-ACP migration capacity building facil-

ity”, under which an ACP Observatory on Migration was to be set up (OJEU, 

2005).  

The Cotonou Agreement was revised in Luxembourg in June 2005, but Ar-

ticle 13 remained intact.336 Ministers responsible for asylum and migration 

from countries within the ACP Group met for the first time in Brussels in April 

2006 and adopted a declaration and a plan of action (ACP Group of States, 

2006).337 The ACP-EC Joint Council of Ministers in June 2006 also included 

a debate on migration and development. It indicated a new impetus to link 

development policy and migration from the perspective of both source and 

destination countries. Moreover, there was a concrete move towards opening 

up the reserves of the long-term development envelope of the 9th European 

Development Fund (EDF) to support measures in the area of migration. Alt-

hough this dialogue overall went from a narrow focus on illegal immigration 

to encompass a broad range of migration and development issues, civil society 

actors have been critical towards using ODA to finance migration manage-

ment measures of this kind (ACP-EC Council of Ministers, 2006).338  

 
336http://www.acp.int/sites/acpsec.waw.be/files/accord_cotonou_revise_2010_en.pdf 
337 Some of those proposals were subsequently supported by a European Parliament 

report on migration issues. The European Parliament report also recommended that 

the EU and ACP in all their negotiations and agreements should include equal treat-

ment regarding social security as well as easier access to short-term visas for ACP 

nationals in the EU. The former was already provided for in the Lomé Convention but 

had not yet been applied (European Parliament, 2006). 
338 However, a Commission evaluation argued that results had been achieved inter 

alia in regard to the root causes of irregular migration (European Commission, 2016h: 
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The 2010 revision of this partnership included a broader joint declaration 

on migration and development which toned down the previous focus on read-

mission and referred more to development aspects.339 The EU thus made 

amends with some finesse. The partner countries had obtained more of their 

interests after a decade of cooperation although there remained divergent 

views about readmission (IOM, 2019a: 28). In May 2011, at the ACP-EU 

Council of Ministers, both sides recognised some progress but agreed that the 

ongoing dialogue should yield more concrete results by reinforcing opera-

tional cooperation in the next few years (ACP-EU Council of Ministers, 2011: 

2).340 Although some EU member states thought that reducing aid would 

demonstrate that the EU would not let the readmission issue rest, the majority 

were against it due to the political costs (Klavert and van Seters, 2012: 4).341  

The renegotiation of the ACP-EU cooperation framework due to expire in 

2020, was anticipated to be difficult in regard to migration (Medinilla and 

Bossuyt, 2018: 16). It also showed that there was a certain competition among 

the ACP actors and the AU actors about who would remain the key, legitimate 

counterpart of the EU (Carbone, 2018). Although the framework had been 

legally binding, Article 13 on migration had not been fully implemented, prob-

ably due to a lack of political will (European Commission, 2016h: 41; IOM, 

2019a: 117-118). The ACP Group of States now wanted to put more emphasis 

on intra-ACP migration, setting improved conditions for promoting legal mi-

gration, the respect of human rights, and skills circulation as positive aspects 

of migration (ACP Group of States, 2018: 38). Reflecting EU-internal contes-

tation, the European Parliament sided with the ACP (European Parliament, 

2019: 4).342 

 
55). Despite some contestation, the dialogue had been rather open-ended. Discourse 

itself and the gradual development of a common understanding of the nexus could be 

regarded as enabling factors for cooperation. This had been hard to imagine succeed-

ing back in the 1990s (Crush, 2014). Joint, deepened knowledge was e.g. sought re-

garding remittances, and further analysis was suggested by the ACP side (ACP-EU 

Council of Ministers, 2013: 4). 
339http://www.acp.int/sites/acpsec.waw.be/files/accord_cotonou_revise_2010_en.pdf 
340 In May 2011, the ACP-EU Council of Ministers endorsed a joint report according 

to which “[t]he ACP-EU dialogue on migration and development [...] [had] been fruit-

ful, allowing for a comprehensive and balanced exchange among parties on migration 

and development” (ACP-EU Council of Ministers, 2011: 2). 
341 Member states also feared that reducing aid would in fact also work against the 

objectives linked to the root causes norm and provoke more emigration (Klavert and 

van Seters, 2012: 4). 
342 The European Parliament argued in a Resolution that it: “[e]xpects the EU to pay 

due attention to the policies of and challenges faced by its partner countries when 

allocating financial assistance, in particular taking account of the fact that the majority 

of migratory movements occur between the ACP countries themselves” (European 

Parliament, 2019: 4). 
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Nevertheless, and without contrition, the EU negotiating directive inter-

preted root causes in a different way. It emphasised the instrumental position 

to “create and apply the necessary leverage, by using all relevant policies, in-

struments and tools, including development, trade and visa, to achieve meas-

urable results in terms of stemming illegal migration and returning irregular 

migrants” (Council of the European Union, 2018: 22). In comparison, the ACP 

position was that the new agreement should “preclude the use of development 

aid for negotiating of restrictive border control” (ACP Group of States, 2018: 

38-39).343 The old adversaries had let matters fester. Regarded from a Hege-

lian, realist constructivist perspective, 20 years of dialogue and cooperation 

had brought the parties back to square one rather than helping them to forge 

mutual recognition. The counterparts would not budge from their initial, 

slightly acrimonious positions. 

Africa-EU cooperation 

The Joint Africa-EU Strategic Partnership reveals power asymmetries in the 

same vein as ACP-EU cooperation. While the African countries outnumber 

the EU member states, the relationship has been strained for the EU partners: 

“[a]lthough the asymmetry of the partnership frameworks allows the EU to 

impose its objectives, […] it must be careful to better consider the interests 

and challenges of its African partners” (Tardis, 2018: 3). When the first Af-

rica-Europe Summit took place in Cairo in April 2000, it brought together the 

AU and the EU in a first continental level meeting that paved the way for 

various cooperative initiatives, including on migration and development. The 

reference to migration in the Summit Declaration used the EU notions of a 

“comprehensive approach” and “root causes”, as well as the African interest 

in reducing the brain drain (European Commission, 2000b: 8). 

A summit and a Joint Africa-EU Declaration on Migration and Develop-

ment in Tripoli in 2006 contributed to making migration one of the eight areas 

of partnership. It brought together ministers responsible for foreign affairs, 

migration, and development from both continents, as well as representatives 

such as the AU and EC Commissioners.344 The AU suggested a policy 

 
343 When the deal was done in early December 2020, EU chief negotiator Urpilainen, 

Commissioner for international partnerships, told media that the EU was pleased with 

having incorporated return and readmission, while ACP chief negotiator Dussey, 

Togo’s foreign minister, said that “[w]e mainly disagreed on migration”, but also ad-

mitted that “[w]e are worried to see our young people leave the continent on their way 

to the European Eldorado and then die in the ocean,” […] “[w]e cannot be proud of 

this as ruling politicians, no, in fact, we are ashamed.” He added, though, that the ACP 

side counted on financial support from the EU “so that young people would remain 

on the African continent” (Deutsche Welle, 2020). 
344https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/microsites/rcps/igad/af-

rican_md_declaration_2006.pdf 
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framework to counteract the brain drain through efforts to create employment 

opportunities and to offer diasporas a more active role in development (Eco-

nomic Commission for Africa, 2006). Franco Frattini, European Commis-

sioner responsible for Justice, Freedom and Security, advertised the European 

Job Mobility Portal (EURES) to entice the African side.345 Many a joint pro-

ject was suggested, which, taken together, turned out to be an undertaking of 

no small rigour. 

The adopted Summit Declaration highlighted agreement on potential mu-

tual benefits. It referred to a spirit of ‘shared responsibility’ and cooperation, 

which turned out to be the EU’s preferred regime principle.346 The Declaration 

also mentioned the development-potential of making migration issues crucial 

components of PRSPs and other national and co-development strategies of 

African countries. The partners would also encourage and promote FDI for 

the purpose of employment generation and reducing migration flows out of 

Africa. The scope for EU power and interests in primarily reducing unwanted 

migration was thus limited in the light of needing to take on board the partner’s 

interests as well. While we may interpret this as leverage from the EU side, it 

was also partly an outcome of negotiations.347 Both sides seemed to get what 

they wanted as the Declaration stated that partners would: 

“[e]ffectively address […] the root causes of migration and notably the lack of 

employment through better targeted development policies, as well as by ensur-

ing that policies in the area of trade, agriculture and fisheries produce a positive 

impact on the socio-economic situation of African countries”.348 

 

The Tripoli Declaration enabled the launching of the Africa-EU Partnership 

on Migration, Mobility and Employment (MME), at the 2nd Africa-EU summit 

meeting in Lisbon in 2007. The MME became part of the broader political 

framework. The strategy included the migration-development nexus, portray-

ing migration as something positive (AU/EU, 2007). The more operational of 

the MME’s avowed aims included delivering comprehensive responses to mi-

gration, that it was claimed would take into account the interests of all parties. 

 
345 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_06_728 
346https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/microsites/rcps/igad/af-

rican_md_declaration_2006.pdfhttps://www.iom.int/jahia/web-

dav/shared/shared/mainsite/microsites/rcps/igad/african_md_declaration_2006.pdf 
347 Moreover, there was an attempt in the Declaration to open up for discussions on 

simplified entry procedures for specific categories of people, “allowing smoother reg-

ular migration flows”, for instance of seasonal, temporary migration. Cooperation 

would also be geared towards capacity building in African countries to facilitate the 

implementation of regional arrangements for the free movement of people. 

https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/microsites/rcps/igad/afri-

can_md_declaration_2006.pdf 
348https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/microsites/rcps/igad/af-

rican_md_declaration_2006.pdf 
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It would focus on the facilitation of mobility within Africa and between Africa 

and the EU in the form of temporary, circular migration. This framework was 

to address legal as well as irregular migration and the root causes of migration 

and refugee flows, as well as fair treatment of migrants, “ensuring that migra-

tion and mobility work for development.”349 

Similar issues and cooperation were covered by the following Africa-EU 

Summits in Tripoli 2010, Brussels 2014, and Abidjan in 2017 (European 

Commission, 2015c: 82).350 As the Africa-EU relationship was still character-

ised as that between a donor and a recipient (d’Humières, 2018: 4; Interna-

tional Crisis Group, 2017), the EU side pressed for the regime principle of 

shared responsibility. This was a key signifier of the EU interest in migration 

control. However, the EU could not purge the regime of dissent. The African 

countries did not align without demur. The outcome from the Abidjan summit 

was formulated in a way which also highlighted the need for legal pathways 

for migrants as a possibility. The equation for a successful cooperation seemed 

to rely on both these aspects in a grand bargain through migration statecraft 

(European Commission, 2017d). 

The EU side could thus not disparage its partners’ priorities. Migration 

statecraft was, nevertheless, a slippery form of leverage. While less successful 

in regard to legal migration opportunities, African countries turned out to be 

the opposite of gullible. They managed to shift around the asymmetrical power 

relations to their own advantage. Without being churlish they could channel 

some aid towards their own priorities. Examples include Ethiopia which pri-

oritised investments in its private sector, Sudan, which benefitted from secu-

rity cooperation along its otherwise uncontrolled border towards Libya, and 

Ghana and Senegal, that managed to allocate funds towards local economic 

and social investments on top of the required security priorities (d’Humières, 

2018: 7). 

Moreover, the setting up of the AU’s African Institute for Remittances 

(AIR) in 2012 aimed to “[l]everage the potential impact of remittances” (Af-

rican Union, 2018: 3). It was supposed to facilitate the safe, timely and low-

cost sending of remittances as well as their productive use. While this mainly 

benefitted Africa, it was also balanced by the EU security-oriented interest of 

promoting cooperation in regard to counter-trafficking measures and related 

 
349http://www.africa-eu-partnership.org/en/areas-cooperation/migration-mobility-

and-employment/migration-and-mobility 
350https://www.consilium.eu-

ropa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/142097.pdf 

https://www.euractiv.com/section/all/news/eu-africa-agree-on-repatriating-migrants-

but-not-on-the-bill/; https://www.euractiv.com/section/justice-home-affairs/news/eu-

africa-join-forces-against-slave-trade/ 
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capacity building geared towards protection, prevention, and prosecution.351 

In comparison, it was considered to be of mutual interest to set up an Africa-

EU Diaspora cooperation framework. It included the mapping of African di-

aspora, capacity building for diaspora ministries in Africa, and an EU-wide 

African diaspora platform for development.352  

Overall, the eagerness among EU member states in joining this framework 

of cooperation has been limited, as they have regarded the dialogue as mainly 

something for Brussels. Only 29 per cent of the participants in various MME 

dialogue activities have come from EU member states compared to 51 per cent 

from African participating states (perhaps not as surprising given the higher 

number of African states). Likewise, a European Parliament study noted that 

although the MME and the overall 2014-17 Action Plan for the strategic part-

nership included references to the migration-development nexus, “its deep and 

complex implications remain unexplored” (European Parliament, 2017a: 24). 

Perhaps this was partly due to the lack of capacity and coordination within 

both the EU Commission and the AU Commission (Knoll and Abebe Bekele, 

2014). 

In the midst of the 2015 migration and refugee crisis, the EU-Africa summit 

in Valletta supplemented the overall framework for the Africa-EU Strategic 

Partnership. The summit was called for as a diplomatic tool to entice the Af-

rican side to help quell the control challenges that had flared up (Geddes and 

Maru, 2020). Therefore, the African partners saw the agenda as mainly shaped 

by the EU side’s interest in reducing irregular migration and promoting read-

mission. Meanwhile, the African side continued to try to push for development 

aspects (European Parliament, 2017a: 7, 12-13).353 To some observers it was 

clear that “[n]egative and positive incentives and aid conditionality have been 

used as leverage by the EU in migration cooperation with West Africa” 

(Jegen, Claes and Cham, 2020: 5). Meanwhile, the EU was moving from 

 
351 The AIR project started in 2010 and was co-funded by the European Commission. 

https://africa-eu-partnership.org/en/stay-informed/news/high-level-representatives-

gather-addis-ababa-july-craft-blueprint-african  
352 Also, linking up the MME with the ACP-EU cooperation, the Observatory on Mi-

gration was set up in 2010 tasked with collecting, analysing and producing more reli-

able and harmonised data on South-South migration flows. Another aim was to 

strengthen research capacities in ACP countries which could eventually contribute to 

improve the situation of migrants as well as reinforcing the migration-development 

nexus. 

http://www.africa-eu-partnership.org/sites/default/files/documents/130614_mme_ac-

tion_plan_fiches_-_update_clean_2.pdf 
353 The European Parliament argued that “[l]ately, the tendency for securitisation of 

the migration agenda has reinforced the African perception of a one-way dialogue, 

ultimately aimed at imposing EU conditionality on its counterpart” (European Parlia-

ment, 2017a: 18). 
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power statecraft to migration statecraft.354 In any case: “Whenever the EU fails 

to convince the AU, it signs bilateral agreements with AU member countries 

to leverage its negotiation muscle” (Maru, 2021: 15). 

A new EU Emergency Trust Fund for stability and to address root causes 

of irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa was set up for the Val-

letta Action Plan. It consisted of €1.8 billion from EU funds and additional 

resources from EU member states and other donors (European Union, 2015). 

The EU rushed headlong into pledges and by 2017, the funds available in the 

Trust Fund had grown to €3.1 billion (European Commission, 2017b: 6). The 

risk was that the EU would act precipitously to spend these resources.355 At 

the summit press conference, EU Council President Donald Tusk chose to 

highlight the following as his first examples: “– We will launch projects to 

enhance employment opportunities in regions of origin and transit of migrants 

[...]. – We will double the number of scholarships for students and researchers 

through the Erasmus+ programme” (European Commission, 2015d). These 

aspects were deemed attractive for the African side. But was there some hy-

pocrisy in such messaging from the EU side, or could it reveal norm sociali-

sation? 

It has been argued that the “EU response to the migration crisis through 

development aligns poorly with the requirements of a crisis resolution type of 

approach”, rather it “is more consistent with a realist-inspired approach” 

(Raineri and Strazzari, 2021: 213-214). There is also a recent trend towards a 

stronger emphasis on control and security to the detriment of development 

(Schöfberger, 2019). Nevertheless, some mollifying EU statements clearly 

signal the merging of strategic action and socialisation into migration state-

craft. For instance, in regard to the Trust Fund, EU Commission President 

Juncker, signalling the importance of the root causes norm, stated that this 

approach concerned poverty, migration, and irregular migration. Taking on 

the root causes of migration was cast in the same mould as addressing the root 

causes of poverty, thus riding on the image of poverty reduction to gain legit-

imacy:  

 
354 Moreover, the Action Plan adopted at the summit contained a number of interven-

tions and projects whose implementation suggested some overlap or synergies with 

the Rabat (see below) and Khartoum processes (European Commission, 2017b: 6). 
355 Projects were initiated along the most important migration routes to Europe, in the 

Sahel and Lake Chad regions, the Horn of Africa, and North Africa (European Com-

mission, 2017e). As a sign of the root causes norm on the EU side, these projects were 

rapidly put in place based on a sense of emergency due to the perceived crisis. There-

fore, they also run the risk of being detached from the regular development pro-

grammes and regular working methods (European Parliament, 2017a: 7, 12-13). By 

2018, there were 209 initiatives on the root causes of irregular migration, forced dis-

placement, and development benefits of migration. In comparison, only 15 were fo-

cusing on legal migration and mobility (UNDP, 2020: 83). 
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Through its long-standing development cooperation over the years, the EU has 

been substantially contributing to tackling the root causes of poverty and mi-

gration. Today, we are taking a step further. […] To succeed, we need to work 

together with other European countries and our partner countries in Africa in 

addressing the root causes of irregular migration and promoting economic and 

equal opportunities, security and development (European Commission, 

2015i).356 

 

In its second progress report, the Commission formulated some thoughts on 

the need to offer legal migration opportunities to the priority countries under 

the Valletta Action Plan. It highlighted that already around 50,000 new resi-

dence permits were issued annually to citizens of the five key priority coun-

tries, but that this migration could be organised in a more efficient way. Noting 

that this was a case of member state competence, it was declared that member 

states were welcome to “join forces”. Furthermore, “[t]his approach, if tested, 

could contribute to enhance the impact of the Partnership Framework and con-

tribute to reduce the use of irregular channels of migration” (European Com-

mission, 2016d: 14). The links between the migration and development regime 

and the labour migration regime were again evident here, but relied on offers 

from EU member states, which were, however, not forthcoming. 

Later on, the senior officials’ meeting in Addis Ababa in November 2018, 

called for more effective cooperation and implementation. At roughly the 

same time, it was argued that the Valletta Action Plan “also contributed to 

positive progress in a number of SDGs” (European Commission, 2019b: 23). 

However, no substantial evidence was presented to back up this statement 

(European Commission, 2021a: 28). This cooperation has, nevertheless, 

shown that the EU tried to anchor the root causes norm in the development 

agent norm. Although the goal was to gain legitimacy,357 the focus on migra-

tion “may have had a damaging effect on the way the two continents perceive 

 
356 The Valletta Action Plan listed a large number of initiatives and projects that would 

be embarked upon or further consolidated (European Union, 2015). Some of the pro-

jects included the support to agriculture in the Agadez region, implemented by the 

French cooperation agency (AFD). The idea was to offer an alternative to dependence 

on income from migrant smuggling by promoting long-term opportunities for transit-

ing migrants. A project in Ethiopia implemented by the Italian Development Cooper-

ation agency was supposed to address the root causes of irregular migration by rein-

forcing the living conditions of potential migrants and returned migrants in some of 

the country’s regions (European Commission, 2017e). 
357 Eventually, €4.8 billion had been approved in programmes by the end of 2020. The 

major part, or 46 per cent of these, covered reinforced resilience of affected commu-

nities geared towards economic and employment opportunities, 31 per cent targeted 

migration management, and around 21 per cent focused on governance and conflict 

prevention. In this context, the Covid-19 pandemic had also affected migration pat-

terns and some interventions were modified accordingly (European Commission, 

2021a: 7).  
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one another” according to the European Parliament (2021: 29). The EU side’s 

refusal to trim back on return and readmission requests was a sign of this im-

balance (Zanker, 2019: 11).358 

The Rabat process 

Also inter-regional processes covered Africa.359 Dialogue at a high level ma-

terialised in 2006 at the first Euro-African Ministerial Conference on Migra-

tion and Development in Rabat, hosted by the Moroccan government. This 

meeting set off the Rabat process, which brought together 56 European and 

African states, mainly covering West and Central Africa. The starting point 

was that well-managed migration can present important opportunities as well 

as challenges for both regions. The underlying causes of migration, such as 

poverty and lack of respect for human rights, were to be addressed by efforts 

to set up co-development projects. An Action Plan was endorsed at the con-

ference including several innovative and concrete follow-up suggestions to be 

implemented in the short and medium terms (Euro-African Ministerial Con-

ference, 2006a; 2006b; Malta Foreign Ministry, 2006). 

The ambitious list of cooperative activities and sundry projects was surely 

going to need a much stronger institutional framework than was available at 

the time. The Rabat Action Plan suggested that a follow-up committee should 

be established to implement the proposals and to ensure coherence with other 

initiatives. The EU side implored source and transit countries to work to-

gether. However, there was a lack of substantial follow-up. A number of mem-

ber states even called into question whether these visions were viable or 

mainly rhetorical. The pampered life in Europe seemed far removed from the 

poverty experienced by some of the partners. Nevertheless, we will see in the 

 
358 A word-count in 76 African and EU policy documents during 2005-2016 provide 

the following statistics: African documents mention return on average 4.3 times, EU-

African joint documents mention it 5.2 times, and EU documents refer to it 8.7 times 

on average (Zanker, 2019: 11). 
359 Another example is the Khartoum process focusing on irregular migration. After a 

preliminary review, I decided to exclude it from this section although it was part of 

my search terms in figure 6. The reason was that development and opportunities for 

legal migration are absent from this dialogue. However, “[r]estricting cooperation to 

the financial level means that partner countries do not receive attention and recogni-

tion” (Dimitriadi, 2016: 4). The process has also been described as hurting the legiti-

macy of cooperation, even risking to reinforce the root causes of irregular migration 

(Reitano, 2016: 9, 10). It can thus be argued that the effectiveness of power statecraft 

may be reduced as a consequence when Hegelian recognition is lacking. This example 

might also show why the Commission, as a norm-entrepreneur, is so keen on linking 

labour migration with the migration-development nexus in the other dialogue pro-

cesses. 
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following that several existing institutional frameworks could be used for im-

plementation and further elaboration (Euro-African Conference, 2006b).  

The partners convoked repeated ministerial meetings after Rabat in Paris 

(2008), Dakar (2011), Rome (2014), and most recently in Marrakech (2018). 

They were interspersed with senior officials’ meetings. Practical work focused 

on both migration control and on the links between migration and develop-

ment at the senior policymaking and technical levels. The Rome Programme, 

which ran for the period 2014-2017, added international protection to the 

agenda, in a similar way as the EU’s Global Approach to Migration and Mo-

bility. The strategy thereby consisted of four pillars aligning with the broader 

European migration and asylum complex, namely mobility and legal migra-

tion; border management and irregular migration; migration and development; 

and international protection.360 Projects sprouted accordingly. 

The Rome Programme continued the previous emphasis of the Dakar Strat-

egy, to further operationalise the cooperation. The Dakar Strategy had in-

cluded an emphasis on the regime principle of shared responsibility, and an 

intergovernmental working dialogue, oriented towards joint actions. Confer-

ring with partners was supposed to be a flexible and balanced response to mi-

gratory flows as well as the various needs of third countries. Coherence was 

sought in initiatives that could include bilateral, sub-regional, or regional ar-

rangements. Interestingly, a range of non-state actors were involved to some 

extent, including civil society, migrant associations, social partners, and the 

private sector as well as local and regional authorities.361 That migration was 

increasingly mainstreamed into National Development Plans and the like was 

interpreted by the Rabat Process Secretariat as serving both core regime norms 

(Rabat Process, 2021: 1).362 

The Marrakech Action Plan (for 2018-2020) aimed to achieve synergies 

with the Joint Valletta Action Plan and the process initiated by the Valletta 

Summit in 2015. The Marrakech Political Declaration listed five domains for 

cooperation, of which the first merged the root causes norm with the develop-

ment agent norm in the wording of “Development benefits of migration and 

addressing the root causes of irregular migration and forced displacement” 

(Rabat Process, 2018: 2). This sentence is a limpid indication of the amalgam-

ation of power and ideas into migration statecraft in line with realist 

 
360 https://www.icmpd.org/our-work/migration-dialogues/rabat-process/ 
361 Ibid. 
362 Migration became mainstreamed into National Development Plans in Burkina 

Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, and Ghana; National Strategies for Growth, Employment and 

Poverty Reduction in Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, Morocco, and 

Togo; and Youth and Education Strategies in Burkina Faso and Morocco. The Rabat 

Process Secretariat’s reading was that such measures help “to address the root causes 

of migration by creating jobs, especially for young people, and by recognising the 

contribution of immigrants and the diaspora to national development” (Rabat Process, 

2021: 1). 
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constructivism.363 It also responded to the African side’s alternative interpre-

tation of the root causes, linking them to colonialism and neo-colonialism: “As 

Europe drove the migration control agenda, Africa pushed forward the agenda 

of addressing the root causes of irregular migration” (Wanjiku, 2021: 158). 

In sum, the centre of interest in the EU’s cooperation with the South has 

been developing regions such as Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific. The 

intersubjective character of negotiations, dialogue, and cooperation points to 

the EU’s limitations in using an all-out power-focused method. Partners 

balked at the ever-present but unsuccessful attempt to reduce unwanted mi-

gration: “The EU-Africa partnership has done little to improve the rate of re-

turn and readmission of migrants” (Maru, 2021: 20). The EU, therefore, tried 

to beguile its partners through some measure of recognition. This norm thus 

became mixed with notions about the migration-development nexus with the 

idea that migration benefits development. The analysis, then, also illustrates 

how the EU gave some ground and used leveraged statecraft, and more spe-

cifically, migration statecraft, within these cooperation frameworks. 

The Dialogue with the Neighbourhood  

The European Neighbourhood Policy 

Cooperation with ACP and AU countries and within the Rabat process needs 

to be contrasted to the ENP. The project activities of the latter are dwarfed by 

the multitude of initiatives to be found within the former. The ENP has since 

2004 been the EU’s framework for dialogue and cooperation with its 16 

Southern and Eastern neighbouring countries.364 Within the broader neigh-

bourhood context, the overall, slender approach to migration and mobility has 

been one characterised by security thinking downplaying development. This 

power statecraft is revealed by wording such as “[s]trengthening the state and 

 
363 From a development policy perspective, the aim was to identify and share good 

practices especially in regard to diaspora contributions to development, reducing re-

mittance costs, and supporting entrepreneurship and productive investments. For con-

trol policy, in parallel, a shared understanding of the root causes was to be promoted 

together with broader incorporation of this issue into national development strategies 

and development cooperation programmes (Rabat Process, 2018: 4-5). 
364 The ENP countries in the southern neighbourhood in North Africa, Middle East, 

and the Balkans are covered since 2008 by the Union for the Mediterranean (formerly 

the Barcelona process), while the Eastern neighbours are included in the Eastern Part-

nership since 2009. Overall keywords have been stabilisation, security, and prosperity 

as well as promotion of democracy, rule of law, respect for human rights, and social 

cohesion. The ENP is, however, also a good example of external policy being influ-

enced by migration as a JHA policy area (Teodorescu, 2017; 122; Wolff and Mounier, 

2012). 
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societal resilience of the EU’s partners is a key priority in the face of threats 

and pressures they are experiencing, including the challenges associated with 

migration and mobility.”365 

The general approach to partnerships in this swathe of territory has been 

based on the principle of shared responsibility, as well as differentiation, flex-

ibility, and joint ownership en route towards the greatest possible political as-

sociation and economic integration.366 Theoretically, the neighbourhood has 

been used as a case for arguing that the distinction between realist rationalism 

and constructivism is misleading. An actor-focused study of motivations on 

both sides has shown that an initial constructivist stance (a focus on ideational 

factors, common values, and identity) was replaced by more realist behaviour 

(cooperation based on mutual interests) (Kratochvíl and Tulmets, 2010: 36). 

Although the EU appeared to want to help its neighbours, the latter sometimes 

regarded it as an interloper. 

This is an important context within which the migration-development 

nexus became embedded. The 2011 Arab Spring plunged the region into tur-

moil. The war in Libya wreaked havoc with a massive outflow of mainly sub-

Saharan African migrant workers (IOM, 2011). The EU was, however, not 

directly affected. Migration Commissioner Malmström said that “no European 

State took any serious initiative to provide shelter on its own soil” (Fargues 

and Fandrich, 2012: 10). Instead, the dramatic events made the EU double 

down on its defensive measures against irregular migration flows. Although it 

also brought support to the burgeoning democratisation process in the region, 

internal disputes on how to better govern the Schengen area, soon overshad-

owed the EU’s attempt to launch more far-reaching commitments. Neverthe-

less, the EU quickly began setting up dialogues on migration, mobility, and 

security (European Commission, 2011e). These were launched with Morocco 

and Tunisia in October 2011, with a view to putting in place mobility partner-

ships (see below). 

The broader political priorities for EU cooperation with the Southern Med-

iterranean in this context were outlined in a Joint Communication on the ENP 

adopted in May 2011, followed by two Communications on migration (Euro-

pean Commission, 2011be). Provided that the Southern Mediterranean coun-

tries would take steps to improve the general security situation – including 

justice and police cooperation, border controls, readmission, and measures 

against trafficking and smuggling – they would gain access to more opportu-

nities for mobility in the EU through visa facilitation, for example for students 

and researchers. Although leverage here was applied within the narrower mi-

gration policy area, we should not overlook how the broader ENP process 

 
365 https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/european-neighbourhood-policy-enp_en 
366 The main idea is that the EU shall offer access to its market and regulatory frame-

work, as well as its standards and agencies and programmes in exchange for specific 

progress being made by partner countries (ibid.) 
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could also be regarded as leverage. This buffer zone mentality is an illustration 

of Realpolitik (Parkes, 2020: 4-5). 

The “more-for-more” principle as well as the principles of differentiation 

and flexibility based on a country-by-country assessment applied to migration 

cooperation, were embedded within the broader ENP.367 Such principles were 

far from lucid. They nevertheless seemed to be streamlined in order to pursue 

migration statecraft and tailor-made leverage arrangements. These principles, 

however, might have had unexpected effects when applied to the migration 

and development regime. For instance, the EU needed to overcome the lack 

of trust and legitimacy by bringing about a more convivial atmosphere. The 

Commission later went on to argue that migration should be treated within this 

broader context, not only within the ENP, but also with other third countries 

(European Commission, 2014a: 8). The EU appeared as a norm exporter in 

this regard. 

The Joint Communication had made even broader linkages, identifying 

complementarities with the countries in the neighbourhood. The EU used stra-

tegic action and leverage. These were suitable in the neighbourhood context. 

In regard to labour mobility, the complementary character of labour markets 

in the South and North of the Mediterranean was for the first time highlighted 

in clear wording. This indicated the special emphasis placed on mutually ben-

eficial and long-term neighbourhood relations, although a security-oriented 

approach was to be adopted. The Communication thus also stated that a “key 

element in this is the strengthening of capacity building in the Mediterranean 

countries on borders/migration/asylum and more effective law enforcement 

cooperation to improve security throughout the Mediterranean” (European 

Commission/High Representative, 2011: 6).368  

There was another reform of the ENP in 2015 reflecting the new Global 

Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy. In the new 

ENP policy framework, ‘migration and mobility’ was upgraded and now 

formed part as one of four priority areas. All thematic areas could then be the 

subject of cooperation where the guiding principles were differentiation and 

flexibility. Together with shared responsibility, these three principles eventu-

ally also became the core principles of the European migration and develop-

ment regime.369 The regime in this sense was founded on power statecraft but 

 
367 “More-for-more” promises that additional reforms by partner countries would be 

rewarded with more financial support and other benefits. Differentiation in coopera-

tion with various partners enables the EU to adapt its demands as well as its assistance 

to the progress and needs of each partner country (European Commission, 2014a: 8). 
368 The following statement was revealing in this regard: “People-to-people contacts 

are important to promote mutual understanding as well as business, which will benefit 

the cultural and economical development of the entire Mediterranean region and the 

integration of migrants in the EU” (European Commission/High Representative, 

2011: 6, 7). 
369 https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/european-neighbourhood-policy-enp_en 
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moved towards leveraged statecraft. One observer argues that the EU Global 

Strategy prioritises EU interests in its external relations “and gives way to a 

more realist and pragmatic foreign agenda, not least in the EU’s approach to 

migration and mobility” (Medinilla and Bossuyt, 2018: 4). The “pragmatic” 

approach included migration statecraft. 

The EuroMed Partnership/Barcelona process 

We can also distinguish some differences in the EU strategy towards its South-

ern and Eastern neighbouring countries. The Southern dimension of the ENP, 

the EuroMed370 Partnership cooperation, was established in 1995 at a Minis-

terial Conference in Barcelona. It currently involves 36 participating states. 

Bilateral Association Agreements constitute the framework used. When the 

ENP was set up in 2004, the Barcelona process basically became the multilat-

eral forum while the ENP catered for the bilateral relations (European Parlia-

ment, 2015b: 3). Migration has been covered through the so-called EuroMed 

Migration Projects I-IV funded by the European Commission, while the polit-

ical secretariat has been part of the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) based 

in Barcelona. Although migration is being dealt with, cooperation has thus 

been much broader, incorporating the aims of “peace, stability and growth” 

(Frankenhaeuser, 2013: 45-46).371  

The Barcelona Declaration in 1995 briefly referred to migration and the 

aims to cooperate to cut down on irregular migration, provide more job op-

portunities, protect the rights of migrants, and promote readmission and rein-

tegration. The five-year Work Programme from 2005 included wording on 

remittances, diaspora engagement, and capacity building (Frankenhaeuser, 

2013: 48-51).372 The EU had previously used this framework to pursue its 

overall foreign policy and security interests, including migration (Cardwell, 

2008). One aspect in this regard was that the EU’s normative power turned 

out to be limited in terms of security interests such as readmission (Hahn, 

2009). This shift was therefore also in line with the introduction of the Global 

 
370 Europe-Mediterranean. 
371 https://www.euneighbours.eu/en/south/stay-informed/projects/euromed-migra-

tion-iv 
372 Moreover, the Conclusions from the Ministerial meeting in Algarve in 2007 in-

cluded a section on migration and development where the focus was to both address 

the root causes of migration and ways to work in partnership within projects to pro-

mote sustainable development (Frankenhaeuser, 2013: 48-51). The EuroMed III pro-

ject during 2012-2015 covered similar issues, reflecting a shift of attention from years 

earlier. It has been argued that migration and its links to development were reconsid-

ered within this process in 2005: “During this development the EuroMed moved away 

from the ‘control paradigm’ of its early days and increasingly turned towards legal 

migration, and migration and development as main priorities” (ibid., 47). 



241 

Approach and EU interest in using migration statecraft and leverage in its ex-

ternal relations.  

The EuroMed Partnership/Barcelona process later evolved into the UfM, 

launched in Paris at a ministerial meeting in 2008. Although laudative about 

the potential for future cooperation, President Sarkozy’s initiative reflected a 

re-evaluation of French national interest (Tasche, 2010). The UfM only deals 

with migration matters to a limited extent through political dialogue, expert 

meetings and information exchange (see e.g. Union for the Mediterranean, 

2017: 13). It has been pointed out that “[a]ccording to the UfM Vision, creat-

ing decent jobs and fostering regional integration are ways of addressing some 

of the root causes [of migration]. In fact, these factors would contribute to 

regional stability through development” (Provenzano, 2019: 234). Both EU 

interests and partner country interests are merged in this context. An example 

of such exchange is within the cooperation on innovation and the mobility of 

researchers (European Commission, 2017h: 7). 

In regard to the mobility of the highly skilled, these efforts are linked to the 

EU’s overall ambitions within the migration and development regime. The 

UfM illustrates how the root causes norm permeates several dialogue pro-

cesses which only marginally deal with the migration phenomenon. From a 

realist perspective, then, the EU has consistently been using its external coop-

eration frameworks to firmly establish the root causes norm serving its own 

interest in controlling unwanted migration. However, the self-interest also in-

cludes the need to attract wanted migration categories. What realism finds 

hard to explain, though, is the extent to which the EU agrees to incorporate 

development-friendly agenda items and actions in this context. Therefore, this 

could rather be an example of the socialisation of ideas (migration benefits 

development) in accordance with constructivism and leveraged (migration) 

statecraft in line with realist constructivism. 

The Eastern Partnership 

In comparison, cooperation with the Eastern neighbourhood has been even 

more focused on mobility, rather than on migration, and the links to develop-

ment are even more marginal. Thus, the EU did not run the gamut used with 

the South. The EU’s Eastern Partnership (EaP) was set up in 2009 as the East-

ern dimension within the ENP, covering Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Geor-

gia, Moldova, and Ukraine. The EaP includes several targeted interventions 

and a specifically security-oriented approach to migration, mobility and de-

velopment, which later became relevant also towards the Southern Mediterra-

nean partners. Meetings and activities on circular migration may also have 

brought some development benefits to partner countries.373 

 
373https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/policies/international-affairs/collaboration-coun-

tries/eastern-partnership_en 
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Annual Association and Cooperation Councils and Association and Coop-

eration Committees are the fora for the broader framework being used on a 

regular basis. There has been a Subcommittee on Justice, Freedom and Secu-

rity. The EaP has also utilised Association Agreements to establish closer co-

operation, replacing the previous Partnership and Cooperation Agreements. 

The idea has been that the partner countries would commit within these agree-

ments in the direction of EU legislation and standards. The EU would then 

bestow benefits on them, such as access to open markets and economic inte-

gration. Each agreement was to be tailor-made and differentiated among part-

ner countries according to their own interests and capacities, and implemented 

through a process using benchmarks and milestones (European Commission, 

2008c).374 

In general, such a focus gave Ian Manners his arguments for ‘normative 

power Europe’ (2002, 2006). While wording on migration and mobility re-

mained random, it reflected a clear EU self-interest. It strongly favoured a 

security perspective while enabling selective mobility. There would be a cap 

on favours depending on the partners’ performance. Moreover, the security-

oriented model being proposed in this context was based on the Global Ap-

proach to Migration and the mobility partnership concept. It was later to serve 

as a source of inspiration when the EU emulated this cooperation with the 

Southern Mediterranean partners. While briefly poking into the development 

angle, the latter remained mostly inanimate: 

Partners emphasise that mobility is a key litmus test for engagement with the 

EU and promoting mobility in a secure environment should be a priority for the 

EaP. The EU should promote mobility of citizens with those partners that are 

willing to commit to ensure that the conditions for well managed and secure 

mobility are in place (European Commission, 2008c: 5). 

 

The notion of offering more in return for more efforts by partners, emerged 

within this framework embedded in the broader ENP (European Commission, 

2008c: 3). In this spirit, the Communication presenting the EaP contained a 

proposal for a study that would be undertaken in order to explore the costs and 

benefits of labour mobility and labour-matching measures for the EU and its 

partners. As a paltry token of EU goodwill, the study would be used as the 

basis for possibly opening up EU labour markets, including for circular mi-

gration, within the context of bilateral mobility partnerships (European Com-

mission, 2008c: 6). Also, visa facilitation agreements and visa liberalisation 

 
374 The overall framework has been geared towards alignment with broader norms of 

democracy, the rule of law, human rights, respect for minorities, and sustainable de-

velopment (European Commission, 2008c). 
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in exchange for readmission agreements were introduced with a number of the 

partner countries in subsequent years (European Commission, 2015j).375 

In sum, the EU’s approach in the neighbourhood was to forge commit-

ments, and to progress towards serving its overall geopolitical interests. It tried 

to tread carefully and used the promise of mobility as leveraged statecraft. 

References to development were very limited, partly due to the higher eco-

nomic development levels in the region. From a constructivist perspective, 

one could also make the point that the EU attempted to construct a shared 

identity with the Eastern neighbours. That identity required some measure of 

ideational statecraft motivating partners to join the efforts to establish a 

broader community of mutual interests. In this sense, “spreading identity is an 

agent-driven and power-laden process of narration” (Mattern, 2005: 23) com-

bined with practice. Eventually, conferring related benefits upon partners also 

constituted migration statecraft. 

The Dialogue with the East  

The Budapest process 

The Budapest process started in 1991 with a ministerial conference in Berlin 

and then another one in Budapest in 1993, addressing East-West migration 

flows in the wake of the fall of the Berlin Wall and the disintegration of the 

Soviet Union. Since then, there have been five ministerial meetings and nu-

merous get-togethers at the levels of senior officials and technical experts re-

spectively (Budapest process, 2013a: 6, 9).376 Migration and development was 

included on the agenda in conjunction with the ministerial meeting in Rhodes 

in 2003. It was, however, only addressed to a limited extent. European gov-

ernments wanted to squeeze out an amount of support to reduce irregular mi-

gration by allowing source countries to gain from the promotion of develop-

ment cooperation: “the Rhodes Recommendation perceived development as a 

tool to achieve migration management objectives rather than an area of inter-

vention in its own right” (Frankenhaeuser, 2013: 39). Socialisation of the 

 
375 Moreover, people-to-people contacts were being promoted in the areas of research 

and education, youth and culture, for instance by introducing in 2014 the first call of 

the Erasmus+ programme open to students and universities from the Eastern European 

partners (European Commission, 2015j). 
376 For a long time, activities within this dialogue process focused on irregular migra-

tion, visa policies, and asylum in the Eastern and Central European transit, source, 

and destination countries. The Budapest process was also used as a forum for EU 

approximation for the candidate countries/would-be new EU member states. Later on, 

the EU’s Global Approach to Migration and Mobility was incorporated into the activ-

ities and framework of the process (Budapest process, 2013a: 6, 9). 



244 

migration for development idea had thus not yet evolved among EU policy-

makers within this framework. 

The approach shifted with an important ministerial meeting in April 2013, 

where the Istanbul Declaration on A Silk Routes Partnership for Migration 

was tabled. There was a felt need to spruce up cooperation. A number of pri-

orities were identified in relation to countries along the ancient silk routes. 

Migration and development was mentioned in this regard, something that had, 

as stated above, previously been neglected within this process. The partner-

ship would also “take into account development issues and needs when elab-

orating migration policies” (European Commission, 2013b: 131). As Turkey 

had assumed the role of chair, with Hungary as the co-chair in 2006, this ge-

ographic reorientation was one of the consequences. To iron out the historic 

bias, there was also a movement away from a mainly control-oriented focus 

to one also incorporating all other relevant aspects of migration (Budapest 

process, 2013a: 8). 

The Istanbul Declaration included a section on migration and development 

as one of six priority areas. Among the points of priority were the mainstream-

ing of migration into development planning; involving development stake-

holders in dialogue and cooperation; promoting circular migration; involving 

diaspora groups; reducing costs of sending remittances and promoting finan-

cial literacy; facilitating reintegration after return; taking measures against the 

negative side effects of migration such as the brain drain and social effects on 

families who remain in the source countries; tackling migration causes that 

relate to development; as well as reinforcing migrant entrepreneurship in small 

and medium sized companies (Budapest process, 2013b). These were thus 

standard themes that we recognise from the cooperation with the South. 

At the 6th Ministerial Conference in 2019, the political declaration empha-

sised the positive role of “well-managed migration” for development, but ar-

gued in the same sentence that irregular migration has negative effects. The 

meeting thus also reflected the decidedly restrictive approach to migration of 

some EU member states such as Hungary (Budapest process, 2019ab; Hun-

gary Today, 2019). A five-year plan was also adopted, with strengthening the 

positive impact of migration on development as its fourth priority goal. It inter 

alia included mainstreaming of migration into development planning and con-

sidering development and national labour market needs when designing mi-

gration policies. Sub-themes were repeated from the 2013 Declaration (Buda-

pest process, 2019ab).  

The Prague process 

The Prague process has been geared towards partnerships among EU member 

states, countries within the EaP, the Western Balkans, Central Asia, Turkey, 

and Russia. It originated in an EU-funded project on “Building Migration Part-

nerships”, launched during the Czech EU Presidency. The process started with 
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a Ministerial Conference and a Joint Declaration in April 2009. ‘Migration, 

mobility, and development’ was included as one of six priority themes, re-

flecting to some extent the Global Approach to Migration and Mobility.377 The 

2012-2016 Prague Process Action Plan listed a number of activities that were 

to be implemented during the duration of the plan. These included migration 

and development initiatives such as bringing together members of diaspora 

groups and government representatives for roundtable discussions and the 

sharing of best practice on issues such as investments in countries of origin. It 

promoted a study on policies and legislation on migration, taxes, recognition 

of diplomas and similar issues related to the facilitation of circular migration. 

It also suggested looking at the possibilities for information sharing on remit-

tance channels and costs (Prague process, 2015). 

An evaluation of the process after five years, inter alia through a question-

naire sent to the participating states, revealed that they preferred work focus-

ing on irregular migration, readmission and asylum, and only as a comple-

mentary theme identified migration and development (Prague process, 2014: 

10). Moreover, the evaluation made the assessment that there was less homo-

geneity in the participating states’ responses to questions about complemen-

tarity in their policies in the area of migration and development compared to 

those in the other areas of activities (Prague process, 2015: 18). Nevertheless, 

almost all participating states responded that their policies in all the six prior-

ity areas, including migration and development, were coherent and comple-

mentary. 23 out of 36 participating states responded that the Prague process 

works coherently in relation to other initiatives on migration such as the EaP, 

the Budapest process, mobility partnerships, and the GFMD (Prague process, 

2015: 18).  

The survey also contained questions in regard to policy changes to make 

migration and mobility positive forces for development. There were 11 posi-

tive responses, zero negative responses, and 19 responses indicating no 

change. Among the changes that were referred to, mobility partnerships were 

listed, as well as better understanding of the policies and practices, the setting 

up of a diaspora register and a Strategy and Action Plan on diaspora, as well 

as the process of implementing a Visa Liberalisation Action Plan with the EU 

(Prague process, 2015: 22). Nevertheless, in the area of making migration and 

mobility positive forces for development, the evaluation considered that there 

was a need for changes that could contribute to improved implementation 

(Prague process, 2015: 33).  

In sum, the eponymous dialogue processes with the East were marked by 

their engagement with a transit region at a higher level of economic develop-

ment. While it remained unclear whether and to what extent there had been 

socialisation, development was in some measure promoted within these pro-

cesses. Progress was in any case sluggish. The smouldering dialogues 

 
377 https://www.pragueprocess.eu/en/about 
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nevertheless made inroads into the mind-set of policymakers of the region. 

The Prague process showed that the hitherto sceptical Central and Eastern Eu-

ropean EU member states at least had no remaining negative sentiments re-

garding the development angle. This stance had been difficult to achieve 

within the Budapest process before Turkey took over the chairmanship. Far 

from remaining a derelict wasteland in terms of the migration-development 

nexus, the East eventually also became a target for this issue linkage. 

The bilateral dialogues  

Mobility partnerships 

Moving now to bilateral cooperation, the EU launched Mobility Partnerships 

as key instruments of the Global Approach to Migration. What set them apart 

was that they were to be designed as bespoke in cooperation with each indi-

vidual partner country. The language of diplomacy was to transcend the ver-

nacular. Interested member states chipped in with projects and resources. This 

flexible, non-binding mechanism was first suggested by the European Com-

mission in a Communication in 2007, which also included proposals regarding 

the concept of circular migration.378 At the time, benefits would accrue to the 

partners with the proviso that those countries would counter illegal immigra-

tion. However, the deal was not as translucent as advertised. The EU offered:  

the negotiation of mobility partnerships between the EU and third countries 

ready to work actively to better manage migration flows, and in particular to 

fight illegal migration, in partnership with the EU, in exchange for enhanced 

possibilities of mobility between their countries and the EU for their citizens, 

in terms of legal migration opportunities and of short term movements (short 

stay visa issues) (European Commission, 2007a).379 

 

So, there was a strong element of inbuilt conditionality as leverage in the orig-

inal notion of the mobility partnership. This was a realist perspective of power 

statecraft. Notably, the leverage mentioned here was restricted to the migra-

tion policy area. The implementation of mobility partnerships was to “be 

 
378 The Communication referred back to the December 2006 European Council Con-

clusions which advised measures to integrate opportunities for legal migration into 

EU external policies, as well as ways to facilitate temporary and circular forms of 

migration (European Commission, 2007a). 
379 Regarding this wording, it appears as if opportunities for labour migration and the 

migration-development nexus would only be incorporated into the cooperation as a 

reward, conditioned upon measures being taken in order to jointly control unwanted 

migration flows. In practice, however, a few migration and development projects were 

included right from the start. 
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conditional upon a genuine commitment from the third countries concerned to 

readmit irregular migrants.” However, the EU thereby also tried the bold idea 

of linking up different logics of action for the respective regimes of fighting 

irregular migration, migration and development, and to a lesser extent, protec-

tion and asylum (European Commission, 2011b: 17).380 Realism, therefore, 

needs to be combined with constructivism in order to both explain and under-

stand this initiative. Mobility partnerships are, perhaps, the best example of 

how realist constructivism is an added value. They gradually shifted focus 

from power statecraft to migration statecraft. 

By making legal migration conditional upon cooperation on irregular mi-

gration, the EU also tried to use the migration-development nexus as leverage 

within its broader foreign policy relations. The EU argued that third countries 

that were willing to cooperate with the EU on migration, asylum, and border 

control could count on support for related capacity building. It is also worth 

noting that cooperation on migration was enveloped in a whole range of de-

velopment norms, including the rule of law, respect for human rights, democ-

racy, and good governance (European Commission, 2011b: 17). This could be 

regarded as strategic social construction and an issue linkage to Western iden-

tity and normative power Europe (see Manners, 2002). In addition, legal mi-

gration opportunities, possibly coupled with visa measures, were presented as 

something that could be included “as part of a more general overhaul of the 

EU’s relationships with these countries” (European Commission, 2011b: 17). 

Furthermore, mobility partnerships can also be regarded as a means 

through which the EU is developing new shared norms along with its partner 

countries: “bilateral mobility partnerships are superior to unilateral migration 

policy because they allow countries to work together towards developing in-

ternational norms in migration – an inherently international issue” (Heather, 

2013: 390). For instance, such cooperation can highlight shared responsibility 

as a regime principle, or even a norm: “[b]y creating bilateral mobility part-

nerships, countries can move toward international norms in the migration con-

text, an area that demands international cooperation and shared responsibility” 

(ibid., 391). Still, the mobility partnership tool suffers from “conceptual over-

stretch” (Parkes, 2009) and is subject to ongoing contestation and discursive 

struggles where power is of key importance (Kunz and Maisenbacher, 2013). 

 
380 Moreover, there were bilateral agreements between certain EU member states and 

particular third countries which could serve as a source of inspiration for the EU mo-

bility partnerships. Two of relevance were those between Italy and Tunisia, and be-

tween Spain and Morocco respectively (Lixi, 2017). Also, an agreement between 

Spain and The Gambia was a model in the area of migration and development as it 

was incorporated into Spain’s broader poverty reduction efforts. There were also 

France’s bilateral “pacts on concerted migration management” (Heather, 2013: 392). 

It is unclear, however, how such bilateral member state agreements influenced the EU 

level. 
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Unlike most of the inter-continental and inter-regional dialogue processes 

that mainly relied on political declarations, action plans, and various budget 

lines, mobility partnerships had more elaborate – direct and indirect – rules 

and decision-making procedures. They typically took the shape of Joint Dec-

larations, signed by the parties. Both sides suggested joint projects which were 

then to be implemented.381 The range of projects usually showed that both 

interests and ideas were merged in order to arrive at an agreement that could 

be attractive to both parties. One aim was that the partnerships should be com-

bined with agreements on visa facilitation and readmission. Overall, the EU 

side needed to be intersubjective in its negotiations, recognising and taking on 

board some of the needs of its partners. The EU could not simply foist read-

mission agreements upon its partners. The outcome of negotiations between 

the parties thereby revealed a mix of power statecraft and ideational statecraft. 

The first two mobility partnerships were agreed in 2008, with Cape Verde 

and Moldova respectively. These were followed by Georgia in 2009, Armenia 

in 2011, Azerbaijan in 2013, and Belarus in 2016 (European Commission, 

2008d; Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Moldova, 2010; EU/Georgia, 2009; 

European Commission, 2016e; European Commission, 2018b). In compari-

son, mobility partnerships were also signed with Jordan in 2014 (European 

Commission, 2014b), with Morocco in 2013, and with Tunisia in 2014. Alt-

hough the latter two mimicked the standard format, they tweaked the approach 

to some extent. They were, namely, also embedded within new dialogues on 

migration, mobility, and security, which commenced in October 2011. At the 

same time, as the mobility partnership concept developed further with each 

new agreement, there were additional elements introduced concerning labour 

mobility as well as development, and immigrant integration (European Coun-

cil, 2013a: 8).  

Entwining the root causes norm with the development agent norm made 

cooperation somewhat restricted. It became more difficult than expected for 

the EU to distinguish its burgeoning migration and development regime from 

its fighting irregular migration regime.382 A study by the (biased) EU agency 

 
381 EU Delegations in this context played an important role in identifying potential 

projects and liaised with their counterparts in the partner countries (European Court 

of Auditors, 2016: 19).  
382 The mobility partnership with Cape Verde for instance was more catering to the 

root causes norm than to the development agent norm (cf. van Stokkum, 2015: 48). In 

regard to the Morocco agreement, it was clear that the EU had been somewhat divided 

in relation to the thematic components. The bilateral relations between Morocco and 

Spain turned out to be a source of tensions. Moreover, an observer argued that there 

is “no clear consensus in the EU concerning the migration-development nexus, and 

there is conflict between the northern EU states, who are reluctant to engage in solving 

the problem, and the southern EU states, who insist on putting the issue high on the 

EU agenda” (Seeberg, 2014: 3). For Jordan it was a “trade-off”, whereby Jordan 
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the European Training Foundation, which has been involved in projects in 

several partner countries of mobility partnerships, suggested that these part-

nerships over the years became more balanced in favour of migration and de-

velopment (European Training Foundation, 2015: 4). This move was an ex-

ample of migration statecraft according to a logic of the social. However, nei-

ther NGOs nor academics were convinced. Several of them heaped vitriol onto 

the EU’s not so well-hidden control agenda. A criticism from Concord, for 

instance, shows that in particular the conditionality approach went against the 

humanitarian perspective of civil society. Moreover, conditionality also illus-

trates how the root causes norm stood in conflict with the development agent 

norm.383 

In evaluating mobility partnerships, Reslow has argued that member states 

used the mobility partnerships in different ways depending on their interests. 

Those were also adapted according to how governments wanted to apply state 

competence on labour immigration. Unwilling to act on the behest of EU in-

stitutions, some member states thus limited the role of the Commission as a 

norm-entrepreneur (Reslow, 2011: 1).384 This outcome also showed why it is 

insufficient to narrowly treat the EU as a unitary actor. Member state compe-

tence in the area of labour migration makes it relevant to adopt a state-centred 

realist approach or a realist constructivist approach. This is why statecraft is a 

more relevant concept than Euro-crafting here and elsewhere in this thesis. 

Considering the mobility partnership from the perspective of the partner coun-

tries, on the other hand, reveals that issue linkages between securitisation and 

externalisation may have reduced the potential of establishing trust (Reslow, 

2015: 125).385  

In some cases, the partner country perspectives became more important 

than the EU had anticipated. They even led to a failure of attempted negotia-

tions due to a refusal to engage in obsequious grovelling. The Commission, 

with backing from Italy, Spain, and France, explored the possibilities with 

 
accepted to do its share in regard to stability in the Middle East while hosting a large 

number of refugees in exchange of financial support from the EU (ibid., 5). 
383 Concord’s reservation was that “by making development aid a condition for coop-

eration on border control, the EU turns development aid into a tool for implementing 

restrictive and security-driven immigration policies, which totally turns the EU PCD 

obligation around” (Concord, 2015: 7). 
384 Those member states who wanted to take part guarded their sovereignty by limiting 

the scope of the Commission’s influence, while the Parliament and Court of Justice 

had no role (Reslow, 2011: 1). Furthermore, there had been no “consistent” or “sig-

nificant” increase of the number of residence permits in the EU issued to citizens of 

the mobility partnership countries. Causality could not be established though (Reslow, 

2015: 119). 
385 Reslow has e.g. noted that government officials in Cape Verde were unhappy hav-

ing had to agree on readmitting third country nationals as well: “[they] were critical 

of the pressure put on them to sign the readmission agreement” (Reslow, 2015: 125). 
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Senegal starting in 2008. Both France, as a key negotiating partner, and Sen-

egal, eventually failed to see the added value of a partnership so talks were 

suspended. It did not matter that Senegal was offered three potential projects 

on circular migration, including from France. One reason for the defeat was 

the lack of recognition of Senegal and its interests during this process. There 

were problems with “the EU’s tendency routinely to consider Senegal as a 

blindly grateful beneficiary of EU aid” and with underestimating the im-

portance of a sense of ownership also for the partners (Chou and Gibert, 2012: 

423).386 That Senegal plucked up courage to resist external pressure in this 

case demonstrated the limits of EU strategic action, also when moving ahead 

as a juggernaut. 

The EU’s failure illustrates the relevance of Hegelian recognition (MacKay 

and Levin, 2018) as a foundation of international cooperation. This was a case 

of misrecognition: “Misrecognition occurs when a state is represented in ways 

that differ from how it constructs its own particular identity” (Murray, 2019: 

14). Moreover, there are limitations to the capacity of partner countries to im-

plement the various projects that have been launched within the framework of 

mobility partnerships, e.g. as regards Cape Verde (Reslow, 2015: 124). Mean-

while, on the part of the EU, implementation may be impeded by the legal 

deficiencies of the mobility partnerships, whereas these arrangements have the 

status of political declarations and are thus not legally binding (Brocza and 

Paulhart, 2015: 2).387 Nevertheless, to the extent that mobility partnerships are 

being entered into between specific EU member states and third countries, one 

of their functions is to insert the third country within the European migration 

and development regime, and the broader migration and asylum regime com-

plex.388 

 
386 Other reasons for the failure to agree were, inter alia, that the Senegalese side saw 

the EU proposing a ready-made package deal, which they could not sufficiently influ-

ence. Partly, the reason was also that most of the initiatives suggested were already 

part of bilateral cooperation between Senegal and the EU side on a bilateral level with 

various member states, notably France. Furthermore, the emphasis on controlling un-

wanted migration from the EU perspective was seen as problematic from the Senega-

lese side given the sensitive domestic debate on the issue of emigration, youth em-

ployment, diasporas, and development (Chou and Gibert, 2012: 423). 
387 The complex legal nature of mobility partnerships also demonstrates the prevailing 

importance of the state in EU external cooperation: “The legal character of mobility 

partnerships is multilayered, as the EU and others carry out some responsibilities by 

the member states. The compatibility of the relation built between the member states 

and third countries to the existing legal and political frame of the EU remains the 

uppermost priority though” (Brocza and Paulhart, 2015: 2). 
388 Also another study has argued from a regime perspective: “Through partnerships 

with [third countries] […] concrete steps have been taken to integrate these countries 

into the European migration regime [complex] – future will show to which grade and 

intensity. However, this assumption is not contradictory to the fact that these 
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This analysis of practices is reminiscent of another study on EU policy co-

herence focusing on the development-trade nexus. It concludes that “the role 

of ideas and interests became central” (Stocchetti, 2013: 271). The various 

dialogue and cooperation processes in my case have also amply evidenced a 

highly dispersed pattern of rules and decision-making procedures within the 

European migration and development regime. One reason for such a pattern 

is that cooperation did not emerge by design and from the conscious decisions 

of policymakers throughout. It was the result of a process of interchangeable 

forms of statecraft. There was a gradual shift from power statecraft to migra-

tion statecraft. The regime was also inconsistent with the overall European 

migration and asylum regime complex. Still, this section has demonstrated the 

usefulness of regime theory as an analytical lens that will also benefit the con-

gruence analysis in the next chapter. 

In sum, EU external cooperation on migration and development remains a 

European regime. It is the EU that consistently takes the initiative in all dia-

logue and cooperation processes. Still, abject partner countries contribute 

much by pushing more for migration and development and for labour mobil-

ity. Migration statecraft has evolved in that the EU side rectified its initial 

misjudgements. It gradually realised that it needs to take on board more of the 

interests of the partners as a form of leverage in strategic action. The EU pro-

vided a magnanimous gesture to transform wayward partners into willing 

ones. The Commission played an important role as a norm-entrepreneur in this 

regard. That weakens the realist argument about EU power in this case. Nev-

ertheless, from the vantage point of this empirical chapter we can still not draw 

any firm conclusions about ideational statecraft and socialisation in regard to 

migration’s development benefits. We will need to utilise realist constructiv-

ism as well to see whether it can dissolve some of the regime complexities and 

contradictions. 

The Migration and Development Communications 

These dialogue processes indicate that the idea of the migration-development 

nexus became a “catalyst” that transformed collective action (Garrett and 

Weingast, 1993). It should be possible now to contrast this overview of prac-

tices with an analysis of narratives to trace how those statecraft practices were 

determined. The European Commission has produced three specific Commu-

nications – in 2002, 2005, and 2013 – that stand out with concrete proposals 

on the migration-development nexus. Through an analysis looking for the-

matic patterns (Neuendorf and Kumar, 2015), it is possible to detect both con-

sistency and gradual change in the ideas, notions, and practices promoted by 

 
initiatives might have a positive development political effect, though these effects are 

to be valued of a secondary value” (Brocza and Paulhart, 2015: 6). 
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the Commission. These Communications are relevant in this context as they 

address both the migration policy and development policy perspectives within 

the emerging regime. We may thus dissect their interlinkages in terms of stra-

tegic action, socialisation, and strategic social construction. 

External relations, migration, and development 

The 2002 Communication on Integrating Migration Issues in the European 

Union’s Relations with Third Countries was a pioneering effort at the time. 

Narratives and practices in relation to partner countries had only evolved mod-

erately since 1985. The Commission explained that the approach should shift 

from a problem-oriented to a positive one: “migration is not to be seen only 

as a problem, but also as an essentially positive phenomenon” (European 

Commission, 2002: 7). Reference here to the development policy objectives, 

however, remained rudimentary and instrumentalising. Also, it was under-

lined that migration was regarded as a “major strategic priority” (ibid., 1) and 

that the EU should be seeking “common interests with third countries” (ibid., 

46). The Commission was here both looking for adequate leverage in recog-

nition of the counterparts and revealing some degree of socialisation.389 

My hermeneutic approach interpreting this as an indication of power state-

craft might not guarantee accuracy, but I believe it to be suitable for the con-

gruence analysis (Kuckartz, 2014: 20). For instance, in regard to necessary 

knowledge to pursue these policies, the Commission distinguished between 

the short term and the long term. It was clear that the Commission was aware 

of the so-called migration hump pinpointed by available research and epis-

temic communities (see chapter 7). However, it remained optimistic that a 

temporary increase of migration propensity due to development would abate 

after a while. Despite this vestige of hope, nevertheless, it remained unclear 

how much later “a later stage” would occur, and at what cost: 

A successful development process may – in the short term – lead to an increase 

rather than a decrease of international migration. [...] This phenomenon – called 

the migration hump – should normally disappear at a later stage, when the level 

of development in the country of origin reaches a more mature stage (European 

Commission, 2002: 11-12). 

 

 
389 Moreover, the Communication traced the Community’s intent to construct the root 

causes norm through external action back to 1994 (although it originated already in 

1991). At that time, power statecraft was in focus albeit with an opening towards lis-

tening to the partners’ development interests as well (European Commission, 2002: 

7). The Communication brought the two core regime norms together into what was 

presented as a logical matter of fact. It also underlined that migration should be inte-

grated into the external policy of the Community by encouraging partner countries 

who cooperate rather than to sanction those who do not (ibid., 4-5). 



253 

It was also noted that at the time, migration was a new issue area for the Com-

munity’s development, trade, and cooperation programmes. The EU would, 

therefore, have to embark upon a journey of learning. The Commission em-

phasised that “[p]roviding and securing jobs in developing countries is the 

most effective way to address the number one push factor of international mi-

gration: unemployment and lack of economic prospects” (European Commis-

sion, 2002: 21). This belief was not adequately in line with much research on 

the subject matter, which showed that the employed also migrate (see e.g. Pas-

tor, 1985; Schoorl, 2000; Škuflić and Vučković, 2018; Ratha et al., 2011).390 

This early stage of regime formation was still characterised by a very shallow 

understanding of the migration-development nexus. My interpretation in this 

regard was clarified in chapter 7. 

As Hegel argued, identities are shaped through intersubjectivity (Murray, 

2019: 37). Forming a regime also required recruiting partner countries beyond 

the EU. The Communication, therefore, suggested that the migration-devel-

opment nexus (policy coherence) would be systematically included in the 

agenda of the EU’s political dialogues. Migration clauses (control of root 

causes) would be incorporated into future agreements for the sake of prodding 

partner countries (European Commission, 2002: 23-24). Furthermore, in rela-

tion to available funding, the Communication noted that although there were 

some elements of development-oriented actions mainly along migratory 

routes, apparently much of the work was linked to the fight against illegal 

migration, return, and reintegration (European Commission, 2002: 39). To ad-

dress those disconcerting challenges, the approach was thus still primarily 

about power statecraft.391 

In September 2005, the Commission issued a Communication on migration 

and development. This document outlined further operational steps based on 

 
390 While some studies are based on the thesis that emigration helps to reduce unem-

ployment (Asch, 1994), others show more negative labour market effects in the emi-

gration country. Recent research e.g. found that emigration from the new EU member 

states during 2004-2007 led to “a 0.2% increase in aggregate GDP for the whole EU, 

but in the emigrant countries, GDP declined by 1.1% in the long term owing to the 

loss of labour” (Baas, Brücker, & Hauptmann, 2010). Statistically it is hard to prove 

whether unemployment is the cause of emigration, or if lower unemployment is an 

effect of emigration (Pryymachenko, Fregert, and Andersson, 2013). Many emigrants 

from Africa, moreover, often leave self-employment in farming in order to find wage-

employment abroad. According to a survey in 2009, as few as 1.9 per cent were un-

employed in Burkina Faso before emigration, compared to 8.9 per cent in Senegal and 

22 per cent in Nigeria (Ratha et al., 2011: 29). 
391 The following quote is clarifying: “Initiatives have been taken with some countries 

and regions in the context of the programming of external aid which have contributed 

directly to ensuring that these new priorities in the management of migratory flows 

are put into practice. These are concerned with the development of regions which have 

traditionally seen large-scale emigration” (European Commission, 2002: 39). 
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the 2002 Communication through a number of practical and innovative pro-

posals. There were plans for a Directive for an improved legal framework 

aimed at reducing the costs of sending remittances and increasing their devel-

opment impact. Such regulation could enhance transparency in the remittance 

market and increase competition among money transfer organisations, thereby 

cutting costs. The Commission also recommended improvements in migrants’ 

access to financial services. This could serve the dual purpose of making funds 

available for productive investments, as well as offering legal alternatives to 

unofficial financial transactions. Such measures could be combined with de-

velopment initiatives to increase access to education and employment in coun-

tries of origin (European Commission, 2005b).  

Looking for the importance of knowledge for policy choices and practices, 

it should be admitted that perusing the text was not always helpful. Methodo-

logical rigour requires transparency in this regard (Kuckartz, 2019: 15). The 

Commission might have been influenced by research on remittances, diaspo-

ras, and skills circulation and could benefit from epistemic communities, ap-

plying insights in its dialogue processes (European Commission, 2005d). The 

development agent norm was obvious through one of the headings: “Diaspo-

ras as actors of home country development” (ibid., 6). At the same time, how-

ever, there was some self-interest incorporated in the Commission’s ideas 

about mutual benefits from temporary and circular migration. Given the time 

and space involved, migration would be oblong rather than circular in some 

cases:  

Policies to maximise the developmental impact of temporary migration, in ad-

dition to the general recommendations on remittances, should focus on encour-

aging circular migration, by giving a priority for further temporary employment 

to workers who have already worked under such schemes and have returned at 

the end of their contract, and also on offering appropriate rewards to participat-

ing migrants (European Commission, 2005b: 7). 

 

Although recognising the development benefits in the countries of origin, cir-

cular migration also seemed to be part of self-interested control policy. After 

their temporary sojourn, migrants should return whence they came, even if 

they could repeat the process over and over. Migrants would also be encour-

aged by “rewards”, such as “reimbursing pension contributions”. The EU 

thereby exerted its power and influence not only over source countries but also 

directly over the migrants – the agents of development. The indicator of power 

statecraft is thus relevant here. Mutual interests with source countries such as 

counteracting the brain drain would, nevertheless, also be realised through in-

stitutional partnerships and “shared work schemes” whereby scientists, doc-

tors, and technicians from developing countries could also work temporarily 

in institutions in the EU (European Commission, 2005b: 9). In this latter di-

mension the indicator for ideational statecraft comes to the fore. 
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Despite these and other similar proposals, however, the South-South mi-

gration aspect was only briefly mentioned. This does not give ample evidence 

of socialisation but provides a pointer. What is not referred to in a narrative 

text can be equally important as that which is made explicit (Krippendorff, 

2019: 79). The Commission announced that it would carry out a deeper anal-

ysis of this issue (European Commission, 2005b: 10-11), again indicating 

some ambition to acquiring an improved evidence base. Perhaps this an-

nouncement was intended to butter up partners. A consistent South-South di-

mension would be necessary to demonstrate that the EU was committed to 

handling or even promoting migration that benefitted development, and not 

merely that the migration-development linkage was aimed at reducing migra-

tion pressure from an EU perspective. 

In 2013, the Commission issued another Communication focusing on mi-

gration and development, entitled Maximising the Development Impact of Mi-

gration. This time, it was devoted to the HLD on migration and development 

the same year. Besides responding to global migration narratives, the aim was 

also to continue working towards the objective of broadening the traditional 

migration and development agenda from remittances, diaspora contributions, 

and skills circulation. It argued that the HLD could be used to “identify 

measures that promote the role of migrants as agents of innovation and devel-

opment” (European Commission, 2013a: 2).392 While linking migration man-

agement to the poverty reduction objectives, there did not seem to be any 

recognition that people living in utter despondency remain in immobility. 

Only development would enable them to emigrate (Hammar et al., 1997). 

This Communication demonstrated that EU practices cannot be regarded in 

isolation from the globalisation of migration narratives. I highlight the im-

portance of context here: “The more hidden the meaning is, the more context 

you need” (Schreier, 2012: 16; see also Krippendorff, 2019). The messages 

thus targeted a global audience, also beyond the partner countries. The Com-

mission was confident regarding the positive contribution of migration to both 

social and economic development goals, legitimising its stance through refer-

ence to “well-documented” research findings. It also underlined that “[e]very 

effort must be made to ensure that HLD input on these issues is relevant for 

and brought into this broader post-2015 process.” The message to the HLD 

was that migration needs to be addressed by development actors at all levels, 

and that migration and mobility must be regarded as “enabling factors” for 

development (European Commission, 2013a: 4).  

 
392 Several other thematic issues and linkages of relevance to development were in-

cluded in the Communication such as social costs, environmental degradation and 

climate change, as well as a stronger focus on South-South migration. It also referred 

to Council Conclusions from May 2012 that had called for a more “ambitious and 

forward-looking” EU approach to migration and development (European Commis-

sion, 2013a: 2). 
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The European Commission here assumed the role of a norm-taker in rela-

tion to global migration narratives.393 However, on mainstreaming migration 

into development cooperation, the tone was less positive and even regretful, 

noting that there had been insufficient progress regarding the strategies devel-

oped by partner countries (e.g. PRSPs and sectorial strategies). This glitch de-

pended as much on the lack of co-funding, resources, and interest among some 

member states as among partner countries. The Communication emphasised 

that there was a need to reinforce ownership of these processes in partner 

countries and strengthen inter-ministerial cooperation (European Commis-

sion, 2013a: 8). When referring to migration as a development enabler and the 

tool of mainstreaming in this regard, the Commission thus primarily addressed 

four audiences – global governance stakeholders, various parts of the Com-

mission services, member state and partner country governments (cf. Her-

mann, 2008; Weber, 1990). 

In addition, in relation to a fifth audience, that of epistemic communities, 

the Commission also signalled a need for more research, data, and an evidence 

base on the links between migration and development. This could also be con-

sidered as an important signal towards a sixth audience, that of domestic con-

stituencies in the member states. Given the sensitivities involved in migration 

statecraft, achieving effectiveness and legitimacy demanded sound knowledge 

and evidence.394 The Commission thus increasingly realised the complexities 

involved in this regime. Such a realisation required socialisation, i.e. internal-

isation of knowledge on the migration-development nexus. For instance, at-

tention to various development sectors and their links to migration was called 

for, especially health, education, employment, and agriculture (European 

Commission: 2013a: 10, 12). 

Such objectives needed to go beyond both traditional migration policy and 

development policy expertise within a broader context (cf. Schreier, 2012). 

The stakes were high for those policymakers who were required to navigate 

this landscape. They found themselves in rather a sticky situation. All these 

deliberations expressed through narratives should, therefore, be read by the 

 
393 Internally within the Commission services, DG Devco attempted to take the lead 

on the development agent norm, pushing back colleagues in DG Home Affairs regard-

ing the root causes norm. In this understanding I also rely on my personal experience 

from having worked in the Commission at the time. For a while then, ideational state-

craft dominated. 
394 The role of knowledge production was highlighted by the Commission: “In order 

to maximise the benefits of migration for development, more work is needed to pro-

vide a sufficient knowledge base. Consensus should be sought on the types of data 

and reporting needed to provide reliable and comparable overviews of migration is-

sues at regional and global levels. […] Initiatives to support developing countries in 

strengthening their capacity to collect and analyse data on the links between migra-

tion, mobility and development should be encouraged” (European Commission: 

2013a: 10).  



257 

researcher as input to the practices implemented in the dialogue processes. In 

its response to this Communication, the Council in its July 2013 Conclusions 

welcomed the Commission’s suggestions, and emphasised the links between 

the European migration and development regime and the global development 

regime by noting: 

that the increased regional and global mobility of persons requires efforts to 

ensure that migration is fully integrated into development thinking and action; 

that promoting effective migration management is essential to maximise the 

positive and minimise the negative impacts of migration on development; that 

well-managed migration and mobility should be recognised as ‘enabling fac-

tors’ for development (European Council, 2013b: 5). 

 

Here, the root causes norm in general was mixed with the development agent 

norm through the tool of mainstreaming, concocted into a kind of unity. 

Thereby, migration would be part and parcel of development policies, while 

migration management could also contribute to positive development out-

comes. The reading of ‘management’, here then, should be broader and more 

development-friendly than the traditional, stricter migration control policy no-

tion (cf. Krippendorff, 2019: 2). The two regime norms remained somewhat 

elusive as they were shaped by contestation (Van Kersbergen and Verbeek, 

2007). We can, nevertheless, argue that the idea of the migration-development 

nexus has been institutionalised thanks to the mediating impact of those norms 

(Goldstein and Keohane, 1993: 20-21).  

The point here is that the Council found no inconsistencies between the 

norms being promoted in parallel for practices within the European migration 

and development regime. According to my indicator (see chapter 3), this is a 

clear instance of leverage and the amalgamation of power and ideas as migra-

tion statecraft in line with realist constructivism. This was a precondition for 

making great strides in cooperation. My inference, nevertheless, could be 

strengthened by another example (cf. Kohlbacher, 2006). Accordingly, in the 

following year the Foreign Affairs/Development Council further elaborated 

on its views on the migration-development nexus. The discourse presented 

there was very clear about the parallel, two-track approach (“dual policy 

framework”) to the migration and development regime: 

Maximising the positive impact of well managed migration on development is 

an important policy priority for the EU, as demonstrated by its dual policy 

framework in this area. The nexus between migration and development is one 

of the thematic priorities of the Global Approach to Migration and Mobility, 

which provides the overarching framework for the EU external migration pol-

icy, and is also integrated into the EU development policy framework, of which 

the Agenda for Change is the latest building block (European Council, 2014a: 

1). 
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While narratives were constrained by “discursive structures”, we should bear 

in mind that the Commission shaped its legitimation strategy according to both 

its own agency, and responding to signals from partner countries (Goddard, 

2018: 14). There was an inbuilt presumption in the nurturing of the migration-

development nexus. There must be at least some international migration in 

order for it to contribute to development (Reslow, 2010: 9). In such a case, by 

reducing the opportunities for migration, the EU in conducting a restrictive 

control policy could be held responsible for reducing positive development 

effects. This outcome corresponds to a broader general trend which “signifies 

the securitization and subordination of the development agenda” (Chandler, 

2007: 363). Such an outcome signifies the inconsistency and contradiction be-

tween the root causes norm and the development agent norm in EU practices. 

Although such adverse criticism has been formulated within the context of 

policy coherence for development, it is not always clear whether it is the vol-

ume of migration that necessarily needs to be increased, or if it is rather the 

conditions for migrants that should be improved. One way to keep the volumes 

down might be indications of the EU possibly promoting mobility within the 

regions of its partner countries as a way to avert flows to the EU. This would 

be a realist strategy. According to some DG Devco staff, there is broad support 

in EU member state governments for regional free mobility within African 

regions, “for some because of the developmental value [...] and for others be-

cause they perceive it to be a way to keep potential migrants in their own re-

gion” (Castillejo, 2017: 5; see also Crush, 2013: 11-12; Parkes and McQuay, 

2020).395 As establishing the European migration and development regime has 

taken some time, these inconsistencies and contradictions may have been 

more or less problematic at specific, critical junctures.396 

Summary 

In the regime under study, the EU has put in place various dialogue processes 

which became the hive of practices among partners. They were based on the 

three regime principles of shared responsibility, differentiation, and flexibil-

ity. The central idea has been to set up tailor-made, individual processes, 

adapted to their own dynamics and the needs and interests of both parties. 

 
395 Academic observers have also argued that “Brussels believes that increased migra-

tion opportunities within Africa will reduce migratory pressures on Europe” (Parkes 

and McQuay, 2020: 1). This may also become yet another unrealistic dream as Eco-

was-cooperation since 1979 including regional free mobility has not stopped irregular 

migration from contributing with almost a third of such flows to the EU in 2016 (ibid., 

2). 
396 The Commission as a norm-entrepreneur was e.g. also relying on national under-

standings of the migration-development nexus and ideas of what objectives should be 

pursued by the chosen tools and interventions (Reslow, 2010: 1; see also 2013b). 
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These very underlying principles, together with the broad range of rules and 

decision-making procedures, however, may have undermined trust and recog-

nition within the regime. The legitimacy of the regime norms seems to have 

been reduced in consequence of the dispersion effects. Contestation of the 

norms has differed across the dialogue processes. Similar impacts may be 

found depending on how the regime relates to the broader regime complex 

across the various dialogue processes. Changes in such linkages may also dif-

fer across geography and across time. While development is used more fre-

quently in the dialogues with the ACP and with Africa, it is much less evoked 

in the dialogues with the neighbourhood and to the East. The EU has attempted 

both to bargain according to a win-lose logic, and to solve shared problems 

according to a win-win logic (cf. Smith and Elgström, 2012: 303). 

It is important to stress that the maturity of various dialogue processes var-

ies greatly depending on how long they each have been in place. The EU learnt 

from acting in a bigoted way. A sense of ownership among developing coun-

tries is equally important regarding migration as within other forms of devel-

opment cooperation. This is a basic condition for a successful outcome in 

terms of legitimacy since the experiences, interests, and capacities of migrant 

source and transit countries are essential for mutual recognition. This would 

also ensure that the migration-development nexus is supported from a poverty 

reduction perspective, and not mainly from a migration control policy per-

spective. So far, as control predominates in the dialogue processes according 

to a logic of consequences, there is a certain resistance to arriving at an equal 

footing between control and development outcomes. The dominant form of 

statecraft has, nevertheless, been modified. 

Constructivism and realist constructivism remain relevant as we also saw 

constitutive effects in the relation between source and destination countries. 

The mutual relations tell us something about practices. Dynamic interaction 

meant that the EU side needed to go back to the drawing board on several 

occasions. This chapter showed that “practices are patterned in the sense that 

they imply regularity and repetition” (Cornut, 2015: 5). Such patterns were 

also revealed in the analysis of the narratives in the selected Communications. 

The identity of the EU as a destination continent for would-be migrants and 

long-term immigration, is mutually constitutive with the potential and actual 

source countries of emigration. Both categories need to enter into dialogue 

and cooperation in order to create orderly and mutually beneficial movements 

and break loose from asymmetrical power relationships. 

With all the dialogues in full swing it is clear that the EU side has func-

tioned as a norm-maker. While lightly admonishing third countries, the diplo-

matic corps tried to keep its cachet of honour intact. While the EU was using 

the migration-development nexus as leverage in order to make progress in its 

control policy agenda, the logic of appropriateness suggests that development 

policy coherence cannot be achieved through power statecraft. Boorish, brute 

force is not possible, e.g. when sending back irregular migrants is met with a 
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refusal of readmission from the source country. Although readmission is non-

negotiable, such attempts usually end up with the EU being at loggerheads 

with third countries. Instead, funding as a carrot, and aid conditionality as a 

stick are being used as leverage and mainly as power statecraft in linking mi-

gration with development assistance.  

However, the logic of the social requires intersubjective interaction with 

fawning partner countries in order to attain migration statecraft. It is clear that 

many of the development-related interventions are not aimed at cutting down 

on unwanted migration. Support to reduce remittance costs, counteract the 

brain drain, and encourage diaspora contributions to source country develop-

ment have become staples of cooperation. The fine line between the two re-

gime norms faded away to nothing on many occasions. Unabated hard work 

has aimed to achieve mutual benefits and lower the gradient of ascent of the 

route ahead. Overall, we have seen how this EU cooperation can potentially 

be explained and understood through realist constructivism and the amalgam-

ation of strategic action and socialisation. Persistent migration statecraft, it 

seems, finally paid off. 
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Chapter 9. Leveraging through migration 

statecraft 

This chapter will deepen the empirical overview and analysis provided in 

chapter 8 on EU external dialogue processes. It will conduct a congruence 

analysis of normative structures in line with realism, constructivism, and real-

ist constructivism respectively regarding the issue of regime practices. I will 

both focus on statecraft at the actor level, and on the level of normative struc-

tures. A realist analysis assumes that the EU’s power instruments are material, 

e.g. aid and aid conditionality. These are classical carrots and sticks in IR, but 

do they work in this regime? We also look at various funding dilemmas which 

further constrain EU interests in relation to partner countries. A constructivist 

analysis focuses on the viability of ideas and identity for intersubjective inter-

action with partners and within EU institutions. A realist constructivist analy-

sis also brings power and interests, combined with co-constitution into the lat-

ter approach. 

The migration-development nexus can neither be regarded merely from a 

migration control perspective, nor from a purely development-oriented per-

spective. It is evident by now that there are two parallel objectives at work, 

encapsulated in the root causes norm and the development agent norm: “These 

two objectives co-exist in current European policy” (Carling and Talleraas, 

2016: 32). Actors move between the core regime norms, reconstructing them 

where they see fit (Murray-Evans, 2020). Focusing on regime cooperation 

may help in understanding the acceptance or rejection of norms (Van Kers-

bergen and Verbeek, 2007: 236). The norms are reflected in the EU’s badger-

ing of partners in the dialogue processes as we saw in chapter 8. Policymakers 

need political acumen to make sound decisions. They cannot allow themselves 

to come across as languid. In any case, therefore, it remains relevant here to 

look deeper into EU practices and the attempts so far to use development co-

operation and aid to influence third countries and the volume and direction of 

migration.  
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The effects of aid on migration propensity and 

development 

A realist analysis holds that foreign aid is mainly used as an instrument to 

promote self-interest (Morgenthau, 1962), such as the root causes norm (see 

Temprano Arroyo, 2019: 10). However, evidence speaks against the success 

of this strategy.397 Some quantitative empirical research shows that destination 

countries do invest in foreign aid to reduce unwanted migration (Bermeo and 

Leblang, 2015; Azam and Berlinschi, 2009b: 164). Still, “aid targeted for sec-

tors viewed as migration-relevant does not appear to flow in larger measure to 

countries viewed as migration-relevant” (Clemens and Postel, 2018: 4). The 

migration hump model in particular indicates that any attempts to use aid to 

reduce migration pressures probably need to be reconsidered. From a rational 

perspective, it seems that migration should not be linked to development as a 

means to reduce or stop migration, as it may very well have the opposite effect 

for a period of time (Böhning and Schloeter-Paredes, 1994). Instrumentalising 

aid in this way runs counter to realist prudence. 

Similarly, neither does aid promote the development agent norm very well. 

Overall, aid programmes using migrants as agents of development have 

brought mixed and highly context-specific results (Kleist, 2012). Historically, 

aid has only to some extent addressed institutional aspects of the development 

process. It has had rather limited effects on job creation and growth (Ap-

pleyard, 1992b; Nwaogu and Ryan, 2015: 108, 111).398 It could take half a 

century before aid is fully absorbed in the sense of bringing higher national 

income (Boserup, 1971). The aid-growth nexus remains unsettled (Katseli, 

Lucas and Xenogiani, 2006: 29).399 Multidisciplinary approaches are needed 

to grasp what measures make people inert despite the lack of development. 

 
397 Aid and support of democracy, economic development, and trade have not been 

sufficient to reduce emigration to Europe in the medium-term perspective. This holds 

true even if migration restrictions were effective (Clemens and Postel, 2018; Den-

nison, Fine and Gowan, 2019; Rotte, Vogler and Zimmermann, 1997). 
398 There is a statistically significant impact of aid and FDI on economic growth in 

Africa. However, it is only FDI that still shows a significant effect on growth at the 

country level when FDI, aid, as well as remittances are included in a regression anal-

ysis. The positive impact of aid on growth then diminishes and remittances remain 

without significance (Nwaogu and Ryan, 2015: 108, 111). 
399 More recent trends to reduce transferred aid with the in-country costs of hosting 

refugees in OECD countries, have cut more than 25 per cent off the aid received by 

developing countries. This also decreases available aid not only for the development 

agent norm, but also for the root causes norm (Lanati and Thiele, 2019: 6). There 

seems to be robust evidence that only transferred aid “has a statistically significant 

(negative) effect on emigration from developing countries. The high share of non-

transferred aid that we observe for various donors is therefore at odds with the fre-

quently stated goal of tackling the root causes of migration” (Lanati and Thiele, 2019: 

6). 
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Notwithstanding political conflicts, climate change, population growth, and 

unemployment “the causes of staying may be even more powerful, even with 

such gloomy prospects” (Hammar and Tamas, 1997: 6).  

Furthermore, linking development assistance with migration control to 

wring out concessions may be unrealistic and ineffective for several reasons. 

It serves contradictory purposes. It implies a shift of aid for poverty reduction 

to aid for migration control. Thereby, it challenges the development agent 

norm. The inbuilt tensions between the European migration and development 

regime’s two norms thereby become evident, necessitating a realist construc-

tivist analysis. We saw this throughout chapter 8 as well, especially where the 

EU twirled around, behaving inconsistently with ACP and African partners. 

Policy coherence was contradicted by a root causes approach that risked redi-

recting aid activities and areas that stand in opposition to the main objectives 

of aid: “ODA cannot easily serve the double goal of poverty reduction and 

migration control” (Katseli, Lucas and Xenogiani, 2006: 29). In addition, in-

strumentalising aid was still up in the air. 

Calibrating aid 

Some effectiveness of aid and development cooperation as a migration control 

instrument has, admittedly, been confirmed by one study that “gives the im-

pression that policymakers in rich countries are right to view foreign aid as an 

appropriate instrument to curb the flow of migrants”. Nevertheless, results are 

highly heterogeneous, depending on which type of aid is being used (Lanati 

and Thiele, 2017: 16). Governance aid reduces emigration as it reinforces gov-

ernment capacity and diminishes political push factors. Meanwhile, economic 

and social aid may lead to more emigration (Gamso and Yuldashev, 2018a). 

Moreover, countries benefitting from more rural development aid show lower 

rates of emigration. This could follow both due to investments and capacity 

building in the agricultural sector, and rural labour market effects (Gamso and 

Yuldashev, 2018b). 

Yet another study indicates that while so-called ‘late-impact aid’ which tar-

gets public services, health care, education, and governance may take a long 

time to improve growth, it may also advance people’s well-being and reduce 

migration intentions (Lanati and Thiele, 2018). One example of this seems to 

be a project in Mexico where “fine-tuned conditional grants targeting prospec-

tive migrants (in the form of secondary school subsidies) reduce the short-

term migration probability” (Angelucci, 2004: 1). Although there are a few 

such studies (for another example see Azam and Berlinschi, 2009ab),400 the 

general conclusion from the still rather sparse literature on the migration and 

 
400 Based on an econometric modelling exercise and regression analysis, these authors 

draw the conclusion that “foreign aid has a significant negative impact on migration 

inflows into donor countries” (Azam and Berlinschi, 2009b: 164). 
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aid linkages is that “[w]hile policymakers often wish that aid reduces migra-

tion, the literature suggests the opposite, namely that aid increases emigration” 

(Parsons and Winters, 2014: 1; see also Temprano Arroyo, 2019: 82).401 

Moreover, although improved income for some thanks to aid and trade 

might reduce the need to emigrate, trade and aid may on the contrary also 

increase migration propensity as more people will have the resources to emi-

grate. They will also gain more contacts and information about opportunities 

through new networks. The net effect thus remains unclear (Parsons and Win-

ters, 2014: 27). The links between aid and migration can thus be summarised 

as an area where policymakers would need to thread very carefully in order 

not to achieve the reverse results to those aimed for (Fratzke and Salant, 2018: 

2). These findings indicate that there has been an absence of substantial learn-

ing in the EU in regard to using aid to stem unwanted migration flows. 

Whether the EU Commission has taken the few supportive pieces of research 

into account has not been studied thoroughly.  

The impact of interventions cannot be purely aleatory. If the Commission 

is overly selective in basing its policy choices only on research that reflects 

wishful thinking, outcomes may contradict conventional knowledge among 

epistemic communities as well as EU self-interest. This brings the explanatory 

value of realism into question. It could, however, confirm the constructivist 

standpoint that there has been socialisation in regard to the development agent 

norm. Realist constructivism could eventually bring a more compound under-

standing to both sides. This can be done through a stronger focus on statecraft 

and agents than on structures, e.g. through conditionality: “A way to combine 

classical realism and constructivism is to stress the coercive use of norms or 

rhetoric by state actors who endeavour to structure and restructure interna-

tional politics” (Wei, 2020: 129). 

 
401 One of these studies identified an attraction effect whereby bilateral aid improves 

available information on labor market conditions in destination countries; and a push 

effect, whereby total aid indirectly increases wages in countries of origin (Berthélemy, 

Beuran and Maurel, 2009). The findings can be described as a “10 per cent increase 

in bilateral aid is associated with (perhaps causes) an approximately 3 per cent in-

crease in the bilateral migrant stock, while a 10 per cent increase in total aid is asso-

ciated with approximately a 1.5 per cent increase in the migrant stock. The migration 

policy effect is also significant with more liberal policies inducing greater migration” 

(Parsons and Winters, 2014: 30). Another study finds that aid has a statistically sig-

nificant impact on emigration. With $100 received per capita, the emigration rate in-

creases by roughly 5 per cent (Mughanda, 2011: 170). 
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Power statecraft and regime practices 

The issue of conditionality 

Conceptualising aid as a power instrument, we can highlight how actors do 

not even try to conceal how it is being used both as a carrot and a stick. De-

velopment cooperation then functions as leverage to coerce or lure partner 

countries to cooperate on migration control. Power statecraft consequently 

needs to possess development policy for non-development objectives. How-

ever, development policies in general have been lacking clear targets focusing 

on how to avoid forced migration and the brain drain, or to promote econom-

ically beneficial migration and growth-enhancing remittances. Conditionality, 

then, raises the question of what part of development assistance should be 

withdrawn if a partner country does not cooperate in counteracting irregular, 

unwanted migration. As conditionality has also been described as leverage 

(Lavenex and Stucky, 2011: 134), what would be the limitations of a realist 

stance and power statecraft? 

In EU development cooperation, conditionality is overall a “relatively un-

important tool” (Holden, 2009: 183). Meanwhile, the EU might also strive 

towards invoking socialisation as an instrument towards third countries, hop-

ing the latter will realise they ought to follow some given norms valued by the 

EU (Börzel and Risse, 2004).402 Although various attempts to introduce con-

ditionality in the migration and development regime have been made at the 

EU level, they have hardly ever succeeded because of the sensitivities in-

volved. Negative conditionality was regarded as going against policy coher-

ence. Still, in 2016 the EU seemed to succeed in forcing Afghanistan to coop-

erate on readmission while brandishing aid cuts (Quie and Hakimi, 2020: 10-

11; Kipp, Knapp and Meier, 2020).403 The Austrian Minister of Integration 

and Foreign Affairs Sebastian Kurz (later Chancellor), also called for a “less 

for less” principle in relation to third countries to goad them into readmitting 

their citizens who lacked the right to remain in the EU. If such countries 

 
402 This seems to be the case in the process of EU enlargement where conditionality 

is rather frequent (Kratochvíl and Tulmets, 2010: 36). Sidestepping those norms do 

not necessarily mean, however, that third countries are automatically ostracised by the 

EU. 
403 The member states were able to boost returns to Afghanistan from 4 per cent in 

2015 to 28 per cent in 2016. Similarly, when the EU delayed the Trust Fund payments 

to Ethiopia in 2017/2018, it managed to convince the latter to agree upon jointly de-

fined procedures for return and readmission. Ethiopia was subsequently awarded €151 

million. An increased return-rate followed, from 8 per cent in 2017 to 17 per cent in 

2019. Nevertheless, effectiveness remains unclear as return rates to Afghanistan went 

down again in subsequent years and the absolute numbers in Ethiopia were insignifi-

cant (Kipp, Knapp and Meier, 2020; Oxfam, 2020; Council of the European Union, 

2017; Abebe, 2020). 
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refused readmission, they should thus be sanctioned by also receiving less 

funding from the EU (Collett and Ahad, 2017: 27; Bertossi, El Ouassif and 

Tardis, 2021: 20).404 

From this perspective, the European migration and development regime has 

mainly been set up for the sake of instrumentalising cooperation to achieve 

and maintain order (Stokke, 1997: 27). This is not surprising as “recognition 

as an intersubjective, inter-state practice is often conditional” (Weinert, 2016: 

202). However, there are risks and shortcomings with withdrawing aid as a 

bargaining chip for the EU side. As an aloof measure, it may be regarded as 

imperious by partners if linked to forced returns (Wanjiku, 2021; Geddes and 

Maru, 2020; Sundberg Diez and Trauner, 2021).405 It might be cumbersome 

to carry out actual withdrawals, especially where larger programmes have 

been launched and ongoing investments are to be interrupted. In addition, 

some third countries receive more through remittances from their migrants 

than from foreign aid from the EU. Partner countries might not even rely very 

much on EU aid. Moreover, recent investment and aid packages from China 

 
404 Such EU attempts towards negative conditionality may be compared to measures 

implemented at the member state level. Italy is among those who have considered 

conditionality (Dennison, Fine and Gowan, 2019). Denmark has since 2019 set aside 

almost €15 million in ODA per annum to reward countries that comply with readmis-

sion obligations, something that could also put pressure on countries that do not 

(Udlændinge- og Integrationsministeriet, 2021). Meanwhile, Belgium and the Neth-

erlands have put in place conditionality in development programmes, and even rein-

forced it. The Netherlands has also been expanding development cooperation where 

chances for readmission are improved (ECDPM/ICMPD, 2013: 42). Nevertheless, the 

latter’s experiences with freezing aid to Ghana as a negative sanction in 2002 did not 

lead to the expected results. Neither did earlier experiences by Germany with condi-

tionality in Vietnam in 1994 bring any lasting impact. Such conditionality could also 

hamper relations (Knoll and Sherriff, 2017: 56-57; Parkes, 2017: 87-88). 
405 Forced returns are opposed by several African countries not only due to their hu-

manitarian implications, but also due to political and economic costs. Remittances 

often constitute a lifeline for households that outweighs aid, and financing reintegra-

tion is usually out of reach for governments (Mouthaan, 2019: 8). Egypt’s minister 

for foreign affairs for instance demanded from the EU at the 2015 Valletta Summit to 

find solutions “shunning any coercive migrant return policies” (Wanjiku, 2021: 156). 

Returns from the Netherlands, as another example, led to public turmoil in Mali and 

the government’s pull back from an agreement. This compelled the counterparts to try 

to reduce public awareness about readmission (Geddes and Maru, 2020: 8; Sundberg 

Diez and Trauner, 2021: 14). A temporary moratorium was placed on returns by The 

Gambia’s government in 2019 following demonstrations and impassioned debate on 

social media. Readmission became an issue of political legitimacy for the government, 

as well as a risk of political destabilisation for the country (Altrogge and Zanker, 

2019ab). 
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in Africa may offset any threat from the EU to reduce aid (Collett and Ahad, 

2017: 27-28; Kipp, Knapp and Meier, 2020).406 

At the end of 2020, EU institutions agreed that they “shall combine all ap-

propriate tools and the necessary leverage through a flexible incitative ap-

proach with [...] possible changes in allocation of funding related to migra-

tion” (OJEU, 2021: 23). While still beating around the bush, EU policymakers 

thus opened up for conditionality in the new long-term financial instrument. 

This was pushed for by the Council and the Commission but opposed by the 

Parliament (Council of the European Union, 2020a; Chadwick, 2020ab). More 

general studies on development cooperation show that “in allocating aid, most 

bilateral donors seem to be guided by their self-interest” (Azam and Berlin-

schi, 2009b: 154). Nevertheless, conditioning aid on cooperation on irregular 

migration might go against both the root causes norm and the development 

agent norm as: 

even from the perspective of those who believe that development aid can and 

should be used to curb migration, reducing aid as a sanction for lack of cooper-

ation appears self-defeating as it would, by this logic, actually increase poverty, 

reduce opportunities and potentially exacerbate migration (Castillejo, 2017: 

15). 

 

Therefore, conditionality would only work effectively for the EU side if it was 

able to “withhold its rewards or incentives at little or no cost to itself. In other 

words, for conditions to be credible, the European Union must be less inter-

ested in giving the reward than the third country is in receiving it.” In this 

regard, there are also inconsistencies between the regime principles of shared 

responsibilities and differentiation as alluded to in chapter 8. The EU’s 

haughty, differentiated approach to partner countries in its external migration 

policy makes the use of conditionality even more challenging. It could nega-

tively affect the trust required for forging a mutual sense of shared responsi-

bilities: “ignoring certain achievements in one country while rewarding them 

next door is unlikely to foster strong mutual trust and cooperation in the long 

term” (Collett and Ahad, 2017: 28).407 

Indeed, policies beyond the narrow migration policy frameworks could be 

more effective in steering migration propensity and the direction of flows: 

“Foreign aid by rich countries can help reduce the gap [between richer and 

 
406 One example is Nigeria. In 2018, the country received $24.3 billion in remittances 

compared to $3.3 billion in aid. In addition, investments and construction contracts 

from China amounted to approximately $26.7 billion during 2015-2018 (Kipp, Knapp 

and Meier, 2020). 
407 Also the OECD has been sceptical to conditionality, arguing that it seems to be 

inconsistent to make aid cuts in order to reduce migration. From a policy coherence 

perspective, it would be more logical and effective with job creation coupled with 

improved social protection systems (OECD, 2017: 46). 
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poorer countries], but even more important are measures to encourage trade – 

especially by removing trade barriers – and to increase investment in devel-

oping countries. Conflict resolution and reconstruction measures can also play 

a part in reducing migration pressures” (Castles, 2007: 48). This shows how 

realism and Realpolitik have underestimated the differentiation between direct 

and indirect power instruments. Although there has been such an EU belief 

(European Council, 1992: 48), trade does not automatically lead to less migra-

tion (see e.g. Cottier and Shingal, 2021).408 Contrary to expectations by poli-

cymakers who set up NAFTA409 partly as a means to mitigate migration pres-

sure from Mexico to the USA, growing trade between the two countries in fact 

led to more illegal immigration (Del Rio and Thorwarth, 2009).410 

Research has, on the other hand, shown that migration can have signifi-

cantly positive trade effects between countries (Sgrignoli et al., 2015; Cottier 

and Shingal, 2021: 10-12). International migration can induce bilateral trade 

if it helps to reduce the cost of information or brings more demand for goods 

from migrant source countries, but there are disparities around whether goods 

are differentiated or homogeneous (Felbermayr and Toubal, 2012). Mean-

while, as migration and trade are complements, then cutting down on trade 

could also reduce migration and vice versa (Ghani, 2020). Such trade links are 

usually not taken into account in the EU’s dialogue processes with third coun-

tries or within the EU external migration policies. A statistical analysis of all 

EU trade agreements shows that there is “no positive relationship between 

trade volumes and trade-related mobility clauses”. Meanwhile, the EU contin-

ues to include readmission clauses and other provisions against irregular mi-

gration (Jurje and Lavenex, 2014; see also Parkes, 2017: 126). 

Furthermore, the OECD notes that trade policies, for instance through pro-

tectionism, especially in the textile and agricultural sectors, may create devel-

opment impediments in low-income countries. Growing migration pressures 

 
408 A recent study argues that “it is important to emphasize that increases in exports 

and FDI will not reduce incentives to migrate in the short- and middle-term”. While 

the theoretical economics literature expects a substitution effect between trade and 

investment and labour migration through job creation and lower emigration incen-

tives, consensus in empirical research rather points to complementarities between 

trade, FDI, and migration. The latter means that more migration may lead to more 

trade, and the prevalence of migrants in domestic labour markets of host countries 

brings more exports and imports in relation to migrant source countries. In effect, the 

interlinkages between internal (including national identity issues) and external policy 

concerns impede policymaking in this regard (Cottier and Shingal, 2021: 14, 37). 
409 North American Free Trade Association. 
410 Similarly, current research on the causal relationship between bilateral trade and 

bilateral migration, has revealed that “liberalizing trade in the area of the Euro-Medi-

terranean partnership does not seem to be an effective policy to mitigate the migration 

flows, at least in the short run”. Nevertheless, the EU has since 1995 set itself as a 

policy objective to establish a free trade area with developing countries around the 

Mediterranean in order also to ease migration pressure (Campaniello, 2014: 1). 



269 

might thus be an indirect effect of trade protectionism (cf. chapter 6). On the 

other hand, “[t]rade liberalisation stimulates migration in the short term, but 

reduces it in the long term” (Schmieg, 2019: 10). From a policy coherence 

perspective, it would then rather be more logical to reduce trade barriers and 

tariffs in sectors where developing countries have comparative advantages, 

thereby promoting job creation and growth, as a way of addressing migration 

pressures (OECD, 2017: 46).411 While there are some exceptions (Natale, Mi-

gali and Münz, 2018), not taking into account the potential effects on the mi-

gration-development nexus of broader non-migration policies such as trade, 

labour market policies, or social protection systems, could be regarded as a 

lack of learning within the EU.412 

Other research and data indicate that development assistance as such has a 

limited impact not only on migration propensity, but also on broader economic 

growth, job creation, and security which could contribute to more and better 

opportunities at home as alternatives to emigration. Being persistent about this 

strategy thus seems to be equivalent to trying to boil the ocean. Even if devel-

opment were the alternative to emigration, the task ahead for the EU could be 

gargantuan. Instead, development has overall mainly led to more emigration: 

“this evidence implies that donors could achieve greater impact by leveraging 

development aid, not to deter migration but to shape it for mutual benefit” 

(Clemens and Postel, 2018: 1). If we assume realist calculations and strategic 

action, it becomes very hard to explain why states would invest in something 

as counterproductive as aid against migration root causes.413 

This quote could, however, be interpreted as supporting my argument of 

development cooperation being used as leverage, as a form of goodwill rather 

than as a form of coercive control. With such an objective, the EU would still 

come across as rational, to some extent, when investing in source countries to 

 
411 Another example of policies in other areas affecting migration, is the case of how 

many developing countries liberalised their economies and reduced public interven-

tion in accordance with the prevailing development philosophy during the 1980s and 

1990s. The disbanding of social and labour safety nets led to increasing migration 

flows from many Latin American countries (OECD, 2017: 141).  
412 Similarly, as much research points to the limited effects of aid as an instrument to 

address the root causes, it appears as less rational, and even as a policy failure, to 

abstain from doing a proper cost/benefit calculation in this regard within the European 

migration and development regime: “Aid for the improvement of living conditions, 

that is the root causes of refugee movements, may only be migration-preventive if a 

relatively small geographical area with a relatively small number of individuals is 

assisted with relatively large amounts of aid” (Czaika, 2009: 168). 
413 Still, it has been argued that EU external cooperation uses conditionality and 

broader issue linkages to achieve domestic order in terms of migration. For instance, 

”[m]obility partnerships between the European Union (EU) and third countries are 

usually viewed as reflecting asymmetric power relations where development aid, trade 

relations and visa policies are made conditional upon the cooperation by third coun-

tries with an EU agenda of migration control” (Tittel-Mosser, 2018: 349). 
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stem unwanted migration. Migration statecraft also needs to deal with the in-

tersubjective relations with partners, with the drabness of institutional politics, 

with EU domestic constituencies, and with the long-term perspective. Seeking 

leverage could, however, be a reason why knowledge produced in epistemic 

communities may be ignored, i.e. much empirical research which has illus-

trated that migration has not directly been influenced by aid in for example 

the ACP countries. Aid would, accordingly, not be an effective instrument to 

control migration flows, at least not in the way it has been used so far (Gregl 

and Logožar, 2017).  

It is notable that such a lack of effectiveness does not impede states from 

directing their development assistance to refugee-generating source countries, 

as this might be a special case (Temprano Arroyo, 2019). An empirical anal-

ysis of this link shows that “donor states significantly increase their aid vol-

umes for the respective sending countries of their asylum applicants. In fact, 

the effect for short-term emergency aid is even threefold larger than for long-

term aid” (Czaika, 2009: 156). Notwithstanding whether the bereft individuals 

leave their ramshackle dwellings or estates behind, such interventions still 

only bring skimpy results in reducing flows of asylum-seekers and refugees 

to the donor country.414 However, this latter point, beyond instrumentalising 

aid for migration control purposes, does not have a direct bearing on aid con-

ditionality in order to root out irregular migration. Such issue linkages are 

nevertheless not uncommon as a form of migration statecraft.415 

Funding dilemmas 

The classical realist Carr shared with Hegel a view of history as entailing a 

specific governing logic, whereby goals could only be demarcated at close 

range and procured in retrospect (MacKay and LaRoche, 2021: 19). By look-

ing at the EU’s actual funding practices we can further investigate the 

 
414 One study, on the other hand, argues that there is no consistent evidence that aid 

can reduce refugee flows (Dreher, Fuchs and Langlotz, 2017). Moreover, there has 

been an overall trend to increase the share of humanitarian assistance in total devel-

opment funding. OECD donor countries increased humanitarian assistance by 80 per 

cent in the period 2012-2016, partly due to the 2015 migration and refugee crisis 

(SEEK Development, 2017: 15). 
415 While aid to refugee producing countries and regions could to some extent be re-

garded as predominantly humanitarian, such aid may for instance also target the iden-

tification of genuine refugees and sorting out of irregular migrants, or to promote re-

turn in post-conflict regions with a longer-term development perspective. Civil soci-

ety has, however, been suspicious to what are foremost considered to be restrictive 

control policy measures that go against the notion of policy coherence (Concord, 

2015: 5). Even the European Parliament shares this view: “there is a clear trend to 

subordinate the EU’s international development cooperation to the objectives of EU 

migration policy” (European Parliament, 2015a: 17). 
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utilisation of aid conditionality. While doing so we should recall that the stud-

ied regime is embedded within a broader European regime complex. This sit-

uatedness leads to a number of specific funding dilemmas and challenges for 

effective and legitimate statecraft. Nexus narratives are closely linked to prac-

tices and the EU’s interactions with its partner countries: “The migration and 

development discourse is sustained by increased funding from the European 

Union and some member states to instill a particular view of the nexus” (Kab-

banji, 2013: 415). From a realist perspective then, funding corroborates self-

interest and is mainly used as leverage. 

Funding within this regime should thus tell us something about power state-

craft (see e.g. ECRE, 2020: 2).416 The argument is that the “power to increase 

the probability of a specific positive outcome is the power both of goal attain-

ment and of control over one’s environment” (Deutsch, 1968: 21). Money 

could placate the fiercest opponents. However, the EU might have lacked the 

wherewithal to achieve its goals at any given moment. Morality dilemmas may 

also arise if action fails to remain above board. Hiring dictators such as Gad-

dafi to serve as migration obstructers, for instance, has meant that the “EU 

compromised its democratic ideals” (Canterbury, 2012: 204). Libya, mean-

while, sponged on the EU, daring it to pay handsomely for its services. Look-

ing back at the past decades of financing external actions and interventions 

within the European regime complex, it is clear that inchoate funding patterns 

have been characterised by large diversity and lack of coordination, making 

them less effective. There did not seem to be an overall, rational strategy or 

distinct objectives attached to the funding instruments: 

External migration was implemented through multiple spending instruments, 

each with its own objectives. The objectives were not interlinked and the in-

struments provided no clear strategy by which to identify the scale of their con-

tribution. Thus it is unclear what they intended to achieve at EU level (European 

Court of Auditors, 2016: 46). 

 

Funding for migration and development initiatives galore have been split 

across several budget instruments. The Development Cooperation Instrument 

(DCI) has primarily been focusing on poverty reduction. However, it has also 

included support in regard to managing migration flows and measures to pro-

mote the integration and protection of the rights of migrants and their families 

in host societies. The Partnership Instrument and the Instrument contributing 

to Stability and Peace have also to some extent covered issues of migration 

(Green European Foundation, 2016; European Parliament, 2016b: 7). In 

 
416 ECRE (2020: 2) has been critical to the EU’s self-interested way to use funding: 

“the Council of the EU and the new European Commission are assessing what other 

leverage is available to make third country governments more compliant and to influ-

ence them in line with the EU’s interests [on return and readmission]. The use of EU 

external funding, including development assistance, is being considered”. 
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addition, a number of EU agencies have carried out interventions in support 

of the internal and external dimensions of migration policies (European Par-

liament, 2016a; 2016b: 7). Then, there have also been a number of geograph-

ical programmes which could entail funding for migration and asylum (Euro-

pean Parliament, 2017c). 

The first EU budget line (the so-called B667) for migration and asylum in 

external relations made available the trifling sum of €42.5 million during 

2001-2004 (Boswell and Geddes, 2011: 140). The Aeneas programme in-

creased this to €250 million during 2004-2008 (European Parliament, 2015a: 

53; European Commission, 2010: 4). Eventually, actual spending tapered off 

to only €116 million in the shortened programme during 2004-2006. Out of 

this, a total of 11 projects on migration and development were funded, repre-

senting around 10 per cent of the total number of projects, and 11 per cent of 

total funding (den Hertog, 2016: 8). The Thematic Programme on cooperation 

with third countries in the areas of migration and asylum (TPMA) continued 

the Aeneas actions within the framework of the Financial Perspectives 2007-

2013 with €380 million allocated (European Commission, 2006b; European 

Commission, 2007c).  

How much funding is adequate? A mid-term review indicated that “the lim-

ited financial resources of the TPMA were invoked as a reason for the per-

ceived lack of incentive for third countries. This corresponds to a widespread 

assumption in EU policymaking: that funding creates incentives and produces 

leverage in the EU’s cooperation with third countries” (den Hertog, 2016: 

10).417 Shortly before launching the TPMA, EU External Relations Commis-

sioner Ferrero-Waldner argued that this programme would confirm the change 

in policy away from, “more development for less migration”, to, “better man-

aging migration for more development” (European Commission, 2006a: 3).418 

Specific priority was, however, given to the main regions of emigration and 

transit to the EU rather than to poorer countries on the basis of their develop-

ment needs. Therefore, this is an example of strategic social construction (Fin-

nemore and Sikking, 1998: 910) and rhetorical action from the EU side (see 

Schimmelfennig, 2003).  

The broader picture concerns the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) 

2014-2020 (European Parliament, 2016b: 5), within which funding for Home 

Affairs initially amounted to €9.26 billion. As regards humanitarian aid and 

 
417 The European Commission also reported that it devoted approximately €1 billion 

in the period 2004-2012 to over 400 migration-oriented projects as a way to integrate 

migration as a priority issue in its external cooperation. Much of this funding was, 

however, geared towards capacity building in migration management, although it also 

covered poverty reduction and development-related activities (European Commis-

sion, 2013a: 8). 
418 Some academics echo this argument: the “more recent approach moves away from 

[the] purely instrumentalist concern with development as a way of pursuing goals of 

migration control, evident in earlier policies” (Collyer, 2011: 1). 
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development cooperation, the EU budget as well as EU Trust Funds and the 

EDF (which are both outside the MFF), covered interventions within the area 

of migration and asylum, both with a geographical and a thematic approach. 

The 11th EDF was to funnel €30.5 billion during the period 2014-2020. It was 

the main instrument to fund cooperation with the ACP countries (European 

Parliament, 2016b: 7). The funding made available for AMIF419 and the Inter-

nal Security Fund constituted an important reinforcement compared to the pre-

viously available SOLID420 funds for home affairs, amounting to €4 billion 

(den Hertog, 2016: 36). 

The EU’s dialogue processes described in chapter 8 have thus been funded 

through several instruments. From the frugal beginnings of dedicated migra-

tion funding, much more resources became available, also through using the 

DCI, including the only global thematic funding for migration. This instru-

ment was set up within the Global Public Goods and Challenges thematic pro-

gramme for 2014-2020. Funding from this source was supposed to cover, inter 

alia, interventions around the aim of improving governance in the area of mi-

gration, asylum and mobility, as well as refining the management of migratory 

flows, and the protection of human rights of migrants and “better understand-

ing of migration stimuli” (European Parliament, 2016b: 9-10). Since the DCI 

is development aid funding, we should recall that also “[a]id... is an instrument 

of statecraft” and can be used as “‘a sophisticated instrument of control’” (Pi-

card and Groelsema, 2015: 7). 

It is interesting then to look in particular at the DCI and EDF and how mi-

gration features in these instruments: “The EDF-funded migration-related ac-

tions often follow a development perspective on migration. This can also be 

related to South-South migration and does not necessarily need to have a direct 

link to the EU’s migration policy or priorities” (den Hertog, 2016: 13). For the 

EDF and the DCI geographic programmes, DG Devco and the EEAS are in-

volved in drawing up the so-called Regional, National, and Multiannual In-

dicative Programmes, which stipulate the priorities for development coopera-

tion. The third countries’ own national or regional development plans should 

in principle be a basis for these (den Hertog, 2016: 13). Still, a DCI-evaluation 

highlighted the difficulties in bringing together EU-internal interest in the root 

causes approach, with external action geared towards development needs in 

partner countries (European Commission, 2017j: 14).421 

The mid-term review of the MFF 2014-2020 suggested substantial addi-

tional EU funding during 2017-2020 for “jobs and growth, migration and se-

curity”, partly following from the 2015 migration crisis in Europe. In this 

 
419 The Asylum, Migration, and Integration Fund. 
420 The General Programme for Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows. 
421 The external evaluators nevertheless argued that a focus on issues such as security 

and migration had not diverted from poverty reduction as the main cornerstone of the 

DCI (European Commission, 2017j: 33). 
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regard it also referred to the root causes norm (European Commission, 2016f: 

3).422 In terms of funding the new Migration Partnership Framework, the EU 

put up the Emergency Trust Fund for Africa. However, there soon arose vari-

ous issues with effectiveness and consistency (Collett and Ahad, 2017: 31).423 

In regard to the allocation of resources under the Trust Fund, also mainly 

funded by the DCI (European Commission, 2017j: 14, 16; Bartels, 2019: 41), 

there has also been some criticism in regard to its legal basis. The incorpora-

tion of migration into development cooperation allegedly goes against the de-

velopment agent norm. The actions probably do not comply with the EDF and 

the Cotonou Agreement, with the DCI Regulation, or with the Treaty regard-

ing development cooperation. The root causes norm and conditionality are in 

this regard “partially at odds with this Treaty provision” (den Hertog, 2016: 

31).424 

If we look at funding from the EU Trust Fund for Africa, in several coun-

tries such as Morocco, Ethiopia, The Gambia, and Niger, development pro-

jects were carried out in sync with reinforced readmission (Oxfam, 2020: 3, 

18). Zooming in on Ethiopia, there was a clear priority for funding in regard 

to migration and development and the root causes of irregular migration (66 

per cent of total funding). Meanwhile, support to legal migration and mobility 

amounted to 16 per cent. Protection and asylum represented 10 per cent (Eu-

ropean Commission, 2017h: 225-226). The reasons for giving succour to Ethi-

opia were mixed. The EU was motivated by the vast needs in this country as 

well as its geopolitical significance for the EU, even though migration to the 

EU is relatively limited (European Commission, 2017h: 225-226). The 

 
422 Looking forward, the Commission’s proposal for the new MFF 2021-2027 signif-

icantly increased the EU budget for migration and asylum, to over €34.9 billion, com-

pared to the €13 billion eventually designated for the period 2014-2020. Also, the 

proposal for the Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instru-

ment (NDICI) included a horizontal target of 10 per cent of funds earmarked for mi-

gration management and the root causes of irregular migration and forced displace-

ment (European Commission, 2019b: 22; OJEU, 2021). The Commission was push-

ing for the root causes while instumentalising policy coherence as migration statecraft: 

“An increased coherence between migration and development cooperation policies is 

important to ensure that development assistance supports partner countries to manage 

migration more effectively” (European Commission, 2018d: 22). With such a massive 

increase in the budget available for the migration and development regime during the 

period covered by this thesis, 1985-2020 and beyond, regime evolution becomes an 

important notion. 
423 Collett and Ahad have argued that “[t]he EU Trust Fund for Africa is a critical tool 

to address partner countries priorities, but it is unclear how funds should be distributed 

between migration and development funding priorities to maximise effectiveness” 

(Collett and Ahad, 2017: 31). 
424 We should, therefore, recall that Morgenthau argued that statecraft and interna-

tional politics cannot be reduced to legal rules and institutions, as they are merely 

instrumental to more underlying fundamental forces (Morgenthau, 1948: 4). 
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expectations of the two parties were, however, not fully met. Ethiopia had 

hoped for an interlude from distress through more support for job creation, 

root causes, and legal migration (Castillejo, 2017: 26-27).  

This is just one example of how development objectives are hard to com-

bine with the overall root causes agenda. The EU may for instance situate 

project interventions mainly in major areas of emigration, rather than based 

on the core development needs. As an illustration, in 2016, Development 

Commissioner Neven Mimica visited Sudan and announced a handout to the 

country of about €100 million towards addressing the root causes of irregular 

migration and its links to development: “The new funding will focus on re-

ducing poverty, promoting peace and good governance, supporting the crea-

tion of jobs and improving the delivery of basic services (such as education 

and health) in areas affected by insecurity and experiencing large migratory 

flows” (Asia News Monitor, 2016).425 Interventions are thus often multi-

pronged and even contradictory in trying to achieve strategic action. The risk 

for misbegotten projects is therefore real.426 

The 2015 migration crisis led to a reorientation in the view on how much 

resources should be devoted to the root causes approach (Knoll and Sherriff, 

2017: 247-248). Power is also about the “ability... to overcome obstacles” 

(Deutsch, 1968: 22). Instead of remaining in the doldrums about the calamity, 

policymakers splashed out through a major turnaround. They seemed to take 

particular relish in announcing the new era. Both the intention and scale were 

confirmed by the European Council in June 2018: 

Tackling the migration problem at its core requires a partnership with Africa 

aiming at a substantial socio-economic transformation of the African continent 

[…]. The European Union and its Member States must rise to this challenge. 

We need to take the extent and the equality of our cooperation with Africa to a 

new level. This will not only require increased development funding but also 

steps towards creating a new framework enabling a substantial increase of 

 
425 The context of migrant smuggling involving Sudan is very complex. Perpetrators 

such as organised networks of Bedouin tribesmen are joined by corrupt government 

officials, military personnel, border guards, and police. Refugees from Eritrea and 

Ethiopia are among the victims and smugglers’ routes include transiting Egypt and 

Libya to Israel or to Europe as destinations (Bahlbi, 2016). This shows that develop-

ment aid to poverty reduction does not necessarily solve the problems of irregular 

migration to the EU. 
426 Again, there has been critique from civil society. Concord has argued that EU dis-

course is mainly about security instead of development. Development funds have be-

come an instrument of control policy. Partner countries which cooperate gain support 

and funding (Concord, 2015: 5). Such critique does, however, not seem to have af-

fected funding priorities and the dispersal of resources along migratory routes. Alt-

hough such arguments would support a realist interpretation, it is clear from the above 

figures that plenty of support also went to policy coherence and poverty reduction 

which could then be explained as an effect of socialisation. 
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private investment from both Africans and Europeans (European Council, 

2018: 3). 

 

The qualitative and quantitative differences in the amounts the EU was ready 

to spend on managing migration and development were visible in the new ap-

proach of the European External Investment Plan (EIP). In its new European 

Consensus on Development, the EU referred to this plan, “which will include 

guarantees to lower the risk profile of investment in developing countries and 

thus leverage additional finance, particularly from the private sector. It will 

contribute to the attainment of the SDGs, thus helping to tackle the root causes 

of irregular migration” (European Parliament, Council, Commission, 2017: 

11). This wording again was a clear example of migration statecraft in reaction 

to impervious partners, rather than merely power statecraft.  

The EU provided a reassuring signpost that it was in it for the long haul. 

The idea behind the bountiful EIP and the European Fund for Sustainable De-

velopment (EFSD) has been to offer a basic contribution from the EU and then 

encourage more investment from the private sector and member states. These 

instruments were very different to previous bankrolls. Commissioner Mimica 

expressed the notion motivating the EU’s largesse in the following way: 

Our External Investment Plan marks a new approach for eradicating poverty 

and achieving inclusive sustainable development. By leveraging in particular 

private finance, our contribution of €4.1 billion will leverage up to €44 billion 

of investments which otherwise would not happen. Now it is up to all key play-

ers of the private sector in Europe and in our partner countries to join us in 

creating sustainable growth and decent jobs for the benefit of all (European 

Commission, 2017h). 

 

The Commission argued that this broad, market-based cooperation mecha-

nism would both “address some of the obstacles to growth in our partner coun-

tries and of the root causes of irregular migration” (European Commission, 

2017h). Expressed in an alternative way, it was evident that the EU was at-

tempting to merge different goals within one composite framework, i.e. the 

root causes norm and the development agent norm. Looking at the formulation 

in the Regulation of the EFSD itself, it was clear that the EU conveyed the 

notion of being able to address both issues simultaneously, namely both more 

development through migration and less migration through development. The 

partners were supposed to use their windfall both for implementing the 2030 

Agenda and for addressing migration pressure (European Parliament, Council, 

Commission, 2017: 3). 

Regime evolution transformed the basic pattern of cooperation into a mis-

match between the regime’s material basis and its constituent ideas. The dis-

cord manifested itself in policies contradicting available research produced by 

the global academic community about development leading to more, not less 

migration for a period of time. The EU and other industrialised countries are 
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now going all in through massive investments in addressing the root causes of 

migration.427 Also, more and more funding tends to go to root causes projects 

rather than migrants as development agent projects. Conditionality, neverthe-

less, might both be difficult to carry out in practice and lead to third countries 

using migration pressure to gain leverage over the EU in obtaining more fund-

ing (den Hertog, 2016: 2). However much is being spent, it needs to corre-

spond with influence over the target actors and rationality in a logic of conse-

quences. Realists, therefore, have a hard time explaining why the EU does not 

have more clout towards its partners when it comes to paying for reduced mi-

gration pressure.  

Ideational statecraft and regime practices 

Recognition in EU external relations 

If the EU has been socialised by the idea that migration is good for develop-

ment, how would that be reflected in the interactions with partners? Although 

constructivism may be useful here, “[t]he important question, often unan-

swered, however, is how to translate ideas into long-standing national prac-

tices” (Paul, 2017: 5). Challenges to moving ahead within the dialogue pro-

cesses have included the lack of a truly common migration policy at the EU 

level; different views at the EU level and member state level on how and how 

far to proceed; large divergences in the interests and capabilities of the various 

partner countries; and shortcomings in terms of implementation capacity 

among all involved stakeholders (Weinar, 2011). These were also some of the 

challenges concerning mutual recognition and trust-building: “the process of 

mutual recognition explains the intersubjective constitution of people’s iden-

tity” (Hayden and Schick, 2016: 3). This is important, as we may recall that 

“Hegel locates the state in intersubjectivity” (Devetak, 1995: 28). 

Based on the empirical analysis in chapter 8, it is evident that there remain 

gaps between the interests of the partner countries and the EU side in terms of 

migration and development, and particularly in terms of the outlook for 

 
427 One of U.S. President Biden’s first measures on day one was to introduce a policy 

against the root causes of migration from Latin America, including a $4 billion aid 

package (White House, 2021; Time, 2021). The German Commission on the Root 

Causes of Displacement (2021: 141), recommended the following in this regard: “Pur-

sue the ODA goal and introduce additional budgetary resources primarily for preven-

tion”. Such measures run counter to the empirical evidence that “sustained advances 

in a country’s overall economic development tend to cause greater emigration. This 

fact strikes the face of conventional wisdom in ministries and international agencies 

worldwide charged with making policy for migration and development” (Clemens, 

2018: 2). 
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increased labour mobility opportunities (see e.g. Adepoju, Van Noorloos and 

Zoomers, 2009; Angenendt, 2012). This is also why Krasner’s regime defini-

tion focusing on ‘converging expectations’ is not met in this regime. For in-

stance, the Commission in its Fourth Evaluation Report on the Migration 

Partnership Framework noted that only two member states had introduced 

bilateral initiatives facilitating labour mobility, with Senegal and Mali, while 

16 member states reported no such arrangements (European Commission, 

2017g: 14). This obviously brings “insufficient leverage and incentives to per-

suade partner countries to collaborate” on the root causes (Temprano Arroyo, 

2019: 76). 

The Commission believed that offering tailor-made legal migration routes 

could be useful as a tool in exchange for reduced irregular migration. How-

ever, this is dependent on the interests and willingness of member states to 

volunteer, given that the volume and kind of labour migration permits to be 

issued is member state competence (European Commission, 2017c: 19). Mi-

gration Commissioner Avramopoulos tried to convince members of the Euro-

pean Parliament that the EU needs labour from third countries, i.e. that such 

labour is in the EU’s interest due to the ageing population and skills shortages 

in key sectors. He offered the Commission’s support as a norm-entrepreneur 

in coordinating pilot projects among interested member states with specific 

partner countries: “By combining efforts, the Union will have a stronger lev-

erage on third countries to ensure their cooperation on readmission and return” 

(European Commission, 2017i: 1).428 

Both the Commission and the EU overall, thus address domestic audiences 

as well as third countries by combining various policy perspectives and inter-

ests. Still, it is doubtful whether the EU side could ever offer sufficient labour 

migration openings to third countries to meet the demand for emigration op-

portunities in those countries. At the same time, it is evident that the ability of 

the EU to achieve results in bilateral cooperation with third countries is re-

strained. It is affected by coordination challenges within the EU, as well as by 

the varying characteristics of political structures within the chosen partner 

countries (Wunderlich, 2010). Clearly, the examples of partnership frame-

works and cooperation in chapter 8 show suboptimal outcomes both for the 

EU and for partner countries.429 So, there seems to be a need for other kinds 

of leverage to be deployed in external relations. 

 
428 The Commission clearly wanted to offer labour migration to partner countries as a 

leverage in dialogue processes pursuing EU control policy interests: “these pilot pro-

jects could be explored with selected third countries based on the quality of the part-

nership on migration management” (European Commission, 2017c: 19). 
429 Also, the EU side’s eagerness to perform in relation to the member states’ constit-

uencies in terms of effectiveness has influenced the balance in the partnership arrange-

ments. Notably, the EU was outspoken on each step forward in its diplomacy towards 

African countries within the Partnership Framework, to some extent cornering those 
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In this regard, we may notice a differentiation in whether EU partners are 

mainly transit countries (such as those in the neighbourhood) or countries of 

origin (for instance in West and Sub-Saharan Africa). Various partners require 

different locus measures from the part of the EU to succumb. For the former, 

the migration-security nexus seems to be stronger than for the latter, where 

the migration-development nexus comes to the fore – these objectives corre-

spond to the long-term measures directed at prevention and the short-term 

measures against irregular migration flows (see e.g. Ceccorulli and Fanta, 

2013: 168, 170, 179-180).430 The EU’s ideational statecraft is thus constrained 

by both the root causes and the development agent norms. Converting those 

norms into practices relies on the fact that “[r]elationships and recognition are 

co-constitutive” (Sassatelli, 2019: 40). Therefore, collective beliefs as well as 

their impact are important for outcomes (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993: 7). 

Although the EU seeks increased migration control effectiveness with its 

externalisation policy, it might not achieve it, as the Africa-EU cooperation 

has shown. There is both a lack of legitimacy, and persistent power politics by 

the EU side in the asymmetrical relationships that prevail. EU actors have tried 

to remedy the lack of coherence between EU and bilateral foreign policies 

(Wunderlich, 2010). They sought to realign themselves in the wake of the 

2015 crisis “by making migration an issue at the heart of the EU’s external 

relations.” The apprehensive EU approach, however, remained one-sided with 

an overly strong emphasis on EU control interests. This stance left African 

partners limited space to bring their own priorities to the table and they tended 

to regard EU talk about legal migration opportunities as folderol (Tardis, 

2018: 10). There was also growing discord between EU offers and partners’ 

(e.g. Morocco’s) needs in terms of capacity building in migration control 

(Council of the European Union, 2021: 3-4). The EU did not seem to realise 

that “political power is not an absolute; it is a human relationship” (Aron, 

2017: 47).  

Similarly, we need to understand the EU’s negotiations with developing 

regions and countries on migration and development as a process of embed-

ding and linking traditionally separate issues with one another. While 

 
partners by announcing initiatives that were not yet fully anchored in bilateral talks: 

“the European Union’s preoccupation with convincing its own public of its effective-

ness has not created sufficient space for partner countries to also claim wins” from the 

cooperation frameworks (Collett and Ahad, 2017: 26). 
430 Security, in any case, also becomes an important aspect of the migration-develop-

ment nexus as far as the lack of security and high levels of insecurity are being re-

garded as one of the root causes of unwanted migration (see e.g. Ceccorulli and Fanta, 

2013: 168, 170, 179-180). In addition, the need for EU state security is also increas-

ingly motivating traditional security measures to be applied to migration management. 

The EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy has e.g. been activated against irreg-

ular migration through military missions of the EUCAP Sahel Niger (European Ex-

ternal Action Service, 2018b; Martins and Strange, 2019; Oxfam, 2020). 
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migration control policy has been the overarching aim of these partnerships, 

they have also become tools for development cooperation with their own 

logic. Development outcomes from migration have become self-standing 

agenda items and clear objectives in their own right, indicating ideational so-

cialisation. Much of this development-focused agenda has been driven by the 

EU partner countries, in Africa and the ACP in particular.431 However, overall, 

negotiations are characterised by asymmetrical power relations and power 

statecraft to the benefit of the EU. The overall result has been a regime affected 

in its legitimacy due to inbuilt principles of differentiation and flexibility, and 

the dispersion across different types of dialogue processes. Interactionality, 

focusing on the uncertain results of these power struggles (Prieto, 2020), in-

dicates the relevance of a realist constructivist analysis rather than merely con-

structivism in this regard. 

This outcome also follows from the fact that all these dialogues are unbal-

anced in terms of who participates, thus also influencing the choice of issue 

areas to focus on.432 Although there are examples of contradictory side effects 

throughout the partnerships, it is evident that the EU is a norm-maker, and not 

only concerning the root causes norm. Ideas, norms, morality, and identities 

can all be used as leverage. The EU regularly promotes its norms in its rela-

tions with partner countries, be it in the area of migration control, develop-

ment, human rights, democracy, or gender relations. This is part of EU identity 

construction according to constructivists (Balzacq, 2009: 5; see also Eeckhout, 

2004).433 EU identity, however, also contributes to misrecognition of flustered 

partner countries: “Recognition struggles are complicated by the fact that gen-

uine recognition from others is almost impossible to attain; our interactions 

always involve a modicum of misrecognition” (Adler-Nissen and Zarakol, 

2021: 614). 

 
431 For transit and source countries with which the EU reaches agreements, such as for 

example Morocco, there are simultaneous challenges on the upside as well as the 

downside. While pressure from the EU to control unwanted migration has likely con-

tributed to the mistreatment through coercive measures of migrants with an irregular 

status, the Moroccan government’s discourse and diplomacy show that there are also 

sufficient benefits from this cooperation, such as the ability to better steer and reap 

development benefits from remittance flows and FDI (Üstübici, 2015; Maru, 2021: 

13). 
432 As a norm-maker, the EU would, as it seems, need to rely on including a range of 

stakeholders. However, civil society and non-governmental organisations are e.g. usu-

ally not involved in the preparatory phases of the EU’s dialogue processes and part-

nership agreements. They may though to some extent be invited to join in the imple-

mentation phase (Mezetti and Ceschi, 2015). 
433 The EU aims to influence partners through ideational statecraft: “EU development 

policies are ideally placed to allow the EU to promote and export its norms […], in-

dicating that there is probably overlap between external perceptions of the EU as a 

developmental and normative power” (Chaban et al., 2013: 438). 
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For a norm-maker, leveraged statecraft entails an intersubjective recogni-

tion of the other party’s interests and identity. This also has to do with the 

identity an actor such as the EU is seeking to construct for itself through ide-

ational statecraft: “identity can provide the shared knowledge sufficient to im-

pose international order” (Mattern, 2005: 15).434 Realist constructivist pru-

dence would turn this into a balancing act between coercion, persuasion, and 

concession. Some source countries for example need to deal with atrocious 

conditions which some of their citizens can no longer bear. Several observers 

have argued that there is a need for the EU to take on board the ideas and 

interests of the partner countries and other stakeholders in order to move ahead 

with cooperation in a more balanced and effective way (see e.g. Collett and 

Ahad, 2017: 30). As this has not been done to any great extent, we may still 

argue that a realist explanation also makes sense.  

There is also an obvious gap between EU narratives and practices. Ideas 

have been detached from realities. The constant issue linkage, which in prac-

tice has more far-reaching legal implications, risks undermining the achieve-

ment of improved development outcomes. As we have looked at both narra-

tives and practices in chapter 8, we may to some extent understand the sug-

gestion that “reconciling Europe’s desires regarding migration with the devel-

opment needs of third countries, has mainly worked in the minds of policy 

makers.” Admittedly, there has been a general move towards a more compre-

hensive and balanced approach. There have been snap decisions on project 

funding. Nevertheless, the EU has not delivered the promised labour migra-

tion opportunities to its partners. This is not only due to the legal deficiencies 

in that member states have retained competence regarding labour migration. 

It is also partly due to the lack of political will: “These obstacles have left 

tremendous gaps in a legally coherent migration-development policy guaran-

teeing the attainment of the MDGs” (Devisscher, 2011: 93).435 

Similarly, several of the new tools and innovations in EU external migra-

tion policy are developed and applied beyond the legal framework of the EU. 

 
434 Mattern refers to her work in this source as postconstructivist, while Barkin lists 

another of her publications as an example of realist constructivism. Meanwhile, Mat-

tern suggests herself that the identity turn in IR theory she represents “may be a turn 

toward a realist-inspired constructivism” (Mattern, 2005: 22). 
435 From this legalistic perspective, it can also be noted that cooperation agreements 

between the EU and its partner countries are seldom legally binding. In cases where 

they actually are, the commitments from EU member states are usually weak. At the 

same time, the obligations placed on the partner countries are often rather strict. It has, 

therefore, been argued that “[m]easures are mainly in the interest of the Union/Mem-

ber States and lack an even balance with the needs of the developing country” (De-

visscher, 2011: 93). In addition, it should be acknowledged that there are still only 

relatively few bilateral agreements on migration between countries of origin and des-

tination, which still makes it an area for exploration, especially in the context of Afri-

can countries and their relations to the EU (Oucho, 2007). 
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They need to be understood from the perspective of trade-offs between strate-

gic action and socialisation in order to arrive at migration statecraft. Ideational 

statecraft does not seem to be sufficient, although constructivism is helpful 

here in probing how institutions, rules, and norms matter. Again, we see that 

the migration and development regime relies on legitimacy to be obtained both 

in relation to domestic constituencies in the EU, and in relation to partner 

countries. Actions may sully the EU’s name: “there is a real risk that the values 

the EU upholds are undermined, in turn losing credibility both with popula-

tions in the member states, international organisations and third countries” 

(Cardwell, 2018: 73). Although a logic of appropriateness in line with con-

structivism seems to be part of the EU’s chosen route, there are ever-present 

asymmetrical power relations coupled with a realist, securitising control pol-

icy approach. 

Still, a lack of progress in terms of mainstreaming migration into develop-

ment is not only a shortcoming in EU cooperation; it is a global phenomenon 

as “migration generally remains marginalised in development programmes. 

Projects that directly link migration to development remain somewhat rare” 

(UNDP, 2020: 63). We need to bear in mind that although statecraft may have 

impacts on regional and international order (Paul, 2017), those impacts could 

also be rather limited. The liberal international order “has never been very 

liberal for migrants” (Simmons and Goemans, 2021: 390).436 The question 

then concerns the extent to which the EU’s power statecraft has contributed to 

the occasionally vehement opposition from partner countries. The EU’s posi-

tion may have been fused with ideational statecraft as a result. Strategic action 

for migration control has probably been joined with socialisation in regard to 

migration’s development benefits. To find adequate answers to how the EU 

has tried to construct order, we need to look at the constructivist and realist 

constructivist interpretations of contestation among various EU actors. 

Contestation within EU institutions 

Are the EU’s goals irreconcilable with each other? The description of the var-

ious dialogue processes in chapter 8 may help us answer that question. How-

ever, we cannot only consider interaction with the partner countries. We also 

need to look inside the EU institutions, and at the staff working there. They 

are the collective actors that underpin the intersubjective social construction 

of the European migration and development regime. If ideas are important in 

IR, as constructivists maintain, we need to look deeper into those ideas and 

how they are shaped by institutions (Goddard, MacDonald and Nexon, 2019). 

 
436 Analoguous to the EU strategy within the development-trade nexus, the EU tries 

to work within the existing structures without attempting any systemic change from 

the perspective of migration and the development agent norm: “Thus the EU discourse 

supports and naturalises the prevailing order” (Stocchetti, 2013: 216). 
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Crisis management demands innovation, adjustment, and adaptation (Parker 

et al., 2020). In regard to policy coherence for development, the Commission’s 

assertiveness as an institutional entrepreneur versus member states is affected 

by its internal fragmentation. Therefore, the Commission “uses a repertoire of 

tactics in which elements of the logics of consequentialism and appropriate-

ness are simultaneously at play” (Carbone, 2007: 4). 

From the perspective of member states, we may recall the HLWG which 

has played an important role since 1998 in developing external dialogue pro-

cesses (see chapters 4 and 5). As a Council working group, however, its remit 

was initially rather limited both in terms of access to budget resources and 

operational outcomes. It was dependent on funding from DG Devco and DG 

Relex437 for the suggested actions. When the first Country Action Plans were 

developed in the late 1990s, they were mainly control policy-oriented, aiming 

to cajole partners into readmitting irregular migrants. While DG JLS thought 

it would be plain sailing, other stakeholders in the Commission services 

“feared that by linking migration closer with external relations and develop-

ment, their own agendas would be politicized and co-opted” (Lavenex and 

Kunz, 2008: 444; Boswell, 2003).438 

The Commission had, however, gradually realised that there was very lim-

ited leverage with readmission agreements in relation to third countries, as 

they were solely in the interest of the EU side (Lavenex and Kunz, 2008). 

Compulsory readmission in external cooperation as part of the root causes 

norm was to be combined with the development agent norm, as decided by the 

Seville European Council in 2002. While ideational statecraft crept into poli-

cymaking, power statecraft was largely maintained. Realism can explain this 

approach to some extent. Although the Council used relatively tough lan-

guage, it has remained rather unclear to what extent development assistance 

would be made conditional upon cooperation on readmission. The confusion 

originated in the demand by Prime Ministers Tony Blair from the UK and José 

Maria Aznar from Spain that “the European Union withdraw aid from coun-

tries that did not take effective steps to stem the flow of illegal emigrants to 

the EU” (wording by Bhagwati, 2003). However, this proposal hit the wrong 

 
437 Directorate-General for External Relations. 
438 Chapter 8 showed that readmission was key in the 2000 dialogue with ACP part-

ners. In fact, up until 2005 the main focus of work in the external dimension of EU 

migration policies, and thus within the HLWG, was on signing and implementing re-

admission agreements combined with border control cooperation (Lavenex and Kunz, 

2008: 445). The EU was gradually to negotiate such readmission agreements, which 

previously to a large extent had been handled bilaterally by individual member states. 

Readmission obligations were also to be included in other bilateral and multilateral 

agreements. In fact, readmission and migration issues were to be included in all future 

agreements (Lavenex and Kunz, 2008). 
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note with other member states, and from the Council perspective, development 

cooperation was not to be ‘jeopardised’.439 

Realism cannot explain why the development norms needed to be guarded 

in this context. While somewhat more balanced and comprehensive language 

was used in the Thessaloniki European Council in 2003, real progress on in-

cluding “development as a goal in itself” in migration cooperation with third 

countries did not materialise until 2005. The crisis at the time can be regarded 

as a trigger. It illustrated the failure of merely using power instruments to serve 

self-interest along the security focus. This shift also took place as the Com-

mission performed as a norm-entrepreneur next to the influence from global 

narratives on the migration-development nexus (Lavenex and Kunz, 2008: 

446). This is thus in line with my assumption that the migration and develop-

ment regime has been developed both due to a crisis in the securitisation ap-

proach, and as a result of global epistemic communities in regard to the mi-

gration-development nexus. In other words, the root causes norm came about 

through the EU Commission performing as a norm-maker, and the develop-

ment agent norm as a consequence of the EU Commission being a norm-taker.  

This brings into question the realist assumption that governments are in full 

control over their bureaucracies and experts (Katzenstein, 1976). So, it was 

necessary for some internal, ideational changes to occur within the top echelon 

of the Commission services. When it came to establishing the migration and 

development regime, this bloated organisation had failed to bring on board the 

parts of the services responsible for development and external relations. Ini-

tially, the process was slow, as development experts wanted to hold the horses 

of migration experts (Lavenex and Kunz, 2008: 450). The former saw the in-

strumental incorporation of migration into development policy as an oddity 

and “a subversion of their core task” (Collett, 2015: 4). It therefore helped that 

the EU was expected to give its input to global migration narratives such as 

the UN HLD. The institutional division of competences eventually smoothed 

the Commission’s more development-friendly approach (Lavenex and Kunz, 

2008: 450). 

Such internal, institutional frictions are better understood through a (realist) 

constructivist approach. For instance, when DG JLS was set up, it argued for 

the expansion of the external dimension of migration control. There was sig-

nificant disagreement with the related DGs for development and external 

 
439 Presidency Conclusions made this clear: “If full use has been made of existing 

Community mechanisms but without success, the Council may unanimously find that 

a third country has shown an unjustified lack of cooperation in the joint management 

of migration flows. In that event the Council may, in accordance with the rules laid 

down in the treaties, adopt measures or positions under the Common Foreign and Se-

curity Policy and other European Union policies, while honouring the Union’s con-

tractual commitments but not jeopardising development cooperation objectives” 

(Council of the European Union, 2002a: 11). 
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cooperation. The latter DGs were unwilling to let DG JLS goals in regard to 

managing irregular migration dictate measures and actions at the cost of de-

velopment and foreign policy objectives. They had been socialised by the de-

velopment objectives: “When norms become internalized in actors, actors are 

no longer choosing to conform to them in any meaningful way” (Finnemore 

and Sikking, 1998: 913).440 In other words, Weber’s notions of instrumental 

and value rationality stood against each other within the Commission ser-

vices.441 In addition, we need to take into account the different positions 

among member states. Although there is robust evidence of socialisation fol-

lowing membership, the new Central European member states had not yet 

been fully socialised into the EU’s development policy. This delay was partly 

due to the inconsistent actions of norm-entrepreneurs within the EU institu-

tions (Chelotti, Dasandi and Mikhaylov, 2022; Lightfoot and Szent-Iványi, 

2014). 

Constructivism and ideational statecraft can help us understand the role of 

identity linked to various essential norms that guide specific policy issue ar-

eas.442 The 2011 Global Approach Communication had been accompanied by 

a Staff Working Paper (SWP) on migration and development, mainly written 

by DG Devco (in competition with DG Home that was in charge of the Com-

munication). The SWP had argued that the EU needed a broader understand-

ing of the migration-development nexus. This inter alia concerned doing more 

in regard to the social consequences of migration, especially regarding those 

who were left behind in the countries of origin. It also underlined the im-

portance of focusing more on the specific characteristics and challenges of 

South-South migration (European Commission, 2011f; 2013b: 128). In rela-

tion to EU donor identity, it was DG Devco that signalled its predisposition to 

move beyond the limited policy knowledge focusing on remittances, diaspora 

contributions, and skills circulation. 

Development policymakers with the main mission of accomplishing pov-

erty reduction, were not likely to give in easily to what they believed to be 

externally imposed counter-objectives within another policy issue area. More-

over, in regard to coordination within the EU institutions, access to funding 

 
440 My emphasis. 
441 A key question concerned the objectives and conditions of using aid: “For instance, 

making development aid conditionally dependent upon immigration flows might re-

sult in more aid being given to countries with less economic need, but with a higher 

percentage of emigrants. […] As a result, the DGs for development and external pol-

icy resisted a wholesale reorientation of development policies and objectives. Protect-

ing their turf, they argued instead for a narrower external dimension that was more in 

line with JHA objectives” (van Munster, 2009: 82). 
442 For instance, when DG Devco was to sell its idea about policy coherence in the 

draft European Consensus proposal to the other Commission services, the “com-

mon foundation was found in the EU’s global role and the essential part that develop-

ment policy was to play in this international identity” (Stocchetti, 2013: 135-136). 
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had a pivotal role in balancing interests and ideational influences. DG Devco 

controlled major funds from the perspective of development cooperation and 

did not want to risk going astray. It was not keen on letting its policy objectives 

be diluted by other policy priorities beyond poverty reduction (den Hertog, 

2016: 33). Although many development policymakers agreed that migration 

could benefit development, they did not want aid to be used to stem unwanted 

migration. Nevertheless, DG Home interests seemed to have come out victo-

rious when looking at actual outcomes within the overall European regime 

complex. 

How does this relate to the question of whether we are witnessing strategic 

action or socialisation? It could be argued that it is in fact regime complexity 

that causes rivalry between DG Devco and DG Home within the Commission 

services. Regime complexity could also empower states to act strategically 

and contribute to ‘forum shopping’ or ‘norm shopping’ (Andresen and Rosen-

dal, 2014; Murray-Evans, 2020). The migration and asylum regime complex 

thus interferes with the migration and development regime, especially since 

EU institutions are pressured and influenced by member states. There is an 

ongoing process of contestation regarding which third countries to cooperate 

with depending on different member state priorities, and historical and geo-

graphical ties (Castillejo, 2017: 9).443 In regard to AU-EU cooperation for in-

stance, while some member states hoped that the Trust Fund could be used “as 

a tool in order to leverage more cooperation from African partners on migra-

tion issues”, some EU officials did not believe this would be possible (Euro-

pean Parliament, 2017c: 39; see also Castillejo, 2016). Despite such disagree-

ments, funds were not targeting the poorest in the poorest countries, but po-

tential migrants in the main source countries (Bartels, 2019: 41-42). 

The Council, the Commission itself, and the captious European Court of 

Auditors have underlined the importance of improving inter-departmental co-

ordination between DGs. Although they did not sequester themselves from 

each other, an overall strategy for such coordination, and thus policy coher-

ence, has been lacking (European Court of Auditors, 2016: 45). It is, therefore, 

hard to expect that legitimacy and consistency will be achieved in the interac-

tions with partner countries when the Commission services internally were 

unable to agree on common approaches and understandings. Again, expecta-

tions did not converge in this regime, not even on the EU side. The EU and its 

 
443 Some of them do not want EU common action to interfere with relatively well-

functioning bilateral relations. While Italy for instance prefers a “transactional ap-

proach” (positive and negative incentives), Spain and Ireland hesitate due to bilateral 

progress on migration and development in the first case, and due to EU values and 

norms in the second case. Different member states as well as different parts of member 

state governments (normally foreign ministries and prime minister’s offices versus 

ministries of interior and justice) would either want to prioritise the migration control 

aspects or the development policy aspects (Castillejo, 2017: 9). 
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institutions struggled with conflicting views and beliefs regarding the priori-

ties within the external dimension of EU migration policy and the migration 

and development regime. Ideational statecraft was thus not sufficient. Migra-

tion statecraft at the highest level of decision-making was necessary as the 

various DGs tried to nudge ahead with their conflicting policy objectives.  

Cooperation on the ground in partner countries seems to have been rein-

forced, especially in the course of implementing the Partnership Framework, 

both among EU institutional participants and among member states. The de-

gree of engagement among member states, however, varied (Castillejo, 2017: 

19). Still, there was never any firewall, and internal collaboration within the 

Commission services has also improved in recent years (European Court of 

Auditors, 2016: 46). Some staff members innovatively moving in the van-

guard of the institutions with new tools and working methods indicates a shift 

towards migration statecraft.444 Does this constitute evidence for the amal-

gamation of power and ideas, evidence of the EU pursuing strategic action and 

yet being subject to socialisation? While it is somewhat too early to tell based 

on this analysis alone, it is clear that crisis enabled progress within the migra-

tion and development regime. The sense of urgency in putting in place a re-

newed framework for cooperation on the root causes of migration in relation 

to Africa, was directly linked to the context of the 2015 migration crisis. This 

reform has also to some extent reinforced cooperation and coordination within 

the EU services (Knoll and Sherriff, 2017: 245-246).445 

Overall, this analysis shows that there has in fact been an element of inter-

subjectivity within EU institutions and ways to overcome the traditional vying 

between contestant policy issue areas. While realism cannot fully explain 

these changes, constructivism and realist constructivism can help us under-

stand the role of intersubjectivity, as well as norms and identities in this re-

gime. To a certain extent this process has meant that different parts of the 

 
444 The following may reveal a process through which EU institutions arrived at the 

idea of using migration statecraft as leverage: “Internally, coordination between DG 

International Cooperation and Development and DG Migration and Home Affairs has 

been strengthened, thanks largely to the presence in the latter of staff with develop-

ment experience and, in DG International Cooperation and Development, of staff with 

home affairs experience. There is now a better understanding of the mutual interest of 

EU action in the areas of migration and development” (European Court of Auditors, 

2016: 46). 
445 The migration crisis clearly influenced this process: “The political momentum has 

led to better coordination between all involved EU Commission services (DEVCO, 

HOME, EEAS, ECHO, NEAR), which is taking place systematically several times 

per week at different levels.” More influence has emerged for development policy 

actors and there is more scope for “DG DEVCO, to express disagreements and defend 

its principles”. Such coordination also became more frequent between member states 

(Knoll and Sherriff, 2017: 245-246). 
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Commission services have been able to assuage contestation, come together, 

and interact more propitiously. Thereby they have started learning about each 

other’s objectives and working methods. They have also become more accom-

modating towards the partner countries through ideational statecraft. At the 

aggregate level, the output from EU institutions points to the emergence of 

parallel tracks, rather than a full-blown substitution. The root causes norm, 

with a clear control policy agenda, slowly started accommodating the growth 

of the development agent norm, with an explicit development agenda. 

Leveraged statecraft and regime practices 

Shortcomings of migration and development interventions 

The analysis of practices can shed light on how the regime under study 

emerged and evolved. Such analysis constitutes, thus, an additional perspec-

tive to that of narratives around the root causes and development agent norms 

(chapters 4-7). Practices can also illustrate how the EU has changed in terms 

of strategic action and socialisation in this regard. As the regime has pro-

gressed gradually and without any prior master plan, it can be argued that the 

dialogue processes have led to practices characterised by “trial-and-error” 

(ECDPM/ICMPD, 2013: 45). We have also discerned how some “effects on 

the capacities and courses of action available to actors are unintentionally pro-

duced through social relations” (Barnett and Duvall, 2005: 44). Realist con-

structivism emphasises the logic of the social as a function of the amalgama-

tion of power and ideas. Did practices contribute to social learning leading to 

trust and recognition between the EU and its partners?  

From a theoretical perspective, Guzzini claims that Krasner regarded “re-

gimes and normative structures as possible resources of power and their po-

tential control as a form of power” (Guzzini, 2013: 43). Regime cooperation, 

thus, can be an object of power games and statecraft anchored in normative 

structures. To control migration, states must control ideas. Capabilities and 

resources are employed to gain effectiveness, but depend on apposite 

knowledge. An overall question then is how the EU performed through its 

interventions and whether it was able to achieve its objectives. Realist con-

structivism is similar to practice theory, which rejects the distinction between 

the logics of consequences and appropriateness. Instead, it emphasises that 

“[k]nowledge is neither purely goal-oriented nor norm-driven […] but has an 

irreducibly engaged, practical component. Knowing what to do and how to do 

it are fundamentally conjoined as aspects of practical activity” (McCourt, 

2016: 478), and of statecraft. 

We saw above that an important part of regime practices concerns the fund-

ing of projects in partner countries. Whatever became of such initiatives may 
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be a moot point. It is hard to find unmarred projects. Behind lurks the tendency 

that the root causes norm contradicts the development agent norm. Investment 

choices may reflect the ambiguity of norms (Murray-Evans, 2020). The EU 

tried to attract partner countries through funding, for instance by using mobil-

ity partnerships “as a tool to materialise conditionality” (Tittel-Mosser, 2018: 

353). Some of the funds, such as those taken from the EDF, ENI and DCI 

instruments, are circumscribed by the criteria for ODA eligibility: “However, 

the risk of diversion of funding for non-ODA purposes is real” (European Par-

liament, 2017c: 46). This is an example of how “processes of social construc-

tion and strategic bargaining are deeply intertwined” (Finnemore and Sikking, 

1998: 911). 

However, I also showed above that it is hard to exactly identify and gauge 

funding that has been spent on the migration-development nexus compared to 

the migration-security nexus. In regard to the TPMA for instance, 79 per cent 

of contracts in 2007 covered migration and development. This proportion 

dropped in subsequent years to 32 per cent in 2008, 22 per cent in 2010-2012, 

and then decreased further to 20 per cent in 2013. A similar trend was evident 

regarding contracts awarded under the Neighbourhood and Partnership Instru-

ment during 2008-2013. Migration and development interventions remained 

a faint wish as they were not even funded until the final year in 2013, when 

they received seven per cent of the total budget (European Court of Auditors, 

2016: 24, 29-32; cf Rousselot, Aiolfi and Charpin, 2013: 24). Most of the ac-

tions under both financial instruments went to interventions in order to prevent 

or detect irregular immigration, including through border control measures 

(European Court of Auditors, 2016: 24, 29-32).446 

Throwing in occasional projects here and there along the migratory routes 

does not guarantee the sought-after impact. Many of the EU’s interventions 

regarding migration and development have been relatively feeble. The surfeit 

of projects was not always absorbed. They hardly advanced capacity-building 

 
446 Moreover, the European Commission has used inconsistent and unstable indicators 

in assessing interventions concerning the migration-development nexus. While apply-

ing codes defined by the OECD in its categorisation of contracts by sector of activity, 

there were no specific codes for migration regarding development aid. Programme 

managers often used their own discretion in coding contracts, sometimes arriving at 

doubtful coding (European Court of Auditors, 2016: 24, 29-32). Following the 2030 

Agenda wording, however, the OECD has more recently developed a new purpose 

code for “orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility” (OECD, 

2018). The new purpose code for instance shows that Sweden, a relatively active EU 

member state, only dispersed one per cent of the Swedish development agency Sida’s 

funds in 2019 directly to migration-related initiatives. More resources were, however, 

spent on humanitarian aid and other sector goals, which also benefitted migrants, ref-

ugees, and internally displaced (Sida, 2019). These figures indicate the difficulties to 

pinpoint the actual amounts paid by the EU and its member states in this mixed policy 

area. 
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of institutions and civil society organisations. They only manifested a puny 

ability to incorporate the multidimensional facets of the migration-develop-

ment nexus. There have also been several weaknesses in needs assessments, 

and country assessments; poor design of capacity-building interventions; de-

ficiencies in the fact that most measures were short-lived; lack of coordination 

among existing EU funds; and mistrust across implementing partners. More-

over, there was sometimes “a limited understanding of the causal link between 

migration and local development” (Picard and Greco Tonegutti, 2014: 4).447 

Why were there such shortcomings? Could project design be linked to the 

clash of interests and ideas? The answer could lie in the EU skimping on es-

sential knowledge. In such a case, we could confirm that at its perimeter, 

“power declines sharply, and it no longer brings about control” (Deutsch, 

1968: 146). We looked at the use of knowledge in chapter 7, and to a smaller 

extent in chapter 8. It is clear that the EU occasionally had the intention to link 

migration and development interventions to research and policy advice. Most 

of the projects “included a significant number of studies and researches 

deemed necessary for the implementation of the planned activities”. Although 

they grubbed for relevant knowledge, project researchers’ output did some-

times not fit well with the scope of the actual projects (Picard and Greco 

Tonegutti, 2014: 21). We may interpret such research as part of a legitimation 

strategy: legitimacy “is an integral part of power politics” (Goddard, 2018: 

15). 

A sign of the power component is that the research undertaken remained 

unused. Barely a smidgen of the actions and interventions funded by the 

TPMA were firmly grounded in previous research and available knowledge: 

“Only a few project applications/descriptions made precise references to re-

sults of previous researches and used them as baselines in view of more pre-

cisely defining and parameter their work programmes.” Moreover, an evalua-

tion found that “a number of data collected/researches conducted in the frame-

work of the two thematic programmes became inaccessible to the majority of 

potentially interested parties at the moment where the projects ended” (Picard 

and Greco Tonegutti, 2014: 21-22). The research was thus symbolically em-

ployed as substantiating and legitimising rather than in order to amass policy-

relevant knowledge in an instrumental way (Boswell, 2015, 2009).448 

 
447 As an example, the JMDI project implemented together with the UNDP, aimed to 

support the engagement of small-scale, local, and municipal actors. However, there 

was a lack of both thematic and geographic focus. The initiative did not achieve any 

critical mass of projects within any country or region. The objectives of the initiative 

“were too vague to be properly assessed”. Some projects had only limited viability 

and impact (European Court of Auditors, 2016: 33, 39-40). 
448 Still, in the area of remittances, there were some notable results especially in regard 

to postal services reducing remittances costs. However, most initiatives to assist dias-

pora did not attain their results because of the shifting nature of diaspora associations 
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Concerning progress on the policy coherence framework in general, it has 

been noted that “[t]he EU has underinvested in evaluating the effects of its 

policies in developing countries, and has not acted on the demand, albeit timid, 

for more PCD that has been expressed by developing countries” (Carbone and 

Keijzer, 2016: 39). EU policy coherence initiatives have only had a limited 

impact on policies and measures likely to influence developing countries so 

that they incorporate development objectives (European Commission, 2018a: 

ix). Such an omission could be self-defeating for the EU: “Constitutive rela-

tions cannot be reduced to the attributes, actions, or interactions of pre-given 

actors. Power, accordingly, is irreducibly social. In other words, constitutive 

arguments examine how particular social relations are responsible for produc-

ing particular kinds of actors” (Barnett and Duvall, 2005: 46). Could this be 

linked to a lack of political will on the EU side in regard to pushing, albeit 

weakly, for the development agent norm? Could this lack of will in turn de-

pend on only partial and incomplete socialisation? 

Concrete practices and projects associated with the development agent 

norm were often short-sighted and did not usually come with effective moni-

toring of the impact of interventions (European Commission, 2018a: 54, 62; 

IOM, 2019a: 47).449 Overall, there has been a lack of effectiveness in funding, 

project design, and implementation by the EU side within the dialogue pro-

cesses we were probing in chapter 8. Attempts to reinforce regime legitimacy 

could hardly balance out the deficiencies in effectiveness. These shortcomings 

point to the fundamental issue of how socialisation has unfolded. While regu-

larly interacting with global epistemic communities and responding to global 

migration narratives, the EU actors, especially the Commission, have been 

selective in what ideas and what knowledge they internalised. These dialogue 

processes thus illustrate the gap between narratives and practices. It is striking 

 
with high turnover and limited stability. Moreover, local development in diaspora 

countries of origin was hardly achieved, nor could it be claimed that migrants became 

‘agents of change’. Concerning Aeneas and TPMA projects towards skills circulation, 

it was difficult to pinpoint specific migration-related aspects. There was also a lack of 

coordination within health-focused programmes regarding recruitment and work force 

management. Return and reintegration projects, moreover, focused overly on utilising 

the newly acquired skills without linking them sufficiently to institutional adaptations 

for improved reintegration (Picard and Greco Tonegutti, 2014: 43, 45-47). 
449 This was the case e.g. within the framework of mobility partnerships (European 

Commission, 2018a: 54, 62). Still, there were some interventions on remittances, di-

aspora contributions, and skills circulation within e.g. the Cape Verde and Armenia 

mobility partnerships where some limited positive effects on development could be 

found (European Commission, 2018b). The lessons learnt from these dialogue pro-

cesses, however, showed that “[g]overnments and multilateral institutions [had] 

barely begun to institutionalize productive relationships between countries of origin 

and countries of destination”. The challenges were both political and organisational, 

and not only financial and technical (Newland, 2011: 5). 
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then that the European migration and development regime withstood the test 

of time. 

We may argue that there has been a move from development policy for its 

own sake, to using policy coherence to obtain policy objectives in other EU 

external policies. Still, the “evidence shows that currently there is no common 

understanding among stakeholders with respect to the EU’s PCD approach 

especially when it comes to ‘synergies’” (European Commission, 2018a: 14, 

19). Despite the glut of funding, action thus fell short of expectations. Never-

theless, incorporating the root causes norm within the development agent 

norm does not necessarily mean a wholesale abandonment of the develop-

ment-oriented objectives: “with respect to migration policy, recent calls for 

coherence have been side-lined in view of EU priorities without fully disre-

garding the end goal of development policy” (ibid., 25). Power statecraft and 

ideational statecraft were so tightly bundled, that continuing to separate the 

two notions would gravely misrepresent reality. Migration statecraft was the 

force that could make sense of such action. 

Still, the attention to migration control issues at both the member state level 

and the highest EU level, seems to have had a stronger weight than core de-

velopment objectives: “despite the widely acknowledged migration-develop-

ment nexus, findings indicate that the need to balance political priorities has 

limited the extent of development considerations” (European Commission, 

2018a: 49) in the regime. Migration statecraft was used for both power and 

ideas, but occasionally slanted more towards the side of EU interests. For in-

stance, the EU sought to “show its power to its African partners” by pestering 

them about visa restrictions if they failed on readmission (Bertossi, El Ouassif 

and Tardis, 2021: 20). Meanwhile, EU identity construction in the wake of the 

2015 crisis forged a “power politics of identity” visible in narratives as well 

as practices. Realist constructivism is on firm ground here as Machiavelli, 

Carr, and Morgenthau have alluded to such similarities between material 

power and the power of narratives (Mattern, 2015: 22). 

Migration statecraft in regional dialogue processes 

Another process of the logic of the social and likely socialisation which we 

now need to analyse is the one that emerged in the interaction between EU 

actors and third country actors at the level of individuals. Social trust may 

reinforce legitimacy beliefs both in relation to national and international insti-

tutions (Dellmuth and Tallberg, 2020: 313). Did project activities propel trust 

and mutual recognition, despite these shortcomings? When epistemic commu-

nities are based on international agreements, political declarations, or devel-

opment cooperation funding, I refer to them as contractual epistemic commu-

nities. There may be a specific process of socialisation and learning within 

these groups usually consisting of both government officials and various ex-

perts. Their norms may be affected by regular interaction and contacts within 



293 

the ongoing dialogue processes: “learning capacity in organizations [and re-

gimes] depends on the range of internally available recombinations of 

knowledge, manpower, and facilities” (Deutsch, 2020: 120-121). These gov-

ernment officials can thus “shift individual cognitions, feelings and behav-

iour” (Meyer, 2005: 536): 

Theorists of regional integration have drawn on, adapted and applied these in-

sights to argue that the participation of national civil servants in EU institutions 

and committees can set in motion socialization dynamics, which can overcome 

gaps in mutual trust and world views among national representatives, thereby 

weakening the ideational influence of their ministries in the capitals (ibid.). 

 

Processes of socialisation might not only concern EU actors, but also actors 

in partner countries. This is because the EU continuously attempts to influence 

and ‘educate’ third countries through its dialogue processes. The Commission 

has for example encouraged member states to speak with one voice in negoti-

ations as some partner countries are not fully aware of the division of compe-

tencies between the EU and member states (European Commission, 2018c: 7). 

In a practice-oriented approach to contractual epistemic communities, it can 

be argued that they also have the ability to wield influence and change political 

agendas: “[b]y generating new knowledge and promoting learning, epistemic 

communities have structural power over the agenda because they can ‘legiti-

mately’ redefine problems and link them to viable solutions” (Zahariadis, 

2016: 18). Moreover, “the policymaking power of these expert enclaves re-

sides in their claims to authoritative knowledge” (Dunlop, 2016: 273). 

Contractual epistemic communities are shaped by regular communication 

and interaction among the participants. There is always a risk that socialisation 

and learning may evaporate through staff turnover. Each new staff member 

needs to be keen to learn (anew). To ensure continuous learning, the EU has 

for example asked the international organisation ICMPD to serve as a facility 

supporting the implementation of mobility partnerships. It aims inter alia to 

encourage coherence between EU and member state policy frameworks and 

provides capacity-building to partner countries (European Commission, 

2018c: 2).450 Mobility partnerships have been viewed as being able to “act as 

bottom-up facilitators for more harmonization in migration policy at the EU 

level, allowing for better coordination and coherence of the EU activities 

through at least two intertwined avenues: institution building and political so-

cialization” (Lavenex and Stucky, 2011: 137).451 

 
450 This function is referred to as the Mobility Partnership Facility under the ICMPD. 

https://www.icmpd.org/our-work/capacity-building/european-and-global-initia-

tives/mobility-partnership-facility-mpf/ 
451 Another study argues that interaction in the EU’s “inter-governmental migration 

dialogues form ‘epistemic communities’” leading to policy learning and policy 
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Such contractual epistemic communities also play into the EU interest of 

forging trust both internally and externally (Parker, Persson and Widmalm, 

2019). A degree of trust has emerged, coupled with an environment where a 

frank exchange of information and views can take place. Delegates are able to 

bounce ideas off each other. The effects in terms of bringing migration closer 

to development thinking have, however, remained modest. Shared socialisa-

tion has been stunted by asymmetrical power relations. Large parts of the 

agendas for these dialogue meetings have concerned migration control, with 

development as an instrument towards that end, rather than development for 

its own sake, underpinned by migration. The dialogues have also been domi-

nated by ministries dealing with migration rather than development as their 

primary target (ECDPM/ICMPD, 2013: 47). The migration-development 

nexus has thus received a rather lopsided treatment. It has been met with a 

tepid response from development practitioners. With this backdrop it is there-

fore hard to claim there is evidence for wholesale socialisation (Frankenhae-

user, 2013: 29). 

Being cautious as a researcher does not mean, however, that we should ex-

clude the influence of actor-structure processes. The partner dialogues have 

meandered. Power has been linked to broader structural relationships, e.g. in 

the context of EU mobility partnerships (Kunz and Maisenbacher, 2013; 

Maisenbacher, 2015). In the case of Africa-EU cooperation, the African part-

ners have admittedly succeeded to some extent in gearing the dialogue to-

wards development instead of migration control (Van Criekinge, 2010). They 

have also used EU-invented control discourse as leverage against power asym-

metries while dragging their feet on implementation (Zanker, 2019: 2, 16). 

Meanwhile, however, they have demonstrated a certain acquiescence in regard 

to external border management measures imposed by the EU side. The two 

regime norms in the migration and development regime, therefore, do not need 

to stand in opposition but can co-exist (see Martens, Adam and Trauner, 

2020). The migration-development nexus, in other words, remains Daedalian: 

“While Europeans see it as an alternative to migration, Africans see it as a 

major potential for development” (Bertossi, El Ouassif and Tardis, 2021: 16). 

Power and ideas are then sometimes given equal weight through migration 

statecraft, confirming my indicator. 

The development agent norm has to some extent grown stronger organi-

cally. That independent process still needs to be understood as potential so-

cialisation. In trying to do that, we need to bear in mind that “normative inter-

nalization depends crucially on how well norm advocates cement their gains 

within the domestic institutional framework” (Alderson, 2001: 418). 

 
convergence. After having interacted with officials and experts from partner coun-

tries, individuals from the EU side re-enter their own institutions with changed as-

sumptions and beliefs which they promote among their peers (Frankenhaeuser, 2013: 

29). 
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Advocacy has, however, been somewhat haphazard. Power asymmetries may 

have been more important than epistemic communities (Pécoud, 2015: 64), 

while the latter may also have remained weak in regard to defining the issues, 

fact-finding, or bargaining (Drezner, 2007: 21). What also speaks against so-

cialisation is the argument that power has eclipsed ideas and knowledge in this 

context. However, this does not suggest a truculent EU side. Recognising the 

root causes norm also as the partners’ claim for access to development, “sig-

nified a process of social learning for the EU partners” (Wanjiku, 2021: 193) 

as well as for the EU. 

While the contractual epistemic communities may have remained weak, 

not only power but also norms need to be added to the equation. Trust may 

bolster confidence, and regular interaction may be taken for granted. Such 

consolidation is closely related to the internalisation of norms and learning 

(Elgström and Jerneck, 2000: 285). On this account I argue that there are in-

dications of socialisation both among EU actors and partner country actors in 

a mutually constitutive way, and this has shown how normative structures are 

reified (cf. Barkin, 2010: 111). Dogged perseverance has been necessary in 

the dialogue processes. The influence of normative structures makes the 

stronger part enact its leverage by adapting to the weaker. While remaining 

above the fray, EU actors at the elite level also adapted their identity, e.g. to 

their African partners’ rhetoric (Wanjiku, 2021).452 Through socialisation, this 

transforms the very norms around which a mutual understanding is forged as: 

state interests and norms affect each other. More powerful states are able to 

interpret norms according to their own state interests but their actions are not 

unilateral: rather they have to construct a mutual understanding with others 

through the normative structure. Powerful states have more leverage to develop 

that understanding and can provide more positive and negative incentives to 

other states to obtain their preferred interpretation. In this process, however, 

they have to accommodate the interests of other states and this in turn brings 

changes in the norms they are attempting to advance (Bano, 2020: 116). 

 

Regarded in this light, in the final chapter 10 it is necessary to establish the 

extent to which the development agent norm has been shaped mainly by power 

and strategic action, or actually also by ideational statecraft and socialisation. 

We should then keep in mind that the EU’s dialogue processes could also be 

referred to as a form of informal plurilateralism (Thouez and Channac, 2006). 

 
452 Wanjiku argues that “[r]hetorical entrapment occurred when the EU could neither 

defend its inconsistencies in the light of its identity as a normative power nor openly 

oppose the African partners’ rhetoric without losing its credibility within the partner-

ship framework” (Wanjiku, 2021: 184). Furthermore, “African partners gathered in-

fluence by connecting the rhetoric of root causes to a critic of the EU’s identity as a 

normative actor. By doing so, they delegitimized the EU actions by establishing the 

subjectivity of self (the EU’s) within the partnership framework” (ibid., 192). 
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Recurrent meetings may assume a congenial atmosphere. Based on “ideational 

affiliation”, participants need to discuss and exchange views on commonly 

identified challenges. These could concern “the perceived loss of control over 

immigration in Europe” (Oelgemöller, 2011: 210), or ways to enhance devel-

opment benefits from migration. Participants are not necessarily enthusiastic 

in these meetings. However, elite decision-makers are dependent on their ex-

perts who regularly participate in the dialogue processes. Their interaction 

may result in cross-fertilisation between strategic action and socialisation 

(Thouez and Channac, 2006: 380).453 

Since several of the regional consultative processes around the world are 

based on similar approaches and models of information-sharing, trust-build-

ing, and discussions on policy models, there is some socialisation going on in 

several directions: “African, Asian or Caribbean civil servants […] generally 

receive similar messages concerning priorities and means of implementation 

of migration policy and practice as their counterparts do in Europe” (Thouez 

and Channac, 2006: 380). Therefore, it can be argued that the European mi-

gration and development regime makes possible a process of both exporting 

and importing norms and mutual understandings of them: “With the gradual 

convergence in perceptions and expectations through these informal sociali-

sation networks, an eventual harmonisation of practices and policies ensues” 

(ibid., 386). In such a case, the logic of the social as well as strategic action 

and socialisation may play important roles. This is an indicator of migration 

statecraft.454 

The EU consciously promulgates such socialisation of EU norms among 

partner countries to serve its own interests. Meanwhile, it relies on its piece-

meal internalised views on migrants as development agents. What this means 

is that the EU has consistently been engaged in strategic social construction 

 
453 The continued and deepened dialogue itself may play a key role here: “The transfer 

of knowledge, information and approach takes place progressively, by forging re-

gional intergovernmental structures of cooperation and conveying these as a prereq-

uisite for future transfers. This represents a first institutional step towards the organi-

sation of convergence between governmental expectations and policies” (Thouez and 

Channac, 2006: 380). 
454 Although socialisation in partner countries is beyond the scope of this thesis, it is 

important to note that “[t]he targets of persuasive rhetorical moves do not grudgingly 

comply, but rather sincerely internalize new beliefs and consequently adopt new iden-

tities and preferences” (Krebs and Jackson, 2007: 39). For instance, one study based 

on qualitative interviews regarding the mobility partnerships in Moldova and Georgia 

suggests that socialisation has taken place among stakeholders in those countries. It 

argues that they “have formed closely-knitted networks that now share common vo-

cabulary and conceptions on the phenomenon of migration” without questioning their 

basis as offered both by the EU and within globalising migration narratives (Brouil-

lette, 2018: 8, see also 9, 15). This socialisation among partners into EU principles 

and norms is also facilitated by international organisations such as IOM and ICMPD 

that implement partnership projects (ibid., 10-11). 
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(Finnemore and Sikking, 1998) and rhetorical coercion (Krebs and Jackson, 

2007) in relation to its partner countries. It has spurred them on within con-

tractual epistemic communities: “Rhetorical coercion, like other forms of po-

litical communication, is premised on a political community that shares at 

least some understandings of the boundaries of acceptable discourse. The 

more tightly linked the community, the greater the possibilities for rhetorical 

coercion. Thus, it is not surprising to find this mechanism primarily operative 

among regional groupings with relatively strong requirements for legitima-

tion” (ibid., 55). While rhetorical coercion can be part of regimes (Murray-

Evans, 2020), it has also been referred to as a realist constructivist mechanism 

(Wei, 2020: 124). 

Finally as regards third country actors, socialisation might have moved in 

the other direction, from a predominant focus on development, towards ac-

ceptance of a migration control perspective. This is part of a process implying 

that “over time asymmetrical recognition can become stable, thereby institu-

tionalizing hierarchical relationships” (Murray, 2019: 64). While partner 

countries may become jaded, they nevertheless reconstruct such imported 

norms to fit their own preconditions and needs (Acharya, 2014). What we have 

seen here is co-constitution between the EU and partner countries. I argue that 

a related faculty for migration statecraft has unfolded on the EU side. Its un-

spoken intentions have operated through strategic social construction. In fact, 

the internal tensions between the two core norms have challenged the migra-

tion and development regime, despite migration statecraft being put to use. 

Summary 

The realist analysis demonstrated the limitations for the EU using aid condi-

tionality as a power instrument. Such a strategy has not been effective, neither 

at the EU level nor at the bilateral level. This chapter thus has also illustrated 

how power statecraft is suboptimal for the EU in reaching its objectives linked 

to the root causes norm. Moreover, using funding as an instrument was not as 

straightforward as realists normally assume. This has to do with internal, in-

stitutional divisions within the EU which pitted DGs against each other. No-

tably, development aid is controlled by DG Devco and not by DG Home. 

Moreover, missing out on the potential for broader non-migration policies 

such as trade, labour market policies, or social protection as leverage to sup-

port the root causes norm, points to a lack of learning. I interpret this as show-

ing a certain degree of irrationality from a realist perspective. A rationalist 

position cannot explain the trend, especially with the EIP, to spend increas-

ingly more on counteracting the root causes with methods that might actually 

lead to more unwanted migration. 

The constructivist analysis delved into ideas and identity in relation to part-

ner countries. As a norm-maker, the EU Commission has been keen on 
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offering legal migration opportunities to partner countries as leverage also de-

scribing labour migrants as EU self-interest. However, member states protect-

ing their competence have not been very accessible. They have responded to 

demands from their constituencies. Without malicious intent, however, the ob-

jective to attain control policy effectiveness has negatively affected trust and 

legitimacy in the partnership arrangements. Relations with Africa and the 

ACP have demonstrated persistent power politics by the EU side. Ideas about 

policy coherence and the role of migration in poverty reduction have blos-

somed as a function of internal intersubjectivity within EU institutions and 

within member states. It has become clear that development cooperation ob-

jectives should not be jeopardised with the emergence of migration policy in 

overall external relations. 

The realist constructivist analysis combined power and ideas through the 

logic of the social. Realist constructivism is better able to link power to ideas 

in an amalgamated way compared to realism and constructivism, as interests 

are often based on underlying norms and identities. Statecraft and normative 

structures are thus co-constituted. There is some differentiation among part-

ners within the regime. The overall EU interest in this context is based on 

regional identity construction through the ENP and the dialogues with the 

East. The EU pushes its neighbours towards learning and socialisation of EU 

norms, and tools of conditionality and benchmarking may be used. No joint 

identity formation is apparent with Africa and ACP partners. However, at the 

level of staff members who regularly meet within contractual epistemic com-

munities, there are signs of mutual socialisation. 

The Union has played a crucial role in constructing the European migration 

and development regime. The regime has demanded the incorporation and so-

cialisation of actors, both internally and in third countries. This was done 

through an extended shopping spree where the EU selected norms, venues, 

and forums (Murray-Evans, 2020; Drezner, 2007; Guiraudon, 2000). Contrac-

tual epistemic communities have smoothed the process of socialisation in the 

EU regarding the positive contribution of migration to development. They 

oiled the wheels of a shift from the dominant root causes norm towards a bur-

geoning development agent norm among EU actors. While realism can help 

us explain the security-oriented origins of the root causes norm, it fails to shed 

light on processes of socialisation. Constructivism then enables us to reflect 

upon the role of intersubjectivity and identity in the internal EU processes be-

tween two distinct policy issue areas. Realist constructivism illustrates the 

benefits of trying to pinpoint instances of migration statecraft and leverage. 

The challenge for the researcher here was that ledgers were largely inscru-

table and funding patterns remained somewhat unclear. Project portfolios 

were like sets of nesting dolls. What we could see was, nevertheless, a steady 

upward trend in total amounts invested with the risk of saturating partners. A 

hush fell over EU-internal criticism against such spending. The EU wanted to 

avoid crisis situations to reappear with a vengeance. In sum, I argue that the 
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overall EU objective has been to arrive at equilibrium, stability, and order in 

European migration control policy within the framework of the migration and 

development regime. In parallel, the idea of positive development outcomes 

has not faded into oblivion. The EU has at least partially internalised the de-

velopment agent norm, while also using it as leverage to appease partner coun-

tries. The dialogue processes are characterised by this overall and dual ambi-

tion. This is why we can refer to migration statecraft in this regime. 
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Chapter 10. Migration statecraft and 

regime evolution 

This thesis embarked upon a theoretical and empirical journey to seek answers 

to the questions of if, how, and for what reasons there emerged a European 

migration and development regime. It has been able to confirm the theoretical 

relevance of analysing this cooperation as a regime through adopting a realist 

constructivist approach. The research undertaken is a unique theoretical and 

empirical contribution to IR scholarship. My notion of leveraged statecraft 

was applied to a case of regime cooperation where no other systematic studies 

are available. I focused on how the regime centred around two core norms – 

the root causes norm and the development agent norm. My study pinpointed 

that the regime also relied on three key principles – shared responsibilities, 

flexibility, and differentiation. Moreover, the analysis revealed the dispersal 

of decision-making procedures across a number of inter-continental, regional, 

neighbourhood, and bilateral dialogue processes. 

My cardinal point was that the key in a regime is the balance between 

power and ideas rather than converging expectations. In Krasner’s consensus 

definition, actors’ expectations are supposed to converge around the main 

components of a regime, but they did not fully do so in our case. Moreover, 

the regime was not independent and self-contained. The migration and devel-

opment regime was also embedded within the broader European migration 

and asylum regime complex, strongly affected by other regimes for the gov-

ernance of irregular migration, asylum, and labour. The most parsimonious 

explanation for this regime formation was the interlinked influence of state-

craft versus normative structures. 

This concluding analysis follows the two research questions outlined at the 

outset: 

 

•   How did EU external cooperation on migration and development emerge 

and evolve during the period 1985-2020? 

•   How can we explain why, and understand how the EU combined migra-

tion and development policies within one framework? 
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To address these questions, I have applied a novel theoretical approach – re-

alist constructivism. As far as I know, this is the first time such an approach 

has been adopted in a thesis (Barkin, 2020c; 2010; 2003a; Sterling-Folker, 

2004; 2002ab; Jackson and Nexon, 2004; Mattern, 2004; Saurugger, 

2013b).455 Realist constructivism as a synthesis was analysed against its con-

stituent parts – classical realism and mainstream constructivism. A congru-

ence analysis aimed to apply these three theoretical approaches and the level 

of congruence between their expectations and my empirical observations 

(Blatter, 2012). Combining separate analyses of statecraft and normative 

structures, the study looked at both narratives and practices. The case study 

showed that this approach furthers overall research design and methodology 

in IR.  

While classical realism is positivist, it applies a social understanding of 

power (Barkin, 2010) and thus contributes to current IR more than is normally 

realised. In comparison, a constructivist approach cannot be deterministic 

(“the more X, the more Y”). Rather, it can provide “general conclusions on 

different levels of rigidity/contingency,” detecting social mechanisms and em-

pirical regularities. Constructivist studies can thus add to scholarship about 

the role of context in analysing norms and identities, while highlighting the 

influence of socialisation and learning (Lupovici, 2009: 211). The same goes 

for realist constructivism in terms of the logic of the social (Barkin, 2010), as 

statecraft is constrained by norms and normative structures. The aim of regime 

cooperation is order, and “[n]orms are, with institutions, pillars of interna-

tional order” – “they affect decision-making regardless of one’s power be-

cause actors are impelled to justify their actions on normative grounds that 

transcend their national interests” (Tourinho, 2021: 8). 

The thesis set out to ascertain whether realist constructivism can be based 

on the work of Hegel, as he highlighted “realist power politics, the role of 

ideas, and the interactions between the two”. Moreover, in Hegel’s writings 

“power politics and the politics of ideas are not mutually exclusive. More ac-

curately, they are inseparable” as seeking recognition in international relations 

is about consolidating identities through dialectical contention (MacKay and 

Levin, 2018: 92, 75-76). As Hegel’s kind of realism emphasises mutual recog-

nition instead of regarding states atomistically, it also brings together the dia-

lectical interlinkages between domestic and international politics (Jaeger, 

2002: 498-499). In this way, all collective identities are social as they are 

based on contrasting views of the ‘other’. Regarding both international order 

and domestic social order in this light can help in synthesising classical real-

ism with mainstream constructivism (MacKay and Levin, 2018: 75-76). 

 
455 Turpin’s 2018 thesis uses a realist constructivist framework in a somewhat modi-

fied version which is closer to neoclassical realism, applying realism at the systemic 

level and constructivism at the unit level. 
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My use of congruence analysis in this case study emphasised that it can 

“provide empirical evidence for the explanatory relevance or relative strength 

of one theoretical approach in comparison to other theoretical approaches”. 

My main concern was whether realist constructivism could discern findings 

beyond the reach of its underlying two theories (Blatter and Haverland, 2012: 

144, see also 145). When comparing two policy areas using core concepts 

within alternative theories, a focus on “the validity of an explanation [...] de-

pends on the degree to which empirical evidence is congruent with observable 

implications of this explanation and is not congruent with implications of rival 

explanations. It is irrelevant whether these theoretical expectations concern 

differences or similarities” (Haverland, 2010: 68). My historical analysis of 

political change also considered norm diffusion through several contrasting 

observations for the sake of improved validity (Møller, 2017). 

Main findings 

Normative structures and statecraft during crises 

Throughout the period under study, the EU has used what I refer to as migra-

tion statecraft, which is a thematic application of leveraged statecraft. This 

was most apparent in chapters 8 and 9 about practices. I base these original 

concepts on literature about statecraft (Baldwin, 1985; Weber, 1995; Soguk, 

1999; Doty, 2003; Kalm, 2008; Cantat, 2015), and Euro-crafting (Borg, 2015; 

2014). Leveraged (migration) statecraft is about the ways in which the EU 

combines power and ideas, interests and knowledge in a simultaneously stra-

tegic and interest-driven way on the one hand, and an identity and knowledge-

driven way based on socialisation on the other. Analysing migration statecraft 

proved a suitable means through which to apply a realist constructivist ap-

proach to the study of international regimes (Gelpi, 2010; Keohane, 1984; 

Kratochwil and Ruggie, 1986) and regime complexes (Keohane and Victor, 

2010; Raustiala and Victor, 2004).  

Leveraged statecraft is also about combining the logic of consequences 

with the logic of appropriateness (March and Olsen, 1998), to form a logic of 

the social, whereas social normative structures both constrain and enable ac-

tion (Barkin, 2010). Migration statecraft in the regime under study was geared 

towards maintaining order by avoiding ambiguity and uncertainty (Kalm, 

2008). However, while migration statecraft was the overall instrument, the in-

consistencies between the two regime norms made it less effective and legiti-

mate than hoped for by EU policymakers. For instance, linking up the migra-

tion and development regime with the regime for labour migration within the 

European migration and asylum regime complex became a weakness and 
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represented ineffective leverage. Opportunities for labour migration remained 

a red herring as the EU could not deliver in this regard. 

This thesis has also demonstrated the inadequacy of an unembellished clas-

sical realist approach. If ideas and norms are regarded as only secondary to 

power politics, we cannot adequately explain continuity or change in actors’ 

choices regarding international cooperation. The deeper, societal and norma-

tive factors are lost with a purely rationalist account (cf. Gilpin, 2001; Glaser, 

2010; Kahler, 1998; Reus-Smit, 1999).456 Power statecraft was definitely not 

the only mode of statecraft in use in this regime. Ideational statecraft was al-

ternating with power statecraft. The concept of leveraged (migration) state-

craft helped us identify occurrences of action where power and ideas were 

conjoined. The latter helped the EU pivot from short-term management of re-

current crises to long-term regime construction. 

Constructivism suggests that some fundamental ideas about political order 

are stable over time, but that crisis situations can challenge them (Marcussen 

et al., 2011; Risse and Wiener, 2001: 204).457 It also holds that such political 

crises may lead to critical junctures and to changes in those fixed, underlying 

ideas (see also Moravcsik, 2001: 178, 180-1; Flockhart, 2010: 796). Mean-

while, ideas may also help to reduce uncertainty during crises (Blyth, 2002).458 

Migration crises can make international cooperation more likely (Money and 

Lockhart, 2018). In comparison, earlier studies by rationalists such as Stanley 

Hoffman and Walter Lipgens on the role of ideas in European integration, 

argued that a policy change after a crisis or a failed policy alternative was 

usually a short-sighted change in rational strategy to obtain fixed interests 

(Moravcsik, 2001: 184). Realist constructivists, in contrast, argue that policy 

change can simultaneously be strategic and a result of socialisation. 

My study revealed several acute crises underlying the root causes norm. 

The EU initiated definite policy changes as it could no longer allow those 

 
456 Morgenthau sensed this weakness and was therefore sceptical to rationalism as 

“our civilization assumes that the social world is susceptible to rational control con-

ceived after the model of the natural sciences, while the experiences, domestic and 

international, of the age contradict this assumption” (Morgenthau, 1946: 71, 2). In any 

case, realists struggle with incorporating miscalculations and misperceptions in their 

rationalism (Więcławski, 2020). 
457 Krasner argues that a loss of control can herald a crisis of authority. Even if this is 

usually a necessary condition, it is not always a sufficient cause for decisive policy 

change or change in the normative structures (Krasner, 2001). Moreover, “[i]n a crisis, 

authorities often lose control, if only temporarily, over the dramaturgy of political 

communication” (Boin, ’t Hart, Stern and Sundelius, 2005: 69). From a structural per-

spective, in addition, “a crisis relaxes the structural constraints that kept institutions 

in place” (Hassenteufel and Saurugger, 2016: 4). 
458 This hypothesis can be expressed in the following way: “In periods of uncertainty, 

ideas do not merely reduce uncertainty for agents with preexisting interests. Instead, 

they change and reconstitute those interests by providing alternative narratives 

through which uncertain situations can be understood” (Blyth, 2002: 38). 
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events to foment disorder (cf. Marcussen et al., 2011; Moravcsik, 2001). These 

initiatives were identified in chapters 4 and 5. They emerged at the end of the 

Cold War in the early 1990s with the ‘threat’ of East-West mass migration; in 

the mid-1990s due to the Balkan wars; following unrest in Ceuta and Melilla 

in the mid-2000s when the Global Approach was launched; in the early 2010s 

during the Arab Spring; and following the 2015 crisis as the Partnership 

Framework appeared. These critical junctures challenged stability and incor-

porated change. They were significant reasons for the EU to embark upon 

constructing and reinforcing the migration and development regime. 

What were first regarded as temporary incidents of migration crises gradu-

ally turned into a “permanent state of crisis” (Zaiotti, 2016b: 3) or a “perma-

nent state of emergency” (Balibar, 2015). This sometimes seems to be the EU 

view as well.459 Urgency in the long term is a contradiction in terms, however, 

especially in the migration policy field. For instance, it was surprising that no 

major legislative changes were initiated due to the 2015 migration crisis con-

sidering that several were quickly launched following the European financial 

crisis. Instead, various ‘innovative’ tools were put in place (Cardwell, 2018: 

71). Moving from a paucity of ideas to solve a particular problem to embracing 

innovation often means trying something new. The question is then what 

counts as new.  

While the EU Commission found crisis discourse to be an opportunity to 

expand the leverage ‘toolbox’, it was at the same time constrained by other 

actors. Constructing a solution became a subject of contestation. The crisis 

narrative itself became a tool of migration statecraft, to be used in different 

ways and for different purposes, including for emergency management. Some 

“exceptional measures [were used] as legitimate responses to exceptional 

threats” (Lindley, 2014: 7, see also 17). We saw signs of such action in the 

empirical analysis in chapter 4, e.g. regarding the 1999 HLWG report on the 

Action Plans and the efficacious 2016 EU-Turkey Statement. Also, Commis-

sioner Dimitris Avramopoulos used the decision to rapidly launch the Euro-

pean Border and Coast Guard Agency during the 2015 crisis to symbolise ef-

fective control. 

Policymakers could not remain puffed up with exuberance, though. The EU 

would, therefore, repeatedly thrust itself forward. This is why we can observe 

a link between crisis, control, and statecraft in regime practices: “the state 

turns to border and migration control in times of crisis and difficulty, precisely 

because of their propitiousness to the practice of statecraft and the exercise of 

 
459 High Representative/Vice-President Federica Mogherini and migration Commis-

sioner Dimitris Avramopoulos argued in a joint statement regarding the 2015 crisis 

that: “[w]e need to show that same collective European sense of urgency we have 

consistently shown in reacting in times of crisis. The dire situation in the Mediterra-

nean is not a new nor a passing reality” (European Commission, 2015h: 1). 
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sovereignty” [sic] (Cantat, 2015: 60).460 Also, domestic migration control 

challenges induced states to take the edge off the recurrent crises by moving 

problem-solving to the EU level. It was clear that “national political con-

straints and tensions have often provided a major rationale for policymakers 

to ‘escape to Europe’. […] political leaders in the European Union are tempted 

to […] moving from the state to the EU level to seek a resolution” (Kivisto 

and Faist, 2010: 216), or even move beyond Europe to construct migration 

control.  

Regime construction between domestic and global normative 

structures 

Answering my two research questions was partly aided by combining domes-

tic, regional, and global levels of analysis. The thesis thus explored actor-

structure interlinkages, while avoiding a deterministic, one-sided analysis (Fa-

leg, 2014; Wendt, 1987, 1999). It showed how ideational change originates 

both within structures and agents (Flockhart, 2010). Although normative 

structures played important roles in the emergence and evolution of the re-

gime, the agency of the main actors was revealed through statecraft. The EU 

Commission as the main norm-entrepreneur under study (Checkel, 2001a; 

Moravcsik, 2003; Fligstein, 1998), proved to be both a norm-maker (in rela-

tion to domestic structures) and a norm-taker (as influenced by global 

knowledge structures). This pattern was, however, not entirely distinct as the 

two roles were to some extent overlapping and interlinked (Björkdahl et al., 

2015; Björkdahl, 2005; Argomaniz, 2008; Haukkala, 2008; Brezinski, 2010). 

Firstly, the EU, and in particular the Commission as a norm-entrepreneur, 

consistently addressed domestic constituencies and member states in order to 

respond to concerns regarding the control of migration. This was increasingly 

also being done through the EU as a unitary actor. In this way, domestic poli-

cies were mutually constitutive to practices at the Community level (Börzel 

and Risse, 2000; Cowles, Caporaso and Risse, 2001; Börzel, 2002). Through 

strategic social construction, the EU aimed to achieve a control policy that 

would establish stability. It therefore tried to practise a consistent mode of 

migration statecraft. Migration control objectives to some extent also relied 

on development policy, which partner countries were concerned about. This 

confirms the observation that a “correct determination of the relative weight 

of international and domestic factors is one of the keys to an adequate analysis 

of international politics” (Katzenstein, 1976: 45). 

 
460 The permanent migration crisis for European actors has also been linked to the 

crisis of the sovereign state: “radical constructivists argue that the ‘sovereign state’ is 

currently in crisis [...] as globalisation undermines the state from within and without” 

(Hobson, 2000: 164). 
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Thus, it is obvious that the external dimension of the EU’s migration policy 

and related practices have been influenced both by shifting domestic politics 

in the member states, and by foreign policy considerations: “The ‘internal’ 

and the ‘external’ are thus clearly connected with the result that it is necessary 

to consider the foreign policy implications of migration policy” (Geddes, 

2009: 10). There was a need in both dimensions to look for more effective 

policies and measures, while seeking legitimacy. The EU sorely tried to influ-

ence partner countries but failed to award them full recognition regarding their 

interests. With a Hegelian understanding this might emanate from the realisa-

tion that “[s]tates recognizing each other’s sovereignty and equality have, by 

definition, no authority over each other” (Aron, 2017: 51).  

Secondly, the EU and in particular the Commission, were also strongly in-

fluenced by and acted proactively in response to the globalisation of migration 

narratives (Pécoud, 2015) and global knowledge structures (Strange, 2015). 

The EU was using global normative structures for strategic social construc-

tion, also trying to embed its own regional regime norms within the global 

governance discourse and global migration narratives. In regard to the global 

normative structures, this thesis also contributes to the literature on the re-

search-policy nexus (Tellmann, 2016; Hoppe, 2005; Walt, 2005). It illustrates 

how the Commission and the EU time and again interacted with epistemic 

communities, commissioned research, and tried to adduce evidence as a basis 

for policymaking (Davies, Nutley and Smith, 2000c).  

The analysis of epistemic communities on remittances, diasporas, and skills 

circulation showed how research implied highly contested, diverse, and com-

plex interlinkages between migration and development. The EU, nevertheless, 

tended to misinterpret the selective knowledge it chose to internalise. It used 

research as substantiating and legitimising (symbolic), rather than instrumen-

tal (Boswell, 2015, 2009). In addition, the EU found it difficult to mainstream 

migration into development policy due to the overcrowded character of the 

latter (also dealing with good governance, rule of law, democracy, human 

rights, conflict and peace, gender equality, climate change, etc.). 

Therefore, contestation (Wiener, 2014, 2018) and competition over what 

should be regarded as common knowledge (Carstensen and Schmidt, 2015) in 

the migration-development nexus, were revealed at both the domestic and in-

ternational ends of the spectrum. We could see this within EU institutions, 

among member states, in relation to domestic constituencies, in relation to 

partners, civil society, and as part of global migration narratives and epistemic 

communities. Periods of norm stability and change (Wiener, 2018) occurred 

throughout the studied period, with more tangible change having taken place 

since the early 2000s.461 Norms were used as leverage. It was clear from the 

 
461 The content and characteristics of both core regime norms were to some extent 

being contested in ways that could be expected in the literature during the three stages 
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analysis that “explicit leverage [was] enshrined in policy documents” as well 

as in budgetary proposals (Jegen, Claes and Cham, 2020: 11). Still, there was 

a gap between EU narratives and practices (Zanker, 2019: 15) which weak-

ened trust-building in relation to partner countries. Unaware of this problem, 

however, EU actors kept portraying the regime as comprehensive and coher-

ent, mostly ignoring such aspects.  

Regime and norm robustness were occasionally in peril of weakening.462 

The core norms themselves, in terms of their meaning and how they were in-

terpreted by the EU and the Commission, changed throughout the period as a 

result of interaction among various stakeholders (Shawki, 2016; Wiener, 

2001, 2014). Overall, the EU acted simultaneously to use development against 

migration, and to facilitate migration for development. The two regime norms 

were diffused in a way which supported their legitimation (Gilardi, 2012). 

Complexity was added as control ideation to some extent originated in global 

structures, while policy coherence was also linked to domestic structures. 

While the root causes norm has remained rather stable, although contested 

throughout, the development agent norm changed more, while at the same 

time being less contested. The study confirmed that migration policy has sur-

passed development policy as a driving force behind the regime.  

Gradually, however, knowledge generation about the development benefits 

from migration has led development actors, as well as partner countries within 

the regime, to push forward the agenda on policy coherence for development. 

This was done both for its own sake and in relation to migration control, indi-

cating migration statecraft. Both narratives and practices attempted to build 

trust and mutual recognition between the EU and its partners. If we regard the 

regime as a community, interests were constrained by ideas and identities 

among EU member states as well as partners.463 We saw both “causal ideas 

and norms” as “long-term legitimizers” (Elgström and Jerneck, 2000: 285). In 

this sense, the study confirmed that “ideas are indeed intimately related to 

 
of the norm life cycle – as emergence, norm cascades, and internalisation (socialisa-

tion) (Finnemore and Sikking, 2005). 
462 Regime robustness indicates the extent to which a regime demonstrates resilience 

towards challenges against its effectiveness or continuation based on its social context 

(Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 2004: 184). In turn, when norms are broadly ac-

cepted and followed, they are robust (Deitelhoff and Zimmermann, 2020: 53). 
463 In other words: “In the institutional environment of an international community, 

state actors can strategically use community identity, values, and norms to justify and 

advance their self-interest. However, strategic behavior is constrained by the consti-

tutive ideas of the community and the actors’ prior identification with them. Once 

caught in the community trap, they can be forced to honor identity-and value-based 

commitments in order to protect their credibility and reputation as community mem-

bers” (Schimmelfennig, 2003: 77). 
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interests but are not reducible to them” (Blyth, 2002: 34).464 The EU, thus, 

used strategic social construction.  

Migration control and domestic norms 

The empirical/analytical chapters 4 and 5 revealed how domestic normative 

structures consisted of tensions between closure norms (nationalism, sover-

eignty, and protectionism) and openness norms (internationalism, EU integra-

tion, and liberalism). Statecraft whittled away that influence. Nevertheless, the 

interplay between those two sets of norms gave rise to the root causes ap-

proach. Firstly, there was contestation between nationalism and international-

ism.465 Nationalism brought a strategy of securitisation (Waever et al., 1993; 

Huysmans, 1995; Bigo, 2000; 2001; 2005). Securitisation, however, was un-

able to resolve the crisis mentality. It rather led to renewed crises, or even a 

“migration panic” (Bauman, 2016). While securitisation is socially con-

structed (Doty, 1999), its impact of casting immigrants as the cause of dishar-

mony (Huysmans, 1995), counteracts the goal of arriving at order and equi-

librium in European societies (European Commission, 1991: 3, 7). 

Realism can partly explain why the EU conducts its control policies in such 

a way so that the internationalism norm appears as less relevant, e.g., through 

the EU-Turkey Statement. Policymakers act according to sentiments among 

their constituencies expressing fears, concerns, and doubts due to both ethnic 

and civic nationalism (Ignatieff, 1994; Bakkær Simonsen and Bonikowski, 

2019). The rise of the radical right and various populist parties has had an 

impact on control policies. Those political forces reacted to nationalism that 

has attempted to protect the ethnic identity and religious traditions of the na-

tive population (Mudde, 1999; 2009; Wodak, KhosraviNik and Mral, 2013; 

Wodak, 2015). Regarding civic nationalism, positive or negative reactions of 

people towards migrants are embedded in images of what is there to be dis-

tributed, who has contributed or will contribute to their allocation, and who 

should be entitled to their consumption (Johnston et al., 2009; Heisler and 

Heisler, 1986). There is a positive association between asylum-seekers and 

refugees on the one hand and openness and generosity of welfare states on the 

other. However, for labour migrants the relationship is orthogonal and there 

are no causal links (Boräng, Kalm and Lindvall, 2022). 

 
464 Morgenthau as well had a comparable normative sense of power as puissance, 

which could bring people together around some common good while also pursuing 

their own interests (Rösch, 2014: 354). 
465 In the time of Morgenthau’s writing, there was a “[v]ictory of nationalism over 

internationalism”. He argued that there is an ultimate test that needs to be made be-

tween “the supranational ethics and the ethics of nationalism” (Morgenthau, 1948: 

191). This observation is also relevant in the study of current migration control poli-

cies. 
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The prevalence of nationalism also explains securitisation being used to 

keep internationalism at bay. The internationalism norm is based on interna-

tional and European human rights regimes. These regimes bring certain basic 

rights to refugees, migrants, minorities, and human beings in general. Such 

extranational rights go beyond those of states and are not linked to citizenship 

but are based on international conventions and related laws in nation states 

(Soysal, 1994; Jacobson, 1996). In parallel, they reflect specific public inter-

ests in EU member states (Barkin, 2010: 69-71). Domestic actors can mobilise 

various international norms (Gurowitz, 2011). As the internationalism norm 

under study has facilitated growing unwanted migration in more recent dec-

ades, the question of rights within or beyond borders is addressed through mi-

gration control and securitisation (cf. Cantat, 2015).466 

Secondly, sovereignty has been the key norm for migration control policy 

for states, as well as for the EU level.467 Member states tried to guard their 

sovereignty for as long as possible, including through intergovernmentalism, 

supranationalism, and by using “the realm of EU foreign relations” (Zapata-

Barrero, 2013: 6).468 Thereby, we also saw that progressively, the sovereignty 

norm has been abandoned in various areas of EU integration for the benefit of 

communitarisation. Chapter 4 showed how the integration norm gained 

strength when member states realised that controlling migration outside the 

state and EU boundaries within the international realm made sense. This 

method became easier and more beneficial than treating control mainly as a 

national issue (Trauner and Ripoll Servent, 2016; Guiraudon, 2000). 

 
466 Beyond the national, domestic forces of nationalism, global liberal forces also 

make the EU increasingly embedded in global economic structures. They have pur-

ported European policymakers to develop discourses of “Europeanism” in order to 

construct European belonging and identification with Europe. This discourse has 

“borrowed from the ideological and symbolic material of European nationalisms”. EU 

member states have thus responded through ideational statecraft to the challenges of 

this dual identity formation through the construction of an international regime (Can-

tat, 2015: 264). 
467 Guiraudon (2001: 31) argues that migration control “has long been emblematic of 

national sovereignty and considered a founding prerogative of the modern nation-

state.” Similarly, Hannah Arendt noted that “in the sphere of international law, it had 

always been true that sovereignty is nowhere more absolute than in matters of emi-

gration, naturalization, nationality, and expulsion” (Arendt, 1973: 278). Morgenthau 

claimed that in an international legal order that is weak and ineffective, sovereignty is 

the very source of that decentralised order as states only abide by rules that they have 

consented to in the first place (Morgenthau, 1948: 244). 
468 An ongoing process incorporated both intergovernmentalism and supranational-

ism. Actors more inclined towards communitarisation were more positive to European 

regime cooperation than protectionist actors: “This two-track approach means that any 

progress towards harmonization of free movement finds its consensus around national 

protectionism and restrictive cooperation” (Lahav, 2004a: 51, see also 217). 



310 

Migration statecraft could become a set of deterritorialised flanking 

measures, both supporting the abolishment of internal EU border controls, and 

obstructing some forms of migration from outside the EU. Thereby, commu-

nitarisation signifies “a clear demarcation between ‘EU-inside’ and ‘EU-out-

side’” (van Munster and Sterkx, 2006: 230; see also Pellerin, 2005a; 2005b). 

The recurrent crises enabled the Union to combine sovereignty with EU inte-

gration in novel ways by exploiting discourse around threats (Jabko and Luh-

man, 2017: 3-4; 24, 26). Those deterrent migration policies that followed 

aimed to change either the motivations or the capabilities of migrants (Kent, 

Norman and Tennis, 2020), and to make source and transit countries intervene 

according to EU wishes. From a realist perspective then, preserving sover-

eignty in the area of migration policy has increasingly been done through for-

eign policy beyond the EU (Mitchell, 1989; Teitelbaum, 1984; Weiner and 

Münz, 1997; Widgren, 1990; Greenhill, 2010; Totten, 2017). 

Sovereignty remains flexible in its function as “a set of norms and rules 

that include normative statements regarding authority and international recog-

nition” (Rudolph, 2006: 208). Sovereignty is thus not limited to realist power 

and interests as it is also a normative idea. It is subject to both power statecraft 

and ideational statecraft. It is constantly being constructed by member states, 

which use it in a cognitive, strategic, or legitimising way (see Saurugger, 

2013a: 20-23; cf. Weber, 1995). We see this particularly in regard to state 

security (Weiner, 1995; Waever et al., 1993; Weiner and Stanton Russell, 

2001). Terrorism associated with immigration became a risk to the Western, 

liberal and open way of life. Such linkages became even more important fol-

lowing September 11, 2001 and subsequent terrorist attacks in Europe 

(Koslowski, 2006; Friman, 2008, Bigo, 2008; Jerneck, 2004). Security and 

threats, then, also became important to EU identities in accordance with con-

structivism. 

Thirdly, protectionism and liberalism are norms (see e.g. Williams, 2006) 

that remind us about the ‘liberal paradox’ in liberal democracies. States need 

to maintain an openness towards trade, investments, and people. At the same 

time, they need to control their borders, which is a form of closure in order to 

uphold the “social contract” and the core functioning of the liberal state (Hol-

lifield, Hunt and Tichenor, 2008: 7; Hollifield, 2007: 63; Hollifield, 2012; 

190). As “migration and trade are inextricably linked—two sides of the same 

coin” the “considerations of power and interest are driven as much by migra-

tion […] as they are by commerce and finance” (Hollifield, Hunt and 

Tichenor, 2008: 14-15).469 As shown in chapters 4 and 8, member states and 

 
469 Along the same lines, control policy is in a broader sense at odds with the norm of 

liberalism. It creates contradictions for control when the liberalism norm including 

values around freedom and independence clashes with the attempts to constrain what 

individuals might regard as their free choice (i.e. leaving their home country) (Moses, 
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the EU overall expressed their need for labour immigration due to ageing pop-

ulations and competitiveness. This is illustrative of a change in the norm-di-

chotomy of protectionism-liberalism towards more liberalism.  

It should, nevertheless, be understood that there is a discrepancy between 

markets and states: “Economic globalization explains the mobilization of po-

tential immigrants in the sending societies, as well as the interest of domestic 

employers in acquiring them, but not their actual acceptance by the receiving 

states” (Joppke, 1998b: 269). Broadly speaking, labour unions tend to be pro-

tectionist while employer associations are often liberal towards labour migra-

tion. The state has a mediating role between these two public interests (Ma-

rino, Penninx and Roosblad, 2015).470 Externalisation was used to construct 

an image of control that could be presented to those who demanded more clo-

sure in the short term. In the longer term, member states needed to decide to 

what extent they were prepared to institutionalise openness in order to guard 

economically beneficial mobility and trade (Hollifield, Hunt and Tichenor, 

2008: 43). 

Regarded in this light, it has been useful for the Union to construct an in-

ternational regime to command the forces of protectionism and liberalism. Re-

gime construction enabled externalisation. It resisted the image that the EU 

was engulfed by migrants exerting pressure on its innermost gates. Overall 

prevention through the root causes norm was a seemingly rational way of deal-

ing with the liberal paradox (cf. Faist, 2019). Tantalising partners with labour 

migration opportunities needs to be viewed as a form of leverage for EU pol-

icymakers. EU identity was also forged in reaction to how third countries 

acted as ‘others’ in relation to the EU: “An actor’s social identity depends on 

relationships and indeed is thought to reflect the behaviour of others towards 

it” (Zehfuss, 2002: 55; see also Wendt, 1999). Migration statecraft, rather than 

power statecraft, has therefore been applied by the EU in this context. Realist 

constructivism can cater for such complexity facing policymakers, and guide 

us in our understanding of how they react. 

 
2006). This makes it hard to apply realism, which normally leaves out such norms and 

values from its analysis. What realism can explain, nevertheless, is that member state 

competence over labour migration has been retained. This indicates the primacy of 

states in both EU integration and external cooperation and the continued prevalence 

of power statecraft. 
470 Internationalism and nationalism also influence the choices between protectionist 

or liberal control policies. Therefore, “active participation in international institutions 

responsible for building an international economic order and expanding the body of 

international law is a crucial ingredient of responsible statecraft” (Al-Rodhan, 2009: 

348). The liberalism norm is also characterised by a circumscribed handling of mi-

grants as “it is extremely difficult for states to treat immigrants, regardless of their 

national origin or immigration status, in a discriminatory manner or in ways that vio-

late the fundamental tenets of political liberalism” (Messina, 2007: 99). 
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Development policy and global norms 

As we saw in the empirical/analytical chapters 6 and 7, the development agent 

norm is based on the underlying development norms such as democracy, good 

governance, rule of law, respect for human rights, and gender equality (Faia, 

2012; see also Weaver, 2011; Elgström, 2011). For our regime, the norms’ 

relevance is mainly concerned with promoting development and poverty re-

duction through migration. More broadly, the global normative structures also 

contain various and contested knowledge norms that influence statecraft. Var-

ious epistemic communities produce competing knowledge norms that may or 

may not be legitimated by policymakers. For instance, people struggling with 

poverty only emigrate to a limited extent. The poorest people do not partici-

pate in long-distance South-North migration as they lack the necessary means 

and information, as well as access to networks (Waddington and Sabates-

Wheeler, 2003; Abella, 1999). Despite such expert findings, there is often a 

misconception among EU policymakers in regard to poverty as a driver or a 

root cause of migration (de Haas et al., 2018: 16; Flahaux and de Haas, 

2016).471 

This is why we needed to focus on identifying the character of the under-

lying knowledge norms. It was clear that the EU was influenced by epistemic 

communities from the early 2000s. There was indeed growing evidence that 

migration can benefit development. But how strong was socialisation? One 

factor that speaks against socialisation is the consistent narrow focus on mi-

gration pressure by the EU. Unless the EU is claiming clairvoyance, it risks 

simplifying a complex social, economic, and political phenomenon (de Haas, 

2012; Hammar et al., 1997).472 The underlying root causes norm aiming to 

reduce migration pressure has greatly influenced the use of development 

 
471 While most migrants from poor countries in Africa and South Asia remain in the 

South (World Bank, 2005), it is the middle income group of countries that is more 

likely to participate in international migration flows (Abella, 1999) to destinations 

such as the EU. For example, migration from Mexico to the USA has been dominated 

by households in the middle and upper-middle income levels (World Bank, 2005). 

The EU has, nevertheless, argued that extreme poverty must be eradicated as a way to 

counteract the negative impact of migration in host countries. https://refugeesmi-

grants.un.org/drivers-migration 
472 Migration potential and migration pressure are certainly not the same as actual 

migration. While migrants’ aspirations and capabilities form bridges leading on from 

the root causes, crossing borders is not automatic (Flahaux and de Haas, 2016: 4). In 

the period 2010-2015, a worldwide survey found that about 14 per cent or 710 million 

among the adult population expressed a wish to migrate if there would be an oppor-

tunity. However, fewer than one in ten (66 million) of those that expressed such a 

desire were planning to move within the next 12 months and less than 0.5 per cent (23 

million) were making actual preparations to do so. The highest number of individuals 

planning (10.3 million) or preparing to emigrate (2.7 million) lived in West Africa 

(IOM, 2017), of relevance for EU fears about migration pressure. 
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assistance along migratory routes. Such use not only interfered with develop-

ment policy objectives (poverty reduction), it was also not in line with availa-

ble research, which rather suggests that more development leads to more mi-

gration, up to a certain level of development (see e.g. Clemens, 2014). As 

many of the countries in Africa South of Sahara are still below that threshold, 

development cooperation as a tool in migration control is bound to fail in the 

medium term, i.e. by producing more unwanted migration rather than less.  

The role of knowledge within the regime was thus highly relevant. Pro-

cesses of legitimation, politicisation, and globalisation within global norma-

tive structures demonstrated this. If realist strategic action is to be rational, 

basing power statecraft on faulty assumptions would add up to a conundrum. 

It could also speak against socialisation. Meanwhile, with a constructivist take 

on ideational statecraft we could still understand if the migration and devel-

opment regime were being constructed as a way of doing the right thing. The 

EU would then offer something in return (development in exchange for con-

trol) to countries of origin according to the logic of appropriateness. Based on 

realist constructivist interactionality (Prieto, 2020), recognition is a social act 

(Wendt, 2003: 511) according to the logic of the social (Barkin, 2010). Corre-

spondingly, the EU would also defer to the development interests of those 

partner countries in a kind of Hegelian recognition (cf. MacKay and Levin, 

2018). 

Still, the fundamental microeconomic assumptions and beliefs underlying 

EU policymakers’ decisions in regard to the migration-development nexus 

seem to have been flawed. Therefore, it is worth regarding this policy strategy 

from the perspective of symbolic politics and migration statecraft.473 Realist 

constructivism helps us comprehend the role of both power and interests, and 

ideas and knowledge in this case. Although the EU has pursued irrational pol-

icies based on erroneous ideas about the migration-development nexus, exter-

nalisation of control might make perfect sense from the perspective of domes-

tic interest groups and national policymakers alike. Again, the internal and 

external aspects of control are closely linked. We might, therefore, consider 

the view from practice theory that “it is irrational for even the most rational 

individual to do everything only after rational calculi” (Cornut, 2015: 10). Ra-

tionality simply needs to be reconsidered. 

From an EU perspective this constituted strategic social construction rather 

than pure rationality. However, if the EU simultaneously acts according to a 

 
473 The EU was inspired by the construction of NAFTA already in the early 1990s. It 

aimed to promote growth and regional integration while dealing with societal insecu-

rities in the US regarding migration pressure from Mexico (Rudolph, 2006: 77; US 

Commission, 1990). However, stricter border control could lead to that migrants, who 

would normally be engaged in circular, temporary mobility, remained permanently 

(legally or illegally) in order not to miss their chance to re-enter the US (Massey et 

al., 1998, see also Massey, 1988; Guiraudon and Joppke, 2001: 2-4; Verea, 2014). 
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logic of consequences in regard to the root causes norm, with a logic of ap-

propriateness towards the development agent norm, it might get into a tangle 

with its partner countries. Even though the EU might pursue both logics in 

parallel, doing so might harm its potential success rate in exporting these 

norms to partner countries. By realising that the EU therefore needed to pursue 

a logic of the social through migration statecraft, we could solve the riddle of 

irrationality. Hence, externalising elements of control policy through con-

structing norms on migration and development, aimed at influencing the part-

ner countries, as well as the EU itself, its member states, and their constituen-

cies. Finding adequate ways to promote these norms was important as they 

needed to gain legitimacy both internally, and externally.474 

The emergence of the migration and development regime should be re-

garded within this broader context. However, we should not forget that social-

isation probably took place in parallel in regard to the idea that migration ben-

efits development. Ideational statecraft was an expression of this socialisation, 

although the EU wobbled. If we again focus on development policy and pov-

erty reduction, the Commission had taken on board some findings circulating 

among epistemic communities in its attempt to deepen and broaden the 

agenda. For instance, the Commission noted the potential structural depend-

ence on migration and remittances, when stating that “some partner countries 

may see migration as a way of relieving the pressure on the labour market by 

lowering unemployment, although the research shows that this impact is very 

limited” (European Commission, 2011f: 14). 

On the latter point, the Commission contradicted itself in regard to the link 

between migration and unemployment by stating elsewhere, as noted in chap-

ters 7 and 8, that unemployment was the number one root cause of migration 

(see European Commission, 2002). Alternatively, this was a sign of socialisa-

tion in line with constructivism. The Commission referred to research that did 

not support the beliefs in some partner countries that emigration could bring 

lower unemployment in tight labour markets. Research in fact has also shown 

that it is not always the unemployed who migrate, but also those in employ-

ment (Lianos, 1993; Pastor, 1985; Schoorl, 2000; Ratha et al., 2011). If those 

who leave their abode are the skilled and talented, instead of reducing excess 

labour then emigrant countries might face higher unemployment, more 

 
474 The underlying knowledge norms were contested and influenced by power consid-

erations. An example is that migration policies have often failed or had unintended 

consequences because policymakers did not regard migration and migrant agency as 

a social process. Migration comes with its own self-sustaining dynamics embedded in 

structural dependence between source and destination countries (Castles, 2009; 2004; 

2003; cf. Reslow, 2020). 
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important labour shortages, and labour market mismatches (Škuflić and 

Vučković, 2018).475  

Knowledge and politics were also mixed regarding the issue of facilitating 

South-South migration, a partner country interest. This was a logical conse-

quence of working with developing countries, since about half of global inter-

national migration remained within the South. As we saw in chapters 8 and 9, 

cooperation on capacity building increasingly had to concern regional issues 

in EU partner regions. Regarding mainstreaming migration into development 

cooperation, for instance, the Commission expressed its determination to con-

tinue supporting these efforts in partner countries, while mentioning that inte-

grating migration into national development strategies was also relevant for 

countries of destination (European Commission, 2011a: 15, 19). Thus, it is 

unsustainable to argue, as realists do, that the development agent norm would 

only be about EU self-interest and that power statecraft would be a sufficient 

explanation for EU action. 

The key counterargument against realism and power statecraft in this case 

is that especially the role of migrant networks seems to be missing in EU dis-

course around the root causes of migration. Those narratives rest on a very 

simplistic, old-fashioned push-pull model (Ravenstein, 1876; Lee, 1966), alt-

hough mainly focusing on the push factors while missing out on the pull fac-

tors.476 This is striking as robust research results provide evidence that the 

presence of diasporas is a mainspring of bilateral migration flows. Such chain 

migration also reduces the overall education level in the diaspora (Beine, 

Docquier and Özden, 2011). Arguably “[w]hether or not an individual or 

household has contact with emigrants abroad is the single strongest predictor 

of future migration, providing as it does information on routes and opportuni-

ties abroad, financing for a journey, and stories of success that may inspire a 

move” (Fratzke and Salant, 2018: 2; see also Aslany et al., 2021).477  

The development of migrant networks can increase the likelihood that more 

members of a community will acquire the opportunity and means to migrate 

internationally. Often the first ones to migrate have higher incomes as infor-

mation is scarcer and the costs of migrating are higher for them compared to 

those who travel later. As more people in the community become mobile, mi-

gration costs decrease and poorer community members can afford to migrate, 

 
475 Unaware of such findings, it was in a way to support development that the Com-

munication on An Agenda for Change stated that the EU also needed to link migration 

to employment policies (focusing on decent work and social protection) and South-

South migration (regional labour mobility) (European Commission, 2011d: 8). 
476 EU narratives also lack a dynamic dimension in this regard, e.g. concerning the 

importance of networks and diasporas and the facilitating role of migrant smugglers 

and the ‘migration industry’ (Nyberg-Sørensen, 2012: 68; Schoorl, 2000). 
477 Recently, a set of 34 distinct analyses of various survey-based research showed an 

overwhelmingly positive effect of migration networks on people’s aspirations to mi-

grate (Aslany et al., 2021). 
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and benefit from already existing migrant networks (McKenzie, 2006; see also 

OECD, 2017: 108).478 In addition, a recent meta study, albeit on a limited 

number of analyses of various survey-based studies, also showed a markedly 

positive effect on migrant aspirations of receiving remittances (Aslany et al., 

2021). 

We cannot explain this treatment of knowledge and the lack of rationality 

from a realist perspective. This thesis has, therefore, demonstrated that the 

EU’s positive, almost celebratory view of the benefits for development of re-

mittances, diasporas, and skills circulation, has been an expression of idea-

tional socialisation. No direct links have been suggested by the EU between 

such resource transfers and the root causes norm. The EU does not seem to 

have realised that both migrant networks and remittances are key root causes 

of migration (cf. van Dalen, Groenewold and Fokkema, 2005; Aslany et al., 

2021; Zanker et al., 2019).479 Although my analytical scheme did not include 

remittances and networks as root causes, I eventually found that knowledge 

was not used in this regard as an evidence base for comprehensive policymak-

ing. This speaks against the explanatory value of both realism and construc-

tivism and in favour of realist constructivism. 

Broader implications for research 

Theoretical and methodological implications 

The selected theories and methodology in this thesis have provided several 

insights. A number of theoretical notions for the benefit of realist constructiv-

ism were deepened. The congruence analysis focused on concepts that could 

be used as a theoretical basis for other regime studies and overall IR research. 

Analysing the intersubjective character of the regime through the three modes 

of statecraft and three theoretical approaches, was useful for explaining as well 

as understanding this cooperation (Hollis and Smith, 1990). I also tried to il-

lustrate the importance of context and how the object of study can be 

 
478 The OECD has illustrated a strong effect from the prevalence of migrant networks. 

A one percentage point increase in the number of people from a country of origin 

living in a country of destination, leads to, ceteris paribus, an increase in the migrant 

flows between those two countries by around 0.3 percentage points (OECD, 2017: 

108). 
479 The importance of remittances for some developing countries affects several parts 

of the EU’s migration and asylum regime complex as “remittances arising from irreg-

ular migration make up an important economic factor for many households in [e.g.] 

the Gambia, as in Nigeria and Senegal. This accounts for the reluctance of govern-

ments to support return, on behalf of both their domestic audiences and their econo-

mies” (Zanker et al., 2019: 10). 
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interpreted in different ways throughout different periods of time. Covering 

the 35 years during 1985-2020, the thesis illuminated the constructed charac-

ter of policymakers’ reality. It also confirmed the view that IR remains “inad-

equate as long as it focuses only on the ‘internalization’ of international rela-

tions; the ‘externalization’ of domestic structures is also of great importance” 

(Katzenstein, 1976: 2). 

I attempted to address the research questions through analysing both causal 

and constitutive effects by applying the notion of constitutive causation.480 My 

enquiry into the construction of the European migration and development re-

gime could have begged the question of what caused what. However, a quali-

tative, discourse-oriented study in the hermeneutic tradition cannot claim ev-

idence in the sense of Humean causality (Kurki, 2008). Rather, this thesis has 

merely sought significant reasons (Ruggie, 1998) why intersubjectively inter-

preted normative structures have influenced statecraft, and thereby regime 

evolution (Guzzini, 2013; Risse, 2004; Wendt, 1999). My thesis confirms the 

usefulness of what Wendt refers to as constitutive theories, not only being 

“merely descriptive” as they “contribute to social science in ways that cannot 

be reduced to mechanical causation” (Wendt, 2003: 495). 

The thesis revealed several mutually constitutive relationships (between 

statecraft and normative structures; the domestic and the Community levels; 

and the EU and its partner countries respectively). These findings were arrived 

at partly thanks to the applied methodology. Constitutive norms played an im-

portant role as they have Aristotelian ‘causal’ power over the practices of in-

dividual actors (Kurki, 2008).481 The study showed how ideas can be causally 

constitutive (Gofas and Hay, 2008) and provide necessary but insufficient 

conditions for regime evolution (Lebow, 2009). It confirmed Wendt’s obser-

vation that “constitutive theorists have shown how phenomena normally seen 

as material, such as power, are in fact constituted by ideas” (Wendt, 2003: 

 
480 In realist constructivist research there should be sufficient linking between general 

theoretical concepts including power, interest, identity, norms, and practices, and the 

reality under investigation. These concepts also need to be connected to social pro-

cesses, such as social construction, socialisation, knowledge, and learning in order to 

analyse both the material and ideational outcomes of the object of study. Such an ap-

proach may reveal rigidity and contingency to some extent when detecting social 

mechanisms and empirical regularities. Given that both material and ideational as-

pects matter, “epistemologically then we need a methodology to study the causal ef-

fects, the constitutive effects, and the connections between these two” (Lupovici, 

2009: 212). 
481 While some norms have constitutive effects on agent’s behaviour, political prac-

tices may be constitutive for changing norms and institutions (Wiener, 2001: 183). 
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495). Applying intersubjectivity and co-constitution to my selected case study 

while avoiding an abstruse treatment, thus, turned out to be fruitful.482 

The theoretical and methodological choices for my case also led to a some-

what complex study design. More stringent methods could have been useful. 

Although I chose to develop a theoretical model primarily for explaining and 

understanding statecraft and normative structures within a regime context, I 

used several other concepts to support this objective. It can be argued that 

there are disadvantages to applying such a broad terminology. Achieving a 

parsimonious study design may be harder as the more terms that are used, the 

larger the risk of an unclear and inconsistent analysis. Using elements from 

two broader theoretical traditions and attempting to combine them proved very 

complex. It probably also became challenging for the reader as this approach 

raised several ontological and epistemological questions, and also required a 

very rich body of empirical material, analysed in painstaking detail. 

There were also obvious deficiencies with the analysis of narratives, which 

“is often criticized for being impressionistic and subjective in its conclusions, 

lacking transparency in the analytical procedures adopted, and the trustwor-

thiness of findings arrived at based on such procedure” (Devi Prasad, 2019: 

13). Detecting norm construction required reiteration of trite jargon. Charac-

terisations of the various evolutionary regime stages, however, strengthened 

my accompanying method of congruence analysis (Lupovici, 2009: 206). 

Nevertheless, the methodological deficiencies partly have to do with episte-

mological and ontological positions, and I tried to balance such shortcomings 

by also looking into practices. The alternative quantitative and statistical 

methods on the other hand, risk being less incisive, accurate, and representa-

tive. They could distort the underlying qualitative and substantively rich texts 

(Kuckartz, 2019).  

Also in qualitative research, claims in regard to validity need to be treated 

with caution. From a positivist methodological perspective, an internally valid 

explanation needs to establish covariance and time order, eliminate spurious 

relationships, and provide theoretical explanations for the interlinkages 

 
482 There was a major risk, however. The variables of the theoretical expectations are 

not so easily defined independently in a realist constructivist approach. This may oc-

cur if an aim is to clarify constitutive elements, statecraft versus normative structures 

in my case, as well as if the various components of the study exert mutual influences 

on each other. I was, therefore, cautious in my attempts to differentiate between the 

prevalence of both the explanandum and the explanans. This aimed to increase the 

generalisability of the study’s results. It is, therefore, necessary to recognise that the 

independent and dependent variables of this study overlap to some extent, meaning 

that they have both common and idiosyncratic characteristics. I tried to solve this 

challenge by identifying which features they share and in what ways the variables 

differ from each other when defining and using them (cf. Lupovici, 2009: 206). These 

conceptualisations combined with my detailed empirical investigation in six empiri-

cal/analytical chapters has helped in this endeavour. 
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between the dependent and independent variables. Thereby, it is possible to 

establish causal links between the variables used in the study. With a realist 

constructivist approach these ambitions may be challenging and not even 

sought after. Nevertheless, realist constructivism takes into account context in 

a way that could increase internal validity and exclude spuriousness (Lupo-

vici, 2009: 208-209). Applying the concept of leveraged statecraft confirmed 

“that ideas and interests are not phenomenologically separate” (Goldstein and 

Keohane, 1993: 26). 

Moreover, paying attention to the criteria of falsifiability and reliability, 

normally observed by realist positivists, is compatible with a realist construc-

tivist research approach. On falsifiability, there were discussions on how the 

explanations used could be refuted. A study design that would have taken the 

interests and ideas of partner countries into greater account, might have been 

able to challenge some of the overall findings of this thesis. Similarly, focus-

ing more on individual EU member states and their interactions would possi-

bly have given another result. Regarding reliability, there is a need for other 

scholars to revisit the theoretical and empirical material and, hopefully, they 

will arrive at the same, or at least similar, results (see Lupovici, 2009).483 In 

this regard, my somewhat unbalanced study design with more emphasis on six 

domestic norms compared to only two global norms might need to be reme-

died. 

Power and its implications 

The thesis showed that power is interlaced with ideas and norms. Realists 

mainly look at norm compliance in accordance with positivist rationality. Self-

interested, rational actors may to varying degrees comply with or act accord-

ing to norms, e.g. international conventions (Checkel, 1999: 2-3). Although 

norm-bound behaviour can occur despite potential conflicts of interest (Hur-

rell, 1993: 53; Goertz and Diehl, 1992: 637), it does not rule out power politics 

even though norms may have moral and deontological dimensions. Realists 

 
483 My thesis opens up for similar studies with complementary approaches. For in-

stance, the realisation that ideas, organisational features, and practices could lead to 

the emergence of a migration and development regime is also implicated elsewhere. 

Further research on this regime with a realist constructivist methodology can be rec-

ommended as “it may be useful to consider the extent to which the [migration and 

development] nexus has become a ‘regime’. Here conceptual clarity is needed [re-

garding] […] the idea that a regime is a set of institutional arrangements that guide 

the policies of sending countries, host countries, and international organizations” 

(Bailey, 2010: 381). Alternative studies could also be conducted within a constructiv-

ist approach through revisiting my expectations and definitions, recognising that I 

have focused on a case study and applied congruence analysis. Still, others may pos-

sibly identify instances with their alternative explanations not fully supported by my 

empirical evidence (see Lupovici, 2009). 
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therefore regard norms as epiphenomenal, i.e. ascribing them no autonomy, 

and without any effects on actors’ behaviour (Hobson, 2000: 147). Realists 

therefore mostly fail to explain why states use norms as leverage to gain other 

advantages.  

Constructivists maintain that norms and collective understandings of them 

define the “basic rules of the game” for actors. They argue that it is not even 

possible to conceive of or characterise actors (who are social agents), if not 

also acknowledging that they are firmly rooted in and affected by a social 

structure (Risse, 2004: 163). While there is a “need for a conceptualization of 

norms that is independent of the effects attributed to them” (Legro, 1997: 57), 

there is also a lack of theoretical studies that could cast more light on how to 

recognise such differences in the effects of norms on society and on actors’ 

behaviour (Checkel, 2001a: 59). The realist constructivist approach in this the-

sis demonstrated how norms beget strategic social construction. It thus pre-

sents suggestions for further research on the interlinkages between power and 

norms. 

This thesis also showed that identity (Richter, 2000; Balzacq, 2009; Ka-

rolewski, 2012) has been forged through a quest for both power and ideas. 

National and ethnic identities were supposed to be protected by migration con-

trol policies. A complimentary, control-oriented EU identity seeking influence 

over third countries has therefore been constructed since the mid-1980s. No-

tably, another realist constructivist study of the EU-Turkey Statement argues 

that the EU’s liberal identity in this regard has been malleable (Martin, 2019). 

In parallel, EU identity has also been based on the Union being a major donor 

in the world, providing development assistance to partner countries in order 

to eradicate poverty, contribute to good governance and respect for human 

rights, and to provide security and sustainable development (Faia, 2012; 

Lightfoot and Bursell, 2005). Power was thus constrained by ideas to some 

extent.484 

Power and identity also relate to legitimacy, the latter being a dimension 

that is sought across a range of areas and levels. The study revealed to some 

extent how the two regime norms relied on legitimacy in relation to domestic 

constituencies in member states, third country partners, and civil society 

(McMahon, 2016; Richter, 2000; Clark, 2005; Hurd, 1999). Power is also 

linked to effectiveness (Sternberg, 2015; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen, 2009; Wall-

ner, 2008) and is sought to showcase for voters/taxpayers, donors, and part-

ners that those policies are worthwhile and working in an accountable way. It 

is the lack of effective migration control policies that has led to the sense of a 

 
484 Inconsistencies between the two regime norms thus weakened both national and 

EU collective identities (cf. Choi, 2015), while these identities changed as a conse-

quence of interaction with other stakeholders (Sterling-Folker, 2002ab) such as third 

countries. 
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permanent crisis in the EU. Aid effectiveness, in parallel, is also a crucial el-

ement in development policies (European Council, 2013b).  

In balancing legitimacy and effectiveness, the EU chose externalisation 

(Rudolph, 2006; Geddes, 2005; Lavenex, 2006) as the most successful route 

when responding to the control dilemmas of liberal democracies (Guiraudon 

and Joppke, 2001). Externalisation assisted EU integration as it promised to 

counteract the self-imposed weakening of the sovereignty norm. Through ex-

ternalisation, EU member states could control migration more effectively 

(Freeman, 1994; Joppke, 1998b; Lahav, 2000; Geddes, 2003) while maintain-

ing legitimacy regarding the internationalism norm (Hollifield, 1986, 1992; 

Soysal, 1994; Jacobson, 1996). They used externalisation as strategic social 

construction because they believed it would reinforce control (cf. Guiraudon, 

2001) in a less contested and less costly way (Money and Lockhart, 2018). 

These conclusions are in line with Hegel’s view that upholding sociopolit-

ical stability relies on the mitigation of contingencies, e.g. by externalising 

them (MacKay and Levin, 2018: 85). In other words: “Power becomes the 

variable that introduces stability and prevents change from occurring” (Adler, 

2005: 36). Some change, however, came to pass through constrained and 

evolving knowledge. Externalisation was used to avoid ineffective national 

and regional migration policies and their high degree of politicisation and in-

grained contestation. EU interventions gradually became more preventive 

(Frelick, Kysel and Podkul, 2016: 193-194), using development as a tool in 

this endeavour (Zapata-Barrero, 2013).  

Ideas and their implications 

The idea that migration benefits development has been internalised by EU 

actors during the construction of this regime. The learning within EU institu-

tions and that within global epistemic communities have partly gone hand in 

hand. Socialisation has been selective, but not entirely strategic. Very little 

was known by EU policymakers about the migration-development nexus in 

1985 when the European migration and development regime was initiated. 

Global epistemic communities had formed some knowledge though, partly in 

relation to the labour recruitment era during the 1950s-1970s in Europe. 

Throughout the late 1980s and 1990s, the amount, variety, and quality of 

knowledge grew, both in Europe and within global epistemic communities. 

Knowledge generation took off markedly in the early 2000s when interna-

tional organisations became engaged in the migration-development nexus, no-

tably as the World Bank started improving its data gathering on remittance 

flows. 

Not taking into account such knowledge would have scuppered the EU’s 

plans. Socialisation of ideas through internalising diffused norms (see 

Checkel, 1999, 2001a; Wendt, 1999: 82), is not the same as simple learning 

through adaptation (Nye, 1987), or other forms of strategic realist learning 
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through “cognitive shortcuts” (Gilardi, 2012: 20). My thesis contributes to this 

scholarship as it has been thorough in analysing important points in time 

where there were clear signs of both socialisation (constructing identities) and 

learning (changes in interests) (Faleg, 2014, 2011). The thesis may also con-

tribute to the under-researched application of learning theory in European in-

tegration studies (Zito and Schout, 2009), and institutional learning as a func-

tion of rules, norms, and regimes. 

Policy learning about the benefits of development followed policy failure 

(Dunlop, 2017; Checkel, 2001), i.e. by realising that securitisation alone could 

not meet control policy objectives. The thesis showed that there was sociali-

sation both among development policy and migration policy specialists. This 

means that for mainstreaming, there were no strategic motives other than de-

velopment policy objectives such as poverty reduction, health, education, em-

ployment, and rights. In parallel, the control policy objectives have crept into 

the ideation of the development community through policy encroachment. 

The latter now increasingly accept that aid for border control capacities, 

measures against irregular migration, trafficking, and smuggling in human be-

ings is part of development cooperation. Ideas were in this way amalgamated 

with power, indicating the added value of realist constructivism. 

Both socialisation and learning were strategic (Risse, 2004; Checkel, 1999; 

Guiraudon, 2001) in the sense that the migration-development nexus was used 

as leverage and a kind of goodwill, in order to be able to discuss control poli-

cies. The EU added migration and development to its dialogue processes, as 

that theme was in demand by the partner countries. Placing the migration-

development nexus on the agenda enabled an atmosphere in which third coun-

tries were willing to sit down at the table. Gradually, the EU arrived at its own 

vested interests in supporting the overall issues of remittances, diaspora con-

tributions, and skills circulation, although it later sought to broaden the 

agenda. Such evolution illustrated how cognitive, ideational structures influ-

ence the social construction of reality. This process could be understood as 

something that needs to be added to the material basic conditions and geopo-

litical interests in IR research (Adler, 1997; Risse, 2004). 

The thesis also found lessons learnt from epistemic communities (Haas, 

1992; Cross, 2013) – both global and contractual epistemic communities. 

Whereas the former often consist of international organisations and academic 

experts who also push for the construction of a specific kind of reality (Glaab 

and Engelkamp, 2011), the latter have so far not been extensively researched, 

but provide room for socialisation, legitimation, and trust-building. The re-

gime principle of shared responsibilities was tried in practice concerning both 

legitimation and trust. Different epistemic communities put forward some-

what conflicting and contradictory evidence so that their potential influence 

was reduced (Cross, 2015). Still, socialisation took place as these epistemic 

communities to some extent could set agendas (Dunlop, 2016; Bueger, 
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2014).485 Both types of epistemic communities exerted ideational power over 

EU policymakers (Carstensen and Schmidt, 2015) in this area of policy uncer-

tainty (Balch, 2010) and crisis mentality (Cross, 2013).  

Recently there were massive increases in the budget lines for migration and 

asylum, notably through the EIP and the EFSD. These frameworks explicitly 

referred to the root causes norm. This could explain a strong belief on the EU 

side in power politics (Barkin, 2010). Power statecraft ignores or assumes that 

the so-called migration hump is manageable, thereby reducing the role of 

knowledge and ideas. Again, although global epistemic communities have 

demonstrated that development is likely to increase emigration pressures for 

a while (see e.g. Clemens, 2014), development is the only way to eventually 

reduce such pressures, according to this view.486 Despite institutional sociali-

sation about the migration-development nexus, the EU either ignores the 

knowledge generated about the migration hump and the mobility transition, or 

uses this funding as leverage in its overall external migration policy. 

In parallel to such substantial economic costs, the EU side has reinforced 

its activities in the areas of remittances, diaspora contributions, and skills cir-

culation. These policies are, however, somewhat contradictory. Lowering re-

mittance fees mainly benefits the source countries, although it could also in-

directly benefit EU member states who host diaspora communities. Cheaper, 

faster, and more reliable remittances in fact should increase migration pressure 

as this would make migration more attractive and lucrative for individual mi-

grants as well as source countries. Again, this is why EU policies in this con-

text need to be regarded as a form of leverage from the perspective of the root 

causes norm. Otherwise, there are no obvious material incentives for such a 

course of action (Checkel, 1999, 2001), only a hard to explain inconsistency 

in the process of regime evolution. 

The need to use leverage in relation to third country partners has throughout 

the period of study made the EU persist with the issue linkages within this 

regime (Reslow, 2015; Collett and Ahad, 2017). In a novel way, I regarded 

the EU and its partner countries as mutually constitutive in regime evolution. 

As developing countries demanded a focus on migration and development and 

real legal migration opportunities in exchange for partnerships in migration 

control, the EU used increasing side payments (Money and Lockhart, 2018). 

It applied policy coherence as leverage in its external relations (cf. Friman, 

2015) as a form of migration statecraft. The regime principles shared respon-

sibilities, flexibility, and differentiation, however, sent mixed signals to 

 
485 Learning in these ways could be considered as a ‘causal mechanism’ (Dunlop, 

2017), although I would be cautious around such claims in this case. 
486 Besides, increasing private investments are in line with overall development-en-

hancing working methods and in accordance with development policy objectives. 

Such major funding increases were, however, not sufficiently based on learning from 

evaluations about the likely effects. 
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partners. While the EU practised strategic social construction through condi-

tionality, partner countries were able to exert some pressure on the EU side 

and gain funding resources in return for cooperation on migration control. 

The regime and its two core norms have survived these tensions and costs. 

Partly, this can be seen as an outcome of the role of ideas through intersubjec-

tive socialisation processes. The regime has become consolidated and its 

norms in fact appear stronger than ever, despite the inbuilt inconsistencies and 

contradictions. Remaining deficiencies in the effectiveness and legitimacy of 

the regime will probably affect both its internal and external dimensions. 

Whether such a regime is viable in the long term needs to be studied both from 

the perspective of European national constituencies and EU partner countries. 

The broader implication is that IR research will benefit from incorporating the 

key findings of this thesis regarding leveraged (migration) statecraft as one 

way to amalgamate power and ideas. 

Further theoretical considerations and policy 

Structures and statecraft in regime cooperation 

Figure 7 depicts the overall findings of this thesis: it juxtaposes the domestic 

normative structures and the root causes norm with the global normative struc-

tures and the development agent norm – in both cases through various forms 

of migration statecraft. It brings together the power-based notion of less mi-

gration through development, with the ideas-based concept of more develop-

ment through migration. The figure also signifies that intersubjectivity and co-

constitution matter. The dynamic aspect of the figure indicates that stability 

and crises co-varied with change and knowledge. Power statecraft during 

norm stability interacted with ideational statecraft during change. Both a (per-

manent) crisis and new knowledge shifted the balance between power state-

craft and ideational statecraft. Amalgamation between power and ideas oc-

curred through leveraged statecraft whereby the EU tried to maintain both do-

mestic societal order and international order through cooperation. 

The structure-actor processes involved in the regime were thus clarified by 

using the notions of normative structures and statecraft. This analysis con-

firmed the postulate that “human agents and social structures are in a funda-

mental sense dynamically interrelated entities, and that hence we cannot ac-

count fully for the one without invoking the other” (Carlsnaes, 2016: 124-

125). This was in line with an Aristotelian interpretation of agent-structure 

relations and deep causality, or constitutive causality (Kurki, 2008; Ver-

schaeve, Delputte and Orbie, 2016: 4, 8). By applying Janusian leverage, the 

EU in toto acted statecraftly. States have, thus, no monopoly on statecraft as 

collectives of states also use it. What does this mean for the IR research 
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agenda? How can we extrapolate the findings depicted in figure 7 to a process-

oriented understanding of regime evolution in international cooperation? 

Realists focus on power-based strategic action where the dominant struc-

ture is anarchy in the international state system. Constructivists would argue 

that assumptions about structure-actor processes must be understood against 

the background of previous institutional developments, as current narratives 

and social practices are embedded in many layers of previous contestation that 

influence or restrict the scope of action. In my case I analysed how the root 

causes norm has been linked to not only power, but also to ideas about migra-

tion control policy through migration statecraft over a long period of time. 

What we saw was a move from power statecraft to migration statecraft as the 

domestic normative structures were sufficient reasons behind the root causes. 

Leverage started to be used more in recognition of the partner countries. 

To reinforce my analysis, I also approached the migration-development 

nexus from a development perspective through statecraft. The rise of the de-

velopment agent norm had implications for the understanding of the role of 

migration in development cooperation between the EU and third countries. I 

came to the conclusion that the domestic and global normative structures 

within the European migration and development regime are co-constituted, 

while these structures are also mutually constituted with the studied actors (cf. 

Wiener, 2018). We saw a move from ideational statecraft to migration state-

craft as the global normative structures were sufficient reasons behind the de-

velopment agent norm. Again, leverage became a sign of reinforced recogni-

tion of the partner countries. 

Realist constructivism brings these dimensions together into one analytical 

framework, which was applied in this thesis. This approach is also valuable 

for broader scholarship within IR and IPE. I explored how migration statecraft 

becomes a form of strategic social construction that actors attempt to package 

both with an effective and a legitimate aura. We saw how the EU repeatedly 

tried to vindicate its policies. This was part of norm implementation, but every 

path has its obstacles to be avoided. Migration statecraft was characterised by 

contestation and reconfiguration (Van Kersbergen and Verbeek, 2007). How-

ever, the actors’ statecraft demonstrated intersubjective agency under struc-

tural constraints: 

The realist constructivism approach explores the interaction of norms and 

power in the sense that they affect change in one another. In norm contestation 

the power of an interpreter matters and significantly affects the pattern of nor-

mative change (Bano, 2020: 104). 

Stability and crisis vs. change and knowledge 

The social, political, and economic normative structures influencing both pol-

icy perspectives were, therefore, analysed by contrasting realism, 
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constructivism, and realist constructivism. Regime evolution and normative 

change pointed to how the EU has been using three stylised modes of state-

craft. By focusing on leveraged statecraft, or migration statecraft, I explored 

how EU narratives and practices were predominantly consistent, contradic-

tory, or contested. The thesis arrived at the understanding that statecraft is the 

means through which actors seek order. Three modes of statecraft have been 

constructed and used in a delicate balance between stability, change, and lev-

erage. The implication is that realist constructivism can be further developed 

through additional theoretical insights gained from my theoretical model. 

The notions of stability, crisis, and change have also been developed in the 

theory of punctuated equilibrium focusing on the dynamics of political pro-

cesses and public policymaking. Policy agendas go through periods of stabil-

ity, but they also enter into periods of punctuation. These are characterised by 

more dramatic crises or rapid change, responded to by recurrent underreaction 

or overreaction (see e.g. True, Jones, and Baumgartner, 2007; Baumgartner 

and Jones, 1993; Lundgren, Squatrito and Tallberg, 2017; Blyth, 2002). While 

a state of equilibrium is one of “the most deeply rooted images in IR theory”, 

the seeking of such an equilibrium is characterised by equifinality, i.e. several 

types of processes and responses can lead to the same goal (Adler, 2005: 37). 

In addition, as expressed by Antje Wiener: “All norms entail a dual quality, 

that is, they are both structuring and constructed. This quality reflects inter-

subjectivity and interactive practice. The effect of this dual quality depends 

on periods of norm stability and change” (Wiener, 2018: 77). I added 

knowledge as a key in this equation. 

Considering both policymaking and norms, then, the alternative of stability 

connotes a situation whereby policymakers are confident that they can proceed 

with business as usual through the regular policy tools. Their statecraft is con-

sistent and does not lead to any major risks of losing power, or of compromis-

ing their interests, norms, or perceived knowledge.487 With the term crisis, I 

indicate that the policy strategy has failed. The drawn-out crisis in European 

migration control policies appears to be unresolved, possibly because of the 

contradictory policies applied. Similarly, there is a perceived crisis in devel-

opment policy in human resources that could be remedied through introducing 

new elements, such as alternative forms of migration. The mode of migration 

statecraft leading to change, on the other hand, is the result of ongoing con-

testation between conflicting pressures and interests in the domestic society, 

the EU level, and externally in relation to partner countries and global norma-

tive structures. The term ‘change’ is value-neutral and occurs incrementally, 

based on knowledge. Change may be perceived as a good thing by most actors 

 
487 It has been argued that “[s]tability…often stems from the ability of status quo de-

fenders to avoid challenges to a dominant policy image or an established institutional 

venue with jurisdictional control” (see Baumgartner, 2006: 26).  
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and interest groups, or it may be disagreeable and forced upon them, but nev-

ertheless accepted as an inevitable outcome due to exogenous pressures. 

For example, although it can be regarded as a major objective, it has been 

noted that “stability in migration policy is unusual.” Stability is dependent on 

equilibrium in the various dimensions of migration control, including the so-

cial, political, and economic normative structures, and policy outputs need to 

correspond to demands from domestic interest groups. Even if there is a com-

monly shared view of the national interest regarding migration, stability might 

be threatened by the international dimension, e.g. as expressed through shift-

ing conditions in source countries and migration pressure beyond the control 

of the receiving state (Rosenblum and Cornelius, 2012: 252). Change in de-

velopment policy may be instituted if new knowledge is introduced, e.g. re-

garding the benefits of migration for development or the detrimental effects 

of the brain drain. Stability could then easily be replaced by crisis, and change 

could occur through acquisition of new knowledge. Crisis and new knowledge 

are linked to the balance and dynamics between leverage and recognition in 

international cooperation. 

 

Figure 7 The European Migration and Development Regime 

 
 

With this understanding, my thesis arrives at the conclusion that both narra-

tives and practices characterise regimes through the interlinkages between 

power (e.g. as used mainly in control policy) and ideas (e.g. as figuring pre-

dominantly in development policy). Regimes may be influenced by broader 

regime complexes, which was clear in this case study. Issues of funding and 

the relative scope of actions and practices also need to be addressed in realist 
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constructivist regime analysis. This can highlight the tensions, conflicting de-

mands, and influences within regime cooperation. Further realist constructiv-

ist research in other issue areas may then benefit from a focus on the interac-

tion between normative structures and leveraged statecraft. Such a focus might 

help us understand the varying historical conditions for maintaining both in-

ternational and domestic social order. 

Alternative theories and findings 

Despite the usefulness of the congruence analysis and realist constructivist 

theory in this thesis, there may be some drawbacks to this theoretical ap-

proach. The most obvious is that I did not analyse the changes in the partner 

countries’ strategic positions and ideation. I could also have focused more on 

the interactions between the EU and partner countries. Similarly, a focus on 

power politics among member states, e.g. from the perspective of intergovern-

mentalism, could have highlighted another layer of underlying reasons for ex-

ternal cooperation. Considering three different theories is also a limitation in 

that none of the theoretical analyses can be sufficiently deep to benefit overall 

theory development. On the other hand, since realist constructivism is a syn-

thesis, analysing its constituent parts was a necessary first step in order to fur-

ther specify the theory and its usefulness in IR.  

Remaining with regime theory as a starting point, I could have used another 

specific line of enquiry, namely the research focusing on regime effectiveness 

and regime legitimacy (Stokke and Vidas, 1996; Young and Levy, 1999; 

Breitmeier, 2008). That literature could have benefitted from broader studies 

on both effectiveness and legitimacy (Clark, 2005; Sommerer and Agné, 2018; 

Hurd, 1999; McMahon, 2016; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen, 2009) to bring it in line 

with a realist constructivist approach. These dimensions form part of legiti-

mation strategies used by the EU in my case study. Legitimation is often stud-

ied by both constructivists and other scholars (Tallberg and Zürn, 2019; Choi, 

2015; Eriksen and Fossum, 2004), and is germane to the broader understand-

ing of how power, norms, and identities shape action.  

However, I could also have moved further away towards alternative theo-

retical approaches within IR, which abound. Other perspectives would have 

brought somewhat different results. First of all, a study of the European mi-

gration and development regime needs to add to the broad range of scholarly 

literature on European integration and I could have used a number of other 

related integration theories (Wiener and Diez, 2004). Still, this thesis has been 

more about international relations and cooperation between the EU and third 

countries than merely cooperation among EU member states (see Maher, 

2021; Pollack, 2001). EU studies need to cut themselves adrift from old moor-

ings. IR studies need to further incorporate the EU dimension. 

A more suitable alternative would have been research from an institution-

alist angle as there are multiple forms of institutionalism available (Hall and 
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Taylor, 1996; Jupille, Caporaso and Checkel, 2002: 5). They include historical 

institutionalism, rational choice institutionalism, and sociological institution-

alism (Checkel, 2001: 51). I could then have focused more on the institutional 

evolution within the EU, legislative changes, and the kind of informal coop-

erative arrangements used with third countries. We may note, however, that 

constructivists are reluctant (see Risse, 2004: 160-1) to accept the path-de-

pendent processes and ‘sunk-costs’ proposed by historical institutionalists 

(e.g. Pierson, 1996; Pierson, 2000; Smith, 2004). Nevertheless, “there are ar-

eas in which institutionalist and norm-centred approaches to both the Euro-

pean Union and international regimes overlap” (Smith and Elgström, 2012: 

301; see also Wivel and Paul, 2019: 8-9). 

Many migration scholars instead apply comparative policy analysis. They 

tend to focus rather on the specific circumstances under which effective and 

efficient problem-solving can take place (Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch, 

2004: 110). Policy analysis can be referred to as studies of the output-side of 

democracy, which often looks at the pressure on governments from their elec-

torates. They focus on “how public problems are solved in various institutional 

contexts and different types of political processes.” Governments need to de-

liver and their policies are often attempts to implement what they have prom-

ised to do at elections. On the other hand, there is very little analysis on the 

input-side of democracy (i.e. normative understandings of responsible or re-

sponsive problem-solving) in these studies (ibid., 98, 114). In any case, such 

policy analysis is usually not grounded in IR theory. 

A way to make further progress within EU policy analysis could, neverthe-

less, have been to broaden the scope of study also to cover changes in the 

perceived distinctions between the public and private spheres, public account-

ability, and the organisation of national interest mediation, especially the role 

of political parties (Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch, 2004: 110). An emphasis 

on the role of public opinion in EU migration politics and externalisation could 

have been looked for through an analysis of attitudes, party politics, and EU 

integration (Bergmann, Hackenesch and Stockemer, 2021; Jupille, Caporaso 

and Checkel, 2002: 4). Applied to migration control policy, a focus on such 

questions could for example account for the degree of acceptance of internal 

domestic versus European migration control, public responses to more multi-

cultural societies, and the politicisation of migration and how that relates to 

externalisation (see e.g. Luedtke, 2005). 

From a traditional IR perspective, interdependence theory (Keohane and 

Nye, 1987; 1977) could have shed light on the more intricate relationships 

between the EU and third countries regarding the migration-development 

nexus. This approach could also have focused on leverage, but more from the 

perspective of third countries (Okyay and Zaragoza-Cristiani, 2016). Simi-

larly, liberal theory could have been used in order to highlight the importance 

of the domestic and transnational social context for inter-state relations. Lib-

eral theory also deals with ideas, interests, and institutions and how they form 
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state preferences (Moravcsik, 1997: 513). The somewhat tautological focus 

on preferences, however, does not fully capture the inconsistencies between 

two distinct policy areas such as migration and development policies and their 

conflicting objectives. Moreover, the liberal ideal of perfectability through 

suitable institutions theorises agency but is lacking in reflexivity (Barkin, 

2010: 115). 

One could go along with Moravcsik’s reminder that the role of ideas for 

policy change, e.g. in relation to European integration, is not an exclusive or 

distinctive observation by constructivists. He argues that the causal link be-

tween a policy crisis/failure and changes in ideas can be predicted by liberal 

intergovernmentalism based on distinctions of power and economic interests 

(including geopolitical ideas), and the need for credible commitment for cer-

tain policies (legitimacy) (Moravcsik, 2001). However, constitutive causality 

does not feature in liberal theory and the intersubjective structure-actor dimen-

sion is better considered through realist constructivism. While liberal theory 

is less adept in catering for the influence of normative structures, more recent 

liberal theory does focus on the systemic level (Snyder, 2013).  

The structure-actor dilemma seems to be of key importance for understand-

ing this regime. Therefore, bureaucratic theory and foreign policy analysis 

could have been useful in combination with more structural or systemic level 

theories (Eckhard and Ege, 2016; Welch, 1992; Carlsnaes, 2016). A related 

approach could then have been the principal-agent theory (Kassim and 

Menon, 2003; Delreux and Adriaensen, 2017; Billiet, 2009). Through this the-

ory, one could have found the externalisation of migration control to be “best 

understood as a patchwork of bilateral government initiatives and EU endeav-

ours” (Menz, 2015).488 Similarly, two-level game theory would have been able 

to link internal and external migration policies, and domestic and international 

relations as an alternative to realist constructivism (Putnam, 1988). Making 

the analytical framework into three-level games could have identified the dif-

fering decision-making, positions, and interests of various member states by 

also realising that “internal and external governance – how EU rules are cre-

ated and how they are adopted by third countries – are linked” (Reslow, 2013a: 

42). 

Finally, much migration research uses governance theory (Geddes, 2021: 

5; Stoker, 2019; Zürn, 2018; Bevir, 2013), although not in a very systematic 

or deep way. Use of this approach, which also concerns norms and normative 

structures, legitimation and politicisation (Zürn, 2018), could have been com-

bined with a focus on EU external action (Gstöhl and Schunz, 2021). Regional 

migration governance beyond the state-focused perspective concentrating on 

organisational matters, could also have highlighted inter-state tensions imped-

ing international cooperation: “migration governance is an organisational pro-

cess defined by the relationship between governing organisations and the 

 
488 Quoted from the abstract. 
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environment within which they operate. These governing organisations must 

seek to respond to pressures from their environment but, through their actions, 

can also play a powerful role in shaping their environment” (Geddes et al., 

2019: 9). Such an approach could have given a somewhat different flavour to 

how the EU tried to use statecraft to affect migration pressure through devel-

opment cooperation. 

Policy implications 

This thesis has been a theory-based attempt to deepen, through realist con-

structivism, our understanding of international relations and the utility of an-

alysing them. It focused on the role of statecraft and normative structures in 

regime cooperation. It has not primarily been a study of realist, constructivist, 

and realist constructivist theories. Nevertheless, IR theorists might find a the-

oretical model based on three rich theoretical traditions useful for further the-

ory development. Policymakers might find it worthwhile to consider their own 

understanding of leveraged statecraft, including both its potential and its con-

straints. Any international cooperation among collectives of states that is af-

fected by norms and normative structures can benefit from exploring cases of 

how regimes emerge and evolve. Lessons learnt from such cases can help in 

upholding international order based on mutual recognition. 

Policymakers aim to be rational and result-oriented, to work on the basis of 

sound evidence, and to arrive at a balance between effective and legitimate 

actions. The usual compartmentalisation of policymaking requires a whole-

of-government approach. It is only at the elite level that states and the EU can 

arrive at a consistent and coherent policy, if at all. When two distinct and op-

posing policy areas are to be merged, the challenges are considerable. They 

become even greater when leverage is sought via distant and multiple policy 

areas, even though such leverage may be both more effective and more legit-

imate. Policymaking itself risks creating disharmony and contestation through 

the mutual processes of policy encroachment. Time and endurance are then 

required to avoid the common pitfalls. A certain sensitivity needs to be ac-

quired and combined with prudence to make well thought-out decisions. 

In international relations, these trade-offs become pricklier. Finding com-

promises between the various domestic public interests and the interests of the 

counterparts requires adroit judgement, diplomatic dexterity, as well as 

knowledge. The shadow of the future lurks behind every decision. Building 

trust and arriving at a sense of joint ownership can only be done through mu-

tual recognition. While short-term gains might be beneficial, the mutually 

owned long-term partnership is what counts. Navigating complex issue areas 

with many unknowns makes decision-making hard. This is when mutual 

recognition can assist policymakers and bring to the fore durable mutual gains. 

Whenever actors want to achieve some objective, irrespective of its normative 

content, they use leverage. That leverage can link policy issue areas so that 
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interests can converge. EU policymakers need to look at the long-term impli-

cations of their policies. In the issue area of migration and development, they 

need to practice stabilising migration statecraft. EU policymakers tried to do 

that in the period 1985-2020. 

Conclusions 

This thesis has demonstrated the emergence and evolution of the European 

migration and development regime. Realist constructivism has been a valua-

ble theoretical approach to showcase the incompatibility of two conflicting 

regime norms. The root causes norm has been more contested than the devel-

opment agent norm. This is partly because the root causes norm is affected by 

the overall European migration and asylum regime complex. The migration 

and development regime is strongly influenced by the fighting irregular mi-

gration regime, although the latters’ impact has decreased successively. The 

development agent norm is based on the broader development norms, that are 

more fundamental norms around which contestation is normally weaker. In-

teractionality and recognition in relation to third countries have played crucial 

roles regarding both norms. 

In retrospect, the puzzle hinted at its own answer. The root causes norm is 

needed by the EU to cater for legitimacy at the national, domestic level, bring-

ing back control to migration policy. The development agent norm is needed 

in relation to partner countries as leverage, to take on board their interests and 

needs. Policy coherence is a self-standing virtue. Did the EU or the EU Com-

mission cause these norms to become the two core norms of the migration and 

development regime? The answer is no, partly as the question is too simplistic. 

The EU Commission served as a norm-entrepreneur and the EU performed 

both as a norm-maker and as a norm-taker. The EU constructed the regime in 

interaction with third countries. It was under the influence of domestic norma-

tive structures as well as global knowledge structures.  

Those ideational structures were sufficient reasons for the EU to act within 

this given context in the way it did. The EU practised three modes of statecraft 

in this process. The domestic normative structures underpinning migration 

control at the member state level made the EU level sensitive to recurrent cri-

ses of migration control. Power statecraft turned out to be insufficient. Global 

epistemic communities and global events, partly within the UN system, moti-

vated the EU to push for advancements in the development agent norm. Idea-

tional statecraft expanded. Both processes in parallel indicated socialisation 

and learning in the EU institutions, in conjunction with similar socialisation 

taking place in several member states and among partner countries. Migration 

statecraft followed in both cases. 

The main lesson for theory development is the following: we should not 

separate power from ideas theoretically or analytically as this is not done in 
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the real world. These processes together paved the way for the emergence and 

consolidation of the European migration and development regime. Constitu-

tive causation is evident when looking at the whole period from 1985 to 2020. 

The domestic and global ideational structures behind the regime have been 

mutually constitutive. The regime emerged and consolidated due to constitu-

tive causation as illustrated by the close interaction between the two core re-

gime norms. Both norms emerged in a context where they were closely inter-

twined. Migration statecraft made the European migration and development 

regime possible. 

The main policy-relevant conclusion from this thesis is the following: pol-

icies will not succeed in achieving sought after standards of rationality unless 

they take into full account the logic of the social through refined, leveraged 

(migration) statecraft. This logic relies on both power politics and interests on 

the one side, and ideas, knowledge, and socialisation on the other. Leverage 

sometimes needs to be sought far beyond the policy framework at stake, 

within other policy areas. In order to avoid future crises, European policymak-

ers need to forge a form of intersubjective migration statecraft that is in tune 

with the interests and knowledge of both partner countries and migrants. The 

long-term viability of the European migration and development regime de-

pends on such a stabilising form of migration statecraft. 
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Sammanfattning på svenska 

Europeiska unionens externa samarbete kring migration och utveckling rym-

mer både ett empiriskt och ett teoretiskt pussel som överlappar varandra. Mi-

grationspolitiken domineras av maktinstrument och EU:s egenintresse. Ut-

vecklingspolitiken domineras av idéer och kunskap. Det finns också viktiga 

inhemska och globala dimensioner inom en kontext av normer. De två poli-

tikområdena ska balanseras och bilda en samstämmig helhet men samarbetet 

verkar istället leda till irrationella och oavsiktliga resultat. Avhandlingen un-

dersöker huruvida detta samarbete bildar en internationell regim. Jag fokuse-

rar på hur statskonst samspelar med nationella och globala normativa struk-

turer och påverkar regimen. Det saknas en heltäckande teori för att förklara 

och förstå relationen mellan dessa faktorer inom ämnet Internationella Relat-

ioner (IR). IR studier handlar ofta om inflytandet av makt eller idéer medan 

endast ett fåtal fokuserar på båda samtidigt. Detta utgör en teoretisk brist då 

det finns olika exempel på internationellt samarbete där varken makt eller 

idéer dominerar. Det som saknas är teori som fokuserar på aktörsnivån, eller 

statskonst, på ett mer systematiskt sätt. Aktörer och strukturer kan påverka 

varandra på olika sätt och en nyckelfråga är hur normer skapas och fortlever 

samt vilken roll de spelar i regimer.  

För att förstå vikten av migrationskontroll för EU behöver vi utforska inri-

kespolitiken i medlemsländerna. Olika allmänna intressegrupper försöker 

minska och kontrollera vad som anses vara oönskad migration (t.ex. irreguljär 

migration), medan andra försöker främja migrantkategorier som är efterfrå-

gade (t.ex. arbetskraft). Samtidigt verkar det ha vuxit fram en idé om att EU:s 

externa samarbete kan bidra till utveckling genom migration. Migration bör 

således underlättas så att den kan bidra till fattigdomsminskning i utvecklings-

länder genom överföringar av migranters resurser (remitteringar, diasporabi-

drag och kunskapsöverföring). Samtidigt bör andra politikområden såsom mi-

grationspolitiken inte vara oförenliga med de övergripande utvecklingsmålen 

(t.ex. genom att använda utvecklingsbistånd för att genomdriva samarbete om 

återtagande eller kampen mot irreguljär migration). Denna idé kan ha sitt ur-

sprung i liknande föreställningar på global nivå. Frågan är då i vilken utsträck-

ning de har påverkat EU. 

Kunskapen om orsaker och effekter när det gäller kopplingarna mellan mi-

gration och utveckling påminner om de inom klimatområdet. Om beslutsfat-

tare inte interagerar med experter och forskare och inte lyckas få ett grepp om 
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problemområdet, kan deras politik misslyckas och få oåterkalleliga konse-

kvenser. Akademisk kunskap och expertkunskap tyder på att mer utveckling 

sannolikt leder till mer migration, troligen också mot EU. Bilden är dock inte 

helt klar. Ett fokus på EU:s narrativ och praktik kan tydliggöra hur EU-aktörer 

reagerar på sådan kunskap, även när den strider mot deras övergripande in-

tressen. Om EU agerar tvärtemot tillgänglig kunskap kan man ifrågasätta EU-

aktörernas rationalitet. 

Det är inte förvånande att migrationspolitik och utvecklingspolitik har olika 

huvudmål. Vad som dock är förvånande är att målkonflikter inte kan lösas på 

högsta verkställande nivå genom statskonst. Vidare tycks den mesta forsk-

ningen hävda att EU använder fokus på utveckling som ett maktinstrument för 

att påtvinga tredjeländer sina intressen för migrationskontroll. Vad vi ser är 

dock att såväl utvecklingspolitiska beslutsfattare som migrationspolitiker pa-

rallellt upprepade gånger understryker att migration kan gynna utveckling. 

Trots detta kan sådana utvecklingsfördelar i sig leda till mer oönskad migrat-

ion. EU:s beslutsfattare eftersträvar två motstridiga mål som inte bara fungerar 

tvärt emot varandra, utan också överlappar med varandra och har blivit allt 

mer sammanflätade. Politiker verkar dock inte betrakta dem som motsägelse-

fulla.  

Utifrån dessa utgångspunkter syftar avhandlingen till att utforska och be-

svara följande två frågor: 

 

• Hur uppstod och utvecklades EU:s externa samarbete om migration och 

utveckling under 1985-2020? 

• Hur kan vi förklara och förstå att EU kombinerade migrations- och utveckl-

ingspolitik inom ett och samma ramverk? 

 

Dessa frågor löses bäst genom IR-teori. Kopplingarna mellan makt och idéer 

har behandlats i stor utsträckning inom och är centrala för studiet av IR. Makt 

som manifesteras i rationellt egenintresse, och idéer som får uttryck genom 

kunskap, normer och identiteter, är nyckelfrågor inom IR-forskningen. Inget 

av dessa tillvägagångssätt har dock i tillräcklig utsträckning lyckats integrera 

makt och idéer i tillämpad forskning. Det saknas alltså systematiskt teoretiskt 

och empiriskt arbete som skulle kunna föra IR-fältet framåt i detta avseende. 

Normativa strukturer både motiverar aktörer att söka strategiska åtgärder och 

socialiserar dem till att bli påverkade av vissa idéer. Ömsesidigt erkännande 

är ett centralt begrepp för att studera internationellt samarbete. Det kan förena 

realism och konstruktivism då det både omfattar studiet av makt, intersubjek-

tivitet och ömsesidigt konstituerande aktörer och strukturer. 

Medan statskonst består av de organiserade åtgärder som regeringar vidtar 

för att förändra den yttre miljön eller andra staters politik och handlingar, har 

normer definierats som ömsesidiga och sociala föreställningar om beteende. 

Normer uppstår genom sociala interaktioner baserade på ömsesidiga 
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förväntningar i ett givet sammanhang. De innebär också normativa föreskrif-

ter om vad som bör göras. Idéer är avgörande för uppkomsten och föränd-

ringen av normer och de senare ses ibland som en underkategori till de förra. 

Normer förändras hela tiden och förändrar också ständigt staters intressen. 

Därför förhåller sig kostnads-/nyttoberäknande och maktsökande aktörer 

också till normer genom sin statskonst. Normer begränsar aktörers makt men 

används också för att påverka deras omgivning. Normer på både global och 

inhemsk nivå vägleder aktörer att söka samarbete. 

Genom metoden kongruensanalys tillämpar denna avhandling ett försök att 

syntetisera klassisk realism och konstruktivism till realistisk konstruktivism. 

Jag fokuserar på aktörsnivån och kallar staters agerande för statskonst på mi-

grationsområdet (migration statecraft). Detta begrepp lyfter fram hur stater 

använder realismens begrepp strategiskt agerande i förhållande till konstrukt-

ivismens begrepp socialisering. Genom strategisk social konstruktion sam-

mansvetsas makt och idéer så att de bildar en hävstång via statskonst på mi-

grationsområdet (leveraged (migration) statecraft). De underliggande före-

ställningarna och praktikerna kan inte förklaras eller förstås fullt ut om de de-

las upp i analysen eller genom det teoretiska ramverket som tillämpas. Mitt 

teoretiska bidrag är en teoretisk modell för att fylla denna kunskapslucka. 

Avhandlingen bidrar också med en omfattande empiri gällande perioden 

1985-2020 som tidigare inte analyserats på ett systematiskt sätt. EU:s narrativ 

studeras genom en rad meddelanden från kommissionen, både vad gäller mi-

grationspolitik och utvecklingspolitik. Analysen identifierar två centrala re-

gimnormer – ett fokus på grundorsakerna till migration och försök att stävja 

dessa genom utveckling, samt ett fokus på migranternas bidrag till utveckling. 

Denna analys kombineras med studiet av EU:s praktiker. Avhandlingen pekar 

på bristande samstämmighet mellan ord och handling. Detta framträder i den 

mångfald av dialog- och samarbetsprocesser som EU byggt upp i relation till 

tredjeländer.  

Avhandlingen visar hur spänningen mellan de två regimnormerna bidrar 

till att aktörer genomgående söker en balans mellan makt och idéer, mellan 

egenintresse och kunskap. EU har både försökt agera strategiskt och varit fö-

remål för socialisering. Sammanläkningen av migration och utveckling som 

ett eget frågeområde har använts strategiskt som hävstång i regimsamarbetet. 

Detta är nyckeln till statskonst på migrationsområdet. Medan EU försökte 

motverka migrationens grundorsaker, växte idén om migrationens utveckl-

ingseffekter fram som ett eget egenintresse. Därmed kunde EU:s och dess 

partnerländers intressen och behov förenas genom ett ömsesidigt erkännande. 

EU har därmed lyckats hålla ihop en regim som bygger på två motstridiga 

normer. Resultaten av denna avhandling har implikationer för framtida teore-

tisk såväl som empirisk forskning. Realistisk konstruktivistisk statskonst har 

potentialen att fungera väl i många fler studier om internationellt samarbete. 



337 

References 

Abebe, T. T. (2020) ‘Civil Society Input to EU-Africa Cooperation on Migration: The 

Case of Ethiopia’, ECRE Working Paper 09 2020, Institute for Security Studies. 

Abella, M. (1999) ‘Migration Transition and Development’, in Tamas, K. and M. 

Hansson, eds. International Migration, Development and Integration: Towards a 

Comprehensive Approach, Conference Report, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 

Stockholm. 

Acharya, A. (2014) Rethinking Power, Institutions and Ideas in World Politics: 

Whose IR?, Routledge, London and New York. 

ACP-EC Council of Ministers (2006) Decision No 1/2006 of the ACP-EC Council of 

Ministers of 2 June 2006 specifying the multi-annual financial framework for the 

period 2008-2013 and modifying the revised ACP-EC Partnership Agreement, 

ACP-EC Cotonou Agreement, ACP/21/003/06, ACP-CE 2111/06, 30 June 2006, 

Brussels. 

ACP-EU Council of Ministers (2013) Report on the 2011-2012 dialogue on migration 

and development endorsed by the ACP-EU Council of Ministers at its 37th session 

on 14 June 2012 in Port Vila, ACP/28/044/12, ACP-UE 2115/12, ACP-EU Co-

tonou Agreement, 17 January 2013, Brussels. 

ACP-EU Council of Ministers (2011) Report on the dialogue on migration and devel-

opment, ACP/28/014/11, ACP-UE 2115/11, ACP-EU Cotonou Agreement, 5 July 

2011, Brussels. 

ACP Group of States (2018) ACP Negotiating Mandate for a Post-Cotonou Partner-

ship Agreement with the European Union, ACP/00/011/18 FINAL Lomé, 30 May 

2018, PAHD Dept: DWS/cko, adopted on 30 May 2018 by the 107th Session of 

the ACP Council of Ministers, Lomé, Togo. 

ACP Group of States (2006) Brussels Declaration on Asylum, Migration and Mobil-

ity, Department of Political Affairs and Human Development, ACP/28/025/06 Fi-

nal, 13 April 2006, Brussels. 

Adamson, F. (2008) ‘Constructing the Diaspora: Diaspora Identity Politics and Trans-

national Social Movements’, paper for the 49th Annual Meeting of the Interna-

tional Studies Association, 26-29 March, San Francisco. 

Adamson, F. B. and Tsourapas, G. (2019) ‘Migration Diplomacy in World Politics,’ 

International Studies Perspectives, Vol. 20, Issue 2, May.  

Adepoju, A., Van Noorloos, F. and Zoomers, A. (2009) ‘Europe’s Migration Agree-

ments with Migrant-Sending Countries in the Global South: A Critical Review’, 

International Migration, Vol. 48, Issue 3, June, pp. 42-75. 

Adhikari, S., Clemens, M., Dempster, H., and Ekeator, N. L. (2021) ‘A Global Skill 

Partnership in Information, Communications, and Technology (ICT) between Ni-

geria and Europe’, CGD Case Study July 2021, Center for Global Development, 

the World Bank, Washington D. C. 



338 

Adler, E. (2012) ‘Constructivism in International Relations: Sources, Contributions 

and Debates’ in Carlsnaes, W., Risse, T. and Simmons, B. A. eds. Handbook of 

International Relations, SAGE, 2nd edition. 

Adler, E. (2005) Communitarian International Relations: The Epistemic Foundations 

of International Relations, Routledge, London and New York. 

Adler, E. (1997) ‘Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Politics’, Eu-

ropean Journal of International Relations, Vol. 3, No. 3, 319-363.  

Adler, E. and Pouliot, V. (2011) ‘International Practices’, International Theory, Vol. 

3, Issue 1, February, pp. 1-36. 

Adler-Nissen, R. and Zarakol, A. (2021) ‘Struggles for Recognition: The Liberal In-

ternational Order and the Merger of Its Discontents’, International Organization, 

Vol. 75, Issue 2, Spring, pp. 611-634. 

African Union (2018) Statute of the African Institute for Remittances (AIR), Addis 

Ababa. https://au.int/en/treaties/statute-african-institute-remittances-air 

Aggarwal, V. K. and Reddie, A. W. (2021) ‘Economic Statecraft in the 21st Century: 

Implications for the Future of the Global Trade Regime’, World Trade Re-

view, Vol. 20, May, pp. 137-151. 

Agné, H. (2004) Democracy Reconsidered: Britain, France, Sweden, and the EU, 

Stockholm University, Stockholm. 

Alderson, K. (2001) ‘Making sense of state socialization’, Review of International 

Studies, Vol. 27, Nr. 3, pp. 415-433. 

Alkire, S. and L. Chen (2006) ‘“Medical Exceptionalism” in International Migration: 

Should Doctors and Nurses Be Treated Differently?’ in Tamas, K. and J. Palme 

eds. Globalizing Migration Regimes: New Challenges to Transnational Cooper-

ation, Ashgate, Avebury. 

Allison, G. T. (1971) Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis, Har-

per Collins Publishers. 

Allison, G. T. and Zelikow, P. (1999) Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban 

Missile Crisis, Second edition, Longman, New York. 

Al-Rodhan, N. R. F. (2018) ‘Reconciliation Statecraft: Eight Competing Principal In-

terests’, Global Policy Opinion, published 1 February 2018.https://www.global-

policyjournal.com/blog/01/02/2018/reconciliation-statecraft-eight-competing-

principal-interests 

Al-Rodhan, N. R. F. (2009) Neo-statecraft and Meta-geopolitics: Reconciliation of 

Power, Interests and Justice in the 21st Century, LIT Verlag. 

Alter, K. J. and Meunier, S. (2009) ‘The Politics of International Regime Complexity’, 

Perspectives on Politics, March, Vol. 7, No. 1. 

Alter, K. J. and Raustiala, K. (2018) ‘The Rise of International Regime Complexity’, 

Annual Review of Law and Social Science, Vol. 14, pp. 329-349.  

Altrogge, J. and Zanker, F. (2019a) The Political Economy of Migration Governance 

in the Gambia, Mercator Dialogue on Asylum and Migration (MEDAM), Stiftung 

Mercator and Arnold-Bergstraesser Institut, Freiburg. 

Altrogge, J. and Zanker, F. (2019b) ‘The return of migrants from Europe is causing 

problems for The Gambia’, Quartz Africa, 21 November. 

https://qz.com/africa/1751948/returning-migrants-from-europe-cause-problems-

for-the-gambia/  

Amaya-Castro, J. M (2012) ‘Migration and the World of Work: Discursive Construc-

tions of the Global in ILO Narratives About Migration’, in Geiger, M. and 



339 

Pécoud, A. eds. The New Politics of International Mobility: Migration Manage-

ment and its Discontents, IMIS-Beiträge, Osnabrück. 

Anderson, D. M. ed. (2014) Leveraging: A Political, Economic and Societal Frame-

work, Springer International Publishing.  

Anderson, B. (1983) Imagined communities: reflections on the origin and spread of 

nationalism, Verso, London. 

Andreas, P. (2003) ‘Redrawing the Line: Borders and Security in the Twenty-First 

Century’, International Security, Vol. 28, No. 2, pp. 78-111. 

Andreas, P. and Snyder, T. (2000) The Wall Around the West: State Borders and Im-

migration Controls in North America and Europe, Rowman and Littlefield. 

Andresen, S. and Rosendal, K. (2014) ‘Complexity in international regimes: implica-

tions for biodiversity and climate change’, paper presented at Earth System Gov-

ernance Norwich Conference, 3 July 2014. 

Angelucci, M. (2004) Aid and Migration: An Analysis of the Impact of Progresa on 

the Timing and Size of Labour Migration, June, available at 

SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=564561 

Angenendt, S. (2012) ‘Mobility partnerships – the future of European migration pol-

icy?’, International Migration, Vol. 1, Issue 2, pp. 216-228.  

Annamalai, T. R. (2010) ‘Congruence Analysis’ in Mills, A. J., Durepos, G. and 

Wiebe, E. eds. Encyclopedia of Case Study Research, Vol. 1, Sage Publications, 

London. 

Antoniades, A. (2003) ‘Epistemic Communities, Epistemes and the Construction of 

(World) Politics’, Global Society, Vol. 17, Issue 1, pp. 21-38. 

Appleyard, R. (1998) Emigration Dynamics in Developing Countries, Vol. 1-3 Sub-

Saharan Africa; Mexico, Central America and the Caribbean; South Asia and the 

Arab Region, UNFPA and IOM, Ashgate, Aldershot. 

Appleyard, R. (1992a) ‘International migration and development—an unresolved re-

lationship’, International Migration, Vol. 30, No. 3/4, pp. 251-266. 

Appleyard, R.T. (1992b) ‘Migration and Development: A Critical Relationship’, 

Asian and Pacific Migration Journal, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 1-18. 

Arango, J. (2002) ‘Explaining Migration: A Critical View’, International Social Sci-

ence Journal, Vol. 52, Issue 165, pp. 283-296. 

Arendt, H. (1973) The Origins of Totalitarianism, A Harvest Book.  

Argomaniz, J. (2008) ‘When the EU is the “Norm-taker”: The Passenger Name Rec-

ords Agreement and the EU’s Internalization of US Border Security Norms’, 

Journal of European Integration, Vol. 31, Issue 1, pp. 119-136. 

Aron, R. (2017) Peace and War: A Theory of International Relations, Routledge, Lon-

don and New York, first published in 1966. 

Arsenault, C. (2011) ‘Libya: The revolt that brought down Gaddafi – Rich with oil, 

Libyans may begin 2012 in a better position than other Arab revolutionaries’, 

Aljazeera, 27 December. 

Asch, B. J. ed. (1994) Emigration and its Effects on the Sending Country, Center for 

Research on Immigration, RAND, Santa Monica, CA. 

Ashoff, G. (2015) Enhancing policy coherence for development: justification, recog-

nition and approaches to achievement, Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspoli-

tik, Bonn. 

Asia News Monitor (2016) European Union: EU to announce 100 million develop-

ment package for Sudan to address root causes of irregular migration and forced 

displacement, Bangkok. 



340 

Aslany, M., Carling, J., Mjelva, M. B., and Sommerfelt, T. (2021) ‘Systematic review 

of determinants of migration aspirations’, QuantMig Project, Deliverable D2.2., 

University of Southampton, Southampton. 

Atger, A. F. (2016) ‘Competing Interests in the Europeanization of Labour Migration 

Rules’ in Guild, E. and Mantu, S. eds. Constructing and Imagining Labour Mi-

gration: Perspectives of Control from Five Continents, Routledge, London and 

New York. 

Aubarell, G., Zapata-Barrero, R. and Aragall, X. (2009) ‘New Directions of National 

Immigration Policies: The Development of the External Dimension and its Rela-

tionship with the Euro-Mediterranean Process’, EuroMesCo paper 79, February. 

AU/EU (2007) The Africa-EU Strategic Partnership: A Joint Africa-EU Strategy, 

http://www.africa-eu-partnership.org/sites/default/files/docu-

ments/eas2007_joint_strategy_en.pdf 

Azam J. and Berlinschi, R. (2009a) ‘L’aide contre l’immigration’, Revue d’économie 

du développement, Vol. 23, Issue 4, pp. 81-108. 

Azam J. and Berlinschi, R. (2009b) ‘The Aid-Migration Trade-off’ in Lin, J. Y. and 

Pleskovic, B. eds. Annual World Bank Conference on Development Economics - 

Global: People, Politics, and Globalization, the World Bank, Washington D. C. 

Baas, T., Brücker, H., and Hauptmann, A. (2010) ‘Labor Mobility in the Enlarged 

EU: Who Wins, Who Loses?’, in Kahanec, M. and Zimmermann, K. F. (eds.), 

EU Labor Markets after Post-Enlargement Migration, Springer, Berlin and Hei-

delberg. 

Babayan, D. (2010) Balancing Security and Development in Migration Policy - EU 

Mobility Partnerships, College of Europe. 

Bahlbi, Y. M. (2016) ‘Human Trafficking and Human Smuggling to and from Eastern 

Sudan: Intended and Unintended Consequences of States’ Policies’, Academic 

Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 215-226. 

Bakkær Simonsen, K. and Bonikowski, B. (2019) ‘Is civic nationalism necessarily 

inclusive? Conceptions of nationhood and anti-Muslim attitudes in Europe’, Eu-

ropean Journal of Political Research, Vol. 59, Issue 1, pp. 114-136. 

Bailey, A. (2010) ‘Population geographies, gender, and the migration-development 

nexus’, Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 34, No. 3, pp. 375-386. 

Baird, T. (2018) ‘Interest groups and strategic constructivism: business actors and 

border security policies in the European Union’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration 

Studies, Vol. 44, Issue 1, pp. 118-136. 

Bakewell, O. (2008) ‘“Keeping them in their place”: The ambivalent relationship be-

tween development and migration in Africa’, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 29, 

Issue 7, pp. 1341-1358. 

Balch A. (2010) Managing Labour Migration in Europe: Ideas, Knowledge and Pol-

icy Change, Manchester University Press, Manchester. 

Balch, A. (2009) ‘Labour and Epistemic Communities: The Case of “Managed Mi-

gration” in the UK’, British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Vol. 

11, Issue 4, November, pp. 613-633. 

Baldwin, D. A. (2012) ‘Power and International Relations’ in Carlsnaes, W., Risse, 

T. and Simmons, B.A. eds. Handbook of International Relations, SAGE, 2nd edi-

tion. 

Baldwin, D. A. (1985) Economic Statecraft, Princeton University Press, Princeton. 



341 

Balibar, E. (2015) ‘Borderland Europe and the challenge of migration’, Open Democ-

racy. https://www.opendemocracy.net/can-europe-make-it/etienne-balibar/bor-

derland-europe-and-challenge-of-migration 

Balibar, E. (1991a) ‘Racism and Nationalism’, in Balibar, E. and Wallerstein, I. eds. 

Race, Nation, Class: Ambiguous Identities, Verso, London and New York. 

Balibar, E. (1991b) ‘The Nation Form: History and Ideology’, in Balibar, E. and Wal-

lerstein, I. eds. Race, Nation, Class: Ambiguous Identities, Verso, London and 

New York. 

Balzacq T. ed. (2009) The External Dimension of EU Justice and Home Affairs: Gov-

ernance, Neighbours, Security, Palgrave Macmillan, London. 

Bano, S. (2020) ‘The India-US Nuclear Deal: Norms of Power and the Power of 

Norms’ in Barkin, S. ed. The Social Construction of State Power: Applying Real-

ist Constructivism, Bristol University Press, Bristol. 

Barder, A. D. and Levine, D. J. (2012) ‘‘The World Is Too Much with Us’: Reification 

and the Depoliticising of Via Media Constructivist IR’, Millennium: Journal of 

International Studies, Vol 40, Issue 3, pp. 585-604.  

Barker, V. (2018) Nordic nationalism and penal order: walling the welfare state, 

Routledge, Abingdon, Oxon. 

Barkin, J. S. (2020a) ‘Realist Constructivism: An Introduction’ in Barkin, S. ed. The 

Social Construction of State Power: Applying Realist Constructivism, Bristol 

University Press, Bristol. 

Barkin, J. S. (2020b) ‘Constructivist and Neoclassical Realisms’ in Barkin, S. ed. The 

Social Construction of State Power: Applying Realist Constructivism, Bristol 

University Press, Bristol. 

Barkin, J. S. (2020c) ed. The Social Construction of State Power: Applying Realist 

Constructivism, Bristol University Press, Bristol. 

Barkin, J. S. (2015) ‘Constructivism, realism and the variety of human natures’ in 

Jacobi, D. and Freyberg-Inan, A., eds. Human Beings in International Relations, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Barkin, J. S. (2010) Realist Constructivism: Rethinking International Relations The-

ory, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Barkin, J. S. (2004) ‘Realist Constructivism and Realist-Constructivisms’ in Jackson, 

P. T. ed. ‘Bridging the Gap: Toward A Realist-Constructivist Dialogue’, The Fo-

rum, International Studies Review, Vol. 6, pp. 337-352. 

Barkin, J. S. (2003a) ‘Realist constructivism’, International Studies Review, Vol. 5, 

Nr. 3, pp. 325-342. 

Barkin, J. S. (2003b) Social Construction and the Logic of Money: Financial Predom-

inance and International Economic Leadership, State University of New York 

Press, Albany. 

Barkin, J. S. and Cronin, B. (1994) ‘The state and the nation: Changing norms and the 

rules of sovereignty in international relations’, International Organization, Vol. 

48, Issue 1, Winter, pp. 107-130.  

Barkin, J. S. and Weitsman, P. A. (2019) ‘Realist institutionalism and the Institutional 

Mechanisms of Power Politics’ in Wivel, A. and Paul, T. V. eds. International 

Institutions and Power Politics: Bridging the Divide, Georgetown University 

Press, Washington D. C. 

Barnett, M. and Duvall, R. (2005) ‘Power in International Politics’, International Or-

ganization, Vol. 59, Issue 1, pp. 39-75. 



342 

Barry, F., King, M. and Matthews, A. (2010) ‘Policy Coherence for Development: 

Five Challenges’, Irish Studies in International Affairs, Vol. 21, pp. 207-223.  

Bartels, I. (2019) Money against Migration, E-Paper, Heinrich Böll Stiftung. 

Bartelson, J. (2016) ‘Recognition: A Short History’, Ethics & International Af-

fairs, Vol. 30, Nr. 3, pp. 303-321. 

Bauböck, R. (1999) ‘Immigration Control without Integration Policy: An Austrian 

Dilemma’, in Brochmann, G. and Hammar, T. eds. Mechanisms of Immigration 

Control: A Comparative Analysis of European Regulation Policies, Routledge, 

Oxon and New York. 

Bauer, T. K. and Zimmerman, K. F. (1999) ‘Assessment of Possible Migration Pres-

sure and its Labour Market Impact Following EU Enlargement to Central and 

Eastern Europe’, IZA Research Report No. 3, July, Bonn.  

Bauman, Z. (2016) Strangers at Our Door, Polity Press, Cambridge and Malden. 

Baumgartner, F. R. (2006) ’Punctuated Equilibrium Theory and Environmental Pol-

icy’ in Repetto, R. ed. Punctuated Equilibrium and the Dynamics of U.S. Envi-

ronmental Policy, Yale University Press, New Haven and London. 

Baumgartner, F. R., and Jones, B. D. (1993) Agendas and instability in American pol-

itics, University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 

BBC (2018) How Libya holds the key to solving Europe’s migration crisis, 7 July. 

BBC (2017) Migrant crisis: Macron unveils plans after meeting, 28 August. 

BBC (2016) Migrant crisis: UN criticises Hungary over border controls, 9 July. 

BBC (2010) Gaddafi wants EU cash to stop African migrants, 31 August. 

Beine, M., Docquier, F. and Oden-Defoort, C. (2011) ‘A Panel Data Analysis of the 

Brain Gain’, World Development, Vol. 39, Issue 4, April 2011, pp. 523-532. 

Beine, M. Docquier, F. and Özden, Ç. (2011) ‘Diasporas’, Journal of Development 

Economics, Vol. 95, Issue 1, May 2011, pp. 30-41. 

Beine, M, Docquier, F. and Rapoport, H. (2002) ‘Brain Drain and LDCs’ Growth: 

Winners and Losers’, Center for Research on Economic Development and Policy 

Reform, Working Paper No. 129, March, Stanford University. 

Béland, D. (2010) ‘The Idea of Power and the Role of Ideas’, Political Studies Review, 

Vol., 8, Issue 2, pp. 145-154. 

Béland, D., Carstensen, M. B. and Seabrooke, L. eds. (2017) Ideas, Political Power, 

and Public Policy, Routledge, London and New York. 

Bellini, S. (2016) ‘EU Blue Card: A promising tool among labour migration policies? 

A comparative analysis of selected countries’, Working Paper, No. 76/2016, 

Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin, Institute for International Political 

Economy (IPE), Berlin. 

Bénassy, J. P. and Brezis, E. S. (2013) ‘Brain drain and development traps’, Journal 

of Development Economics, Vol. 102, May 2013, pp. 15-22. 

Benček, D. and Schneiderheinze, C. (2020) ‘Higher economic growth in poor coun-

tries, lower migration flows to the OECD – Revisiting the migration hump with 

panel data’, Kiel Working Paper, No. 2145, Kiel Institute for the World Economy. 

Bendel, P. (2007) ‘Everything under Control? The European Union’s Policies and 

Politics of Immigration’ in Faist, T. and Ette, A. eds. The Europeanization of Na-

tional Policies and Politics of Immigration: Between Autonomy and the European 

Union, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Bendel, P., Ette, A. and Parkes, R. eds. (2011) The Europeanization of Control: Ven-

ues and Outcomes of EU Justice and Home Affair Cooperations, LIT Verlag, 

Berlin. 



343 

Benko, L. (2020) ‘Development Aid, Migration and Conditionality – The Case of the 

Marshall Plan with Africa’, European View, Vol. 19, Issue 2, pp. 252-253. 

Berger, P. and Luckmann, T. (1966) The Social Construction of Reality: A Treaties in 

the Sociology of Knowledge, Penguin Books, London. 

Bergmann, J., Hackenesch, C. and Stockemer, D. (2021) ‘Populist Radical Right Par-

ties in Europe: What Impact Do they Have on Development Policy?’, Journal of 

Common Market Studies, Vol. 59, Issue 1, pp. 37-52. 

Bermeo, S. B. and Leblang, D. (2015) ‘Migration and Foreign Aid’, International 

Organization, Vol. 69, Issue 3, Summer, pp. 627-657. 

Berriane, M., de Haas, H. and Natter, K. (2015) ‘Introduction: revisiting Moroccan 

migrations’, The Journal of North African Studies, Vol. 20, Issue 4, pp. 503-521. 

Berthélemy, J. C. (2006) ‘Bilateral Donors’ Interest vs. Recipients’ Development Mo-

tives in Aid Allocation: Do All Donors Behave the Same?’, Review of Develop-

ment Economics, Vol. 10, Issue 2, pp. 179-194.  

Berthélemy, J. C., Beuran, M. and Maurel, M. (2009) ‘Aid and Migration: Substitutes 

or Complements?’, World Development, Vol. 37, Issue 10, pp. 1589-1599. 

Berthiaume, N., Leefmans, N., Oomes, N., Rojas-Romagosa, H. and Vervliet, T. 

(2021) ‘A Reappraisal of the Migration-Development Nexus: Testing the Robust-

ness of the Migration Transition Hypothesis’, Policy Research Working Paper 

No. 9518, World Bank, Washington, DC. 

Bertossi, C. (2008) ‘The Regulation of Migration: A Global Challenge’, Politique 

étrangère, 2008/5 (Hors série), pp. 189-202. 

Bertossi, C., El Ouassif, A. and Tardis, M. (2021) ‘The African Union’s Migration 

Agenda: An Alternative to European Priorities in Africa?”, Notes de l’Ifri, Feb-

ruary, Ifri. 

Bettin, G. and Zazzaro, A. (2012) ‘Remittances and Financial Development: Substi-

tutes or Complements in Economic Growth’, Bulletin of Economic Research, Vol. 

64, Issue 4, October 2012, pp. 509-536. 

Betts, A. ed. (2011) Global Migration Governance, Oxford University Press.  

Betts, A. (2010) ‘The Refugee Regime Complex’, Refugee Survey Quarterly, Vol. 29, 

Issue 1, January, pp. 12-37. 

Betts, A. (2009) ‘Institutional Proliferation and the Global Refugee Regime’, Per-

spectives on Politics, Vol 7, Issue 1, March, pp. 53-58. 

Betts, A. and Milner, J. (2007) ‘The Externalisation of EU Asylum Policy: The Posi-

tion of African States’, DIIS Brief, December, Danish Institute for International 

Studies, Copenhagen. 

Bevir, M. (2013) A Theory of Governance, University of California Press, Berkeley. 

Bhagwati, J.N. (2003) ‘Borders Beyond Control’, Foreign Affairs, January/February 

Issue. 

Biermann, F., Guérin, N., Jagdhuber, S., Rittberger, B. and Weiss, M. (2017) ‘Political 

(non-)reform in the euro crisis and the refugee crisis: a liberal intergovernmental-

ist explanation’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp. 246-266. 

Biersteker, T. J. and Weber, C. (1996) ‘The Social Construction of State Sovereignty’ 

in Biersteker, T. J. and Weber, C. eds. State Sovereignty as Social Construct, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Bisong, A. and Knoll, A. (2020) Mapping private sector engagement along the mi-

gration cycle, ECDPM. 



344 

Bigo, D. (2016) ‘Reflections on Immigration Controls and Free Movement in Europe’ 

in Guild, E. and Mantu, S. eds. Constructing and Imagining Labour Migration: 

Perspectives of Control from Five Continents, Routledge, London and New York.  

Bigo, D. (2014) ‘The (in)securitization practices of the three universes of EU border 

control: Military/Navy – border guards/police – database analysts’, Security Dia-

logue, Vol. 45, Issue 3, pp. 209-225. 

Bigo, D. (2009) ‘Immigration controls and free movement in Europe’, International 

Review of the Red Cross, Cambridge, Sept, pp. 579-591.  

Bigo, D. (2008) ’Global Terrorism, Global Insecurity and Global Security’, in A. 

Chebel and d'Appollonia, S. eds. Immigration, Integration and Security: America 

and Europe in Comparative Perspective, University of Pittsburgh Press, Pitts-

burgh. 

Bigo, D. (2005) ‘Frontier controls in the European Union: Who is in Control?’ in 

Bigo, D. and Guild, E. eds., Controlling Frontiers: Free Movement into and 

within Europe, Ashgate, London. 

Bigo, D. (2001a) ‘Migration and Security’ in Guiraudon, V. and Joppke, C. eds. Con-

trolling a New Migration World, Routledge, London. 

Bigo, D. (2001b) ’The Möbius Ribbon of Security(ies)’ in Albert, M., Jacobsen, D. 

and Lapid, Y. eds. Identities, Borders, Orders: Rethinking International Relations 

Theory, University of Minnesota Press. 

Bigo, D. (2000) ‘When Two Become One: Internal and External Securitisations in 

Europe’ in M. Kelstrup and M. Williams (eds.) International Relations Theory 

and The Politics of European Integration: Power, Security and Community, 

Routledge, London. 

Billiet, S. (2009) ‘Principal-agent analysis and the study of the EU: What about the 

EC’s external relations?’, Comparative European Politics, Vol. 7, Nr. 4, pp. 435-

454. 

Bjerre, L., Helbling, M., Römer, F. and Zobel, M. (2015) ‘Conceptualizing and Meas-

uring Immigration Policies: A Comparative Perspective’, International Migration 

Review, Vol. 49, Issue 3, Fall, pp. 555-600. 

Björkdahl, A. (2005) ‘Norm-maker and Norm-taker: Exploring the Normative Influ-

ence of the EU in Macedonia’, European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 10, Issue 

2, pp. 257-278.  

Björkdahl, A. (2002) ‘Norms in International Relations: Some Conceptual and Meth-

odological Reflections’, Cambridge Review of International Affairs, Vol. 15, Is-

sue 1, pp. 9-23. 

Björkdahl, A., Chaban, N., Lesie, J. and Masselot, A. eds. (2015) Importing EU 

Norms: Conceptual Framework and Empirical Findings, Springer, Dordrecht. 

Black, R. and Sward, J. (2009) ‘Migration, Poverty Reduction Strategies and Human 

Development’, Human Development Research Paper (HDRP) Series, Vol. 38, 

No. 2009. 

Blanc, E. (2011) ‘From the Barcelona Process to the Arab Spring: The Role of Emo-

tions in the EU Migration Policy towards the Mediterranean Countries’, Working 

Paper 112/2011, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. 

Blanchard, J. M. F. Mansfield, E. D. and Ripsman, N. M. (2000) Power and the Purse: 

Economic Statecraft, Interdependence and National Security, Routledge. 

Blatter, J. (2012) ‘Innovations in Case Study Methodology: Congruence Analysis and 

the Relevance of Crucial Cases’, paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 

Swiss Political Science Association, 2-3 February, Lucerne. 



345 

Blatter, J. (2009) ‘Performing Symbolic Politics and International Environmental 

Regulation: Tracing and Theorizing a Causal Mechanism beyond Regime The-

ory’, Global Environmental Politics, Vol 9, Nr. 4, November, pp. 81-110. 

Blatter, J. and Haverland, M. (2012) ‘Congruence Analysis’ in Blatter, J. and Haver-

land, M. eds. Designing Case Studies: Explanatory Approaches in Small-N Re-

search, Palgrave Macmillan, London. 

Blyth, M. (2002) Great Transformations: Economic Ideas and Institutional Change 

in the Twentieth Century, Cambridge University Press. 

Bogdan, I, Mera., M. C., and Oroian, F. I. (2014) ‘Determinations and Conditionality 

in the Context of the Migration in the European Union’, Eurolimes, Oradea, Vol 

18, Autumn, pp. 111-126, 238-240. 

Boin, A., ‘t Hart, P., Stern, E. and Sundelius, B. (2005) The Politics of Crisis Man-

agement: Public Leadership Under Pressure, Cambridge University Press, Cam-

bridge. 

Bommes, M. and Sciortino, G. eds. (2011) Foggy Social Structures: Irregular Migra-

tion, European Labour Markets and the Welfare State, IMISCOE Research, Am-

sterdam University Press. 

Bonjour, S. (2011) ‘The Power and Morals of Policy Makers: Reassessing the Control 

Gap Debate’, The International Migration Review, Vol. 45, No. 1, Spring, pp. 89-

122. 

Booth, K. and Erskine, T. eds. (2016) International Relations Theory Today, Polity 

Press, Cambridge. 

Boräng, F., Kalm, S. and Lindvall, J. (2022) ‘Welfare states and migration policy: The 

main challenges for scholarship’ in Crepaz, M. L. ed. Handbook on Migration 

and Welfare, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, UK, Northhampton, USA. 

Borg, S. (2015) European Integration and the Problem of the State: A Critique of the 

Bordering of Europe, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Borg. S. (2014) ‘Euro-Crafting at Border Zones: The Case of the Greco-Turkish Bor-

der and the Question of a European Union “Beyond the State”’, Geopolitics, Vol. 

19, Issue 3, pp. 565-586. 

Boserup, E. (1971) Foreign aid to newly independent countries, De Gruyter Mouton. 

Boswell, C. (2015) ‘Cultures of Knowledge Use in Policymaking: The Functions of 

Research in German and UK Immigration Policy in Scholten, P., Entzinger, H., 

Penninx, R., Verbeek, S. eds. Integrating Immigrants in Europe: Research-Policy 

Dialogues, IMISCOE research series, Springer.  

Boswell, C. (2011) ‘Migration Control and Narratives of Steering’, the British Journal 

of Politics and International Relations, Vol.13, Issue 1, February, pp. 12-25. 

Boswell, C. (2009) The political uses of expert knowledge: Immigration policy and 

social research, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.  

Boswell, C. (2007) ‘Theorizing Migration Policy: Is There a Third Way?’, The Inter-

national Migration Review: IMR, Vol 41, Nr. 1, Spring, pp.75-100.  

Boswell, C. (2003) ‘The “external dimension” of EU immigration and asylum policy’, 

International Affairs, Vol. 79, Issue 3, pp. 619-638.  

Boswell, C. (2002) ‘Addressing the causes of migratory and refugee movements: the 

role of the European Union’, New Issues in Refugee Research, Working Paper 

No. 73, UNHCR. 

Boswell, C. and Geddes, A. (2011) Migration and Mobility in the European Union, 

Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke. 



346 

Boswell, C., Geddes, A. and Scholten, P. (2011) ‘The Role of Narratives in Migration 

Policy‐Making: A Research Framework’, The British Journal of Politics and In-

ternational Relations, Vol. 13, Issue 1, pp. 1-11. 

Boucher, G. (2009) ‘A Critique of Global Policy Discourses on Managing Interna-

tional Migration’, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 29, Issue 7, pp. 1461-1471. 

Bourbeau, P. (2008) A study of movement and order: the securitization of migration 

in Canada and France, University of British Columbia, Vancouver. 

Böhning, W.R. and M.L. Schloeter-Paredes eds. (1994) Aid in Place of Migration? 

ILO, Geneva. 

Börzel, T. A. (2002) ‘Member State Responses to Europeanization’, Journal of Com-

mon Market Studies, Vol. 40, Issue 2, June, pp. 193-214. 

Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2018) ‘From the euro to the Schengen crises: European 

integration theories, politicization, and identity politics’, Journal of European 

Public Policy, Vol. 25, Issue 1, pp. 83-108. 

Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2011a) ‘From Europeanisation to Diffusion: Introduc-

tion’, West European Politics, Vol. 35, Issue 1, pp. 1-19. 

Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2011b) ‘When Europeanisation Meets Diffusion: Explor-

ing New Territory’, West European Politics, Vol. 35, Issue 1, pp. 192-207.  

Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2004) ‘One Size Fits All! EU Policies for the Promotion 

of Human Rights, Democracy and the Rule of Law’, draft paper prepared for the 

Workshop on Democracy Promotion, Center for Development, Democracy, and 

the Rule of Law, Oct. 3-4, 2004, available at http://www.atasp.de/down-

loads/tandt_stanford_final.pdf 

Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2000) ‘When Europe Hits Home: Europeanization and 

Domestic Change’, European Integration Online Papers, Vol 4., No 15, 

http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2000-015a.htm. 

Breen, M., Hodson, D., and Moschella, M. (2019) ‘Incoherence in Regime Com-

plexes: A Sentiment Analysis of EU‐IMF Surveillance’, Journal of Common 

Market Studies, Vol. 58, Issue 2, March, pp. 419-437. 

Breitmeier, H. (2008) The Legitimacy of International Regimes, Ashgate. 

Brezinski, M. K. (2010) Norm-takers or norm-makers? The role of developing coun-

tries in the evolution of international norms of intervention and state sovereignty, 

Concordia University. 

Brochmann, G. (1999) ‘The Mechanisms of Control’‚ in Brochmann, G. and Hammar, 

T. eds. Mechanisms of Immigration Control: A Comparative Analysis of Euro-

pean Regulation Policies, Routledge, Oxon and New York. 

Brochmann, G. (1993) ‘Immigration Control, the Welfare State and Xenophobia To-

wards an Integrated Europe’, Migration, Vol. 18, pp. 5-23. 

Brochmann, G. and Hammar, T. (1999) eds. Mechanisms of Immigration Control: A 

Comparative Analysis of European Regulation Policies, Routledge, Oxon and 

New York. 

Brocza, S. and Paulhart, K. (2015) ‘EU mobility partnerships: a smart instrument for 

the externalization of migration control’, European Journal of Futures Research, 

Vol. 3, Issue 15, pp. 1-7. 

Broeders, D. and Engbersen, G. (2011) ‘Immigration control and strategies of irregu-

lar immigrants: From light to thick fog’ in Bommes, M. and Sciortino, G. eds. 

Foggy Social Structures: Irregular Migration, European Labour Markets and the 

Welfare State, IMISCOE Research, Amsterdam University Press. 



347 

Broeders, D. and Engbersen, G. (2009) ‘The State versus the Alien: Immigration Con-

trol and Strategies of Irregular Immigrants’, West European Politics, Vol. 32, Nr. 

5, pp. 867-885. 

Broeders, D. and Engbersen, G. (2007) ‘The Fight Against Illegal Migration: Identi-

fication Policies and Immigrants’ Counterstrategies’, American Behavioral Sci-

entist, Vol. 50, Nr. 12, pp. 1592-1609.  

Brooks, T. (2004) ‘Hegel’s theory of international politics: a reply to Jaeger’, Review 

of International Studies, Vol. 30, Issue 1, January, pp. 149-152.  

Broom, A. and Seabrooke, L. (2021) ‘Recursive recognition in the international polit-

ical economy’, Review of International Political Economy, Vol. 28, Issue 2, pp. 

369-381. 

Brouillette, M. (2018) ‘From discourse to practice: the circulation of norms, ideas and 

practices of migration management through the implementation of the mobility 

partnerships in Moldova and Georgia’, Comparative Migration Studies, Vol 6, 

Nr. 5, pp. 1-21. 

Brubaker, R. (1996) Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question 

in the New Europe, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Budapest Beacon (2014) Full text of Viktor Orbán’s speech at Băile Tuşnad 

(Tusnádfürdő) of 26 July 2014, 29 July. 

Budapest process (2019a) The Istanbul Commitments on the Silk Routes Partnership 

for Migration and its Call for Action: A Five-Year Plan, Budapest Process 6th 

Ministerial Conference, 19-20 February 2019, Istanbul. 

Budapest process (2019b) From the Budapest Process Ministerial Conference (1993) 

to the Istanbul Commitments (2019): A catalogue of the dialogue’s activities over 

more than 25 years of cooperation, ICMPD, Vienna. 

Budapest process (2013a) 20+ Years of the Budapest Process: An Analysis of Over 

Two Decades of Migration Dialogue, The Budapest Process: A Silk Routes Part-

nership for Migration, ICMPD, Vienna.  

Budapest process (2013b) Istanbul Ministerial Declaration on A Silk Routes Partner-

ship for Migration, Budapest Process 5th Ministerial Conference, 19th April 2013, 

Istanbul. 

Bueger, C. (2014) ‘From Expert Communities to Epistemic Arrangements: Situating 

Expertise in International Relations’ in Mayer, M., Carpes, M. and Knoblich, 

R. eds. The Global Politics of Science and Technology: Concepts from Interna-

tional Relations and Other Disciplines, Vol. 1, Springer, Berlin. 

Bueger, C. and Vennesson, P. (2009) Security, Development and the EU’s Develop-

ment Policy, European University Institute, Florence. 

Buonfino, A. (2004) ‘Between unity and plurality: the politicization and securitization 

of the discourse of immigration in Europe’, New Political Science, Vol. 26, Issue 

1, pp. 23-49. 

Bull, H. (1977) The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, Palgrave 

Macmillan, Basingstoke, New York. 

Bulpitt, J. (1985) ‘The discipline of the New Democracy: Mrs. Thatcher’s Domestic 

Statecraft’, Political Studies, Vol. 34, Nr. 1, pp. 19-39. 

Buzan, B. (2004) From International to World Society? English School Theory and 

the Social Structure of Globalisation, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Buzan, B. (1983) People, States, and Fear: The National Security Problem in Inter-

national Relations, Harvester Wheatsheaf Books Ltd, Brighton. 



348 

Buzan. B. and Waever. O. (2009) ‘Macrosecuritisation and security constellations: 

reconsidering scale in securitisation theory’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 

35, Issue 2, April, pp. 253-276. 

Campaniello, N. (2014) ‘The causal effect of trade on migration: Evidence from coun-

tries of the Euro-Mediterranean partnership’, Labour Economics, Vol. 30, Octo-

ber, pp. 223-233. 

Cantat, C. (2015) Contesting Europeanism: Discourses and Practices of Pro-migrant 

Organisations in the European Union, School of Law & Social Sciences, Univer-

sity of East London. 

Canterbury, D. C. (2012) Capital Accumulation and Migration, Brill, Leiden and Bos-

ton. 

Carbone, M. (2018) ‘Caught between the ACP and the AU: Africa’s relations with the 

European Union in a post-Cotonou Agreement context’, South African Journal of 

International Affairs, Vol. 25, Nr. 4, pp. 481-496. 

Carbone M. (2012) ‘Beyond Aid: Policy Coherence and Europe’s Development Pol-

icy’, in Carbonnier, G. ed. International Development Policy: Aid, Emerging 

Economies and Global Policies, Palgrave Macmillan, London. 

Carbone, M. ed. (2009a) Policy Coherence and EU Development Policy, Routledge, 

Milton Park and New York.  

Carbone, M. ed. (2009b) ‘Mission Impossible: the European Union on Policy Coher-

ence for Development’ in Carbone, M. ed. Policy Coherence and EU Develop-

ment Policy, Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Carbone, M. (2007) The European Union and International Development: The poli-

tics of foreign aid, Routledge, London and New York. 

Carbone, M. and Keijzer, N. (2016) ‘The European Union and Policy Coherence for 

Development: Reforms, Results, Resistance’, The European Journal of Develop-

ment Research, suppl. SPECIAL ISSUE: Policy Coherence for Development, 

Vol. 28, Issue 1, January, pp. 30-43.  

Cardwell, P. J. (2018) ‘Tackling Europe’s Migration “Crisis” through Law and “New 

Governance”’, Global Policy, February, Vol. 9, Issue 1, pp. 67-75. 

Cardwell, P. J. (2008) The Common Foreign and Security Policy of the European 

Union as a System of Governance: The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, PhD 

thesis, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh. 

Carling, J. and Talleraas, C. (2016) ‘Root causes and drivers of migration: Implica-

tions for humanitarian efforts and development cooperation’, PRIO Paper, Peace 

Research Institute Oslo (PRIO). 

Carlsnaes, W. (2016) ‘Actors, structures, and foreign policy analysis’ in Smith, S., 

Hadfield, A. and Dunne, T. eds. Foreign Policy: Theories, Actors, Cases, third 

edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Carr, E. H. (1945) Nationalism and After, Macmillan, London. 

Carr, E. H. (1940) The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study 

of International Relations, Macmillan, London (first published in 1939). 

Carrera, S. and Chou, M. H. (2006) ‘Fiche on EU Migration Policy’ in Egenhofer, C. 

ed. Policy Coherence for Development in the EU Council Strategies for the Way 

Forward, Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels. 

Carrera, S. and Guild, E. (2012) ‘Does the Stockholm Programme matter? The Strug-

gles over Ownership of AFSJ Multiannual Programming’, CEPS Paper in Liberty 

and Security in Europe, No. 51/December, Brussels. 



349 

Carrera, S., Hernanz, N. and Parkin, J. (2013) ‘The “Lisbonisation” of the European 

Parliament: Assessing Progress, Shortcomings and Challenges for Democratic 

Accountability in the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice’, CEPS Paper on 

Liberty and Security in Europe, No. 58, Brussels. 

Carrera, S. and Hernández i Sagrera, R. (2009) ‘The Externalisation of the EU’s La-

bour Immigration Policy: Towards Mobility or Insecurity Partnerships?’, CEPS 

Working Document No. 321, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/Ab-

sByAuth.cfm?per_id=553374 Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels. 

Carstensen, M. B. and Schmidt, V. A. (2015) ‘Power through, over and in ideas: con-

ceptualizing ideational power in discursive institutionalism’, Journal of European 

Public Policy, Vol. 23, Issue 3, pp. 318-337. 

Casas-Cortes M., Cobarrubias S. and Pickles J. (2014) ‘“Good neighbours make good 

fences”: Extra-territorial dilemmas in the SeaHorse project’, European Urban 

and Regional Studies, Vol. 23, Issue 3, pp. 231-251.  

Casas-Cortes M., Cobarrubias S. and Pickles J. (2012) ‘Re-bordering the neighbour-

hood: Europe’s emerging geographies of non-accession integration’, European 

Urban and Regional Studies, Vol 20, Issue 1, January, pp. 37-58. 

Castillejo, C. (2017) ‘The EU Migration Partnership Framework: Time for a Re-

think?’ Discussion Paper, Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik, Bonn. 

Castillejo, C. (2016) ’The European Union Trust Fund for Africa: a glimpse of the 

future for EU development cooperation’, Discussion Papers 22/2016, German 

Development Institute / Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik (DIE). 

Castles, S. (2009) ‘Development and Migration-Migration and Development: What 

Comes First? Global Perspective and African Experiences’, Theoria: A Journal 

of Social and Political Theory, Vol 56, Issue 121, pp. 1-31. 

Castles, S. (2007) ‘The Factors that Make and Unmake Migration Policies’, in Portes, 

A. and DeWind, J. eds. Rethinking Migration: New Theoretical and Empirical 

Perspectives, Berghahn Books, New York, Oxford. 

Castles, S. (2004) ‘Why migration policies fail’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 27, 

No. 2, March, pp. 205-227.  

Castles, S. (2003) The ‘Factors that Make and Unmake Migration Policies’, draft 

CMD Working Paper No. 03-09a, and paper for the Conference on Conceptual 

and Methodological Developments in the Study of International Migration, 

Princeton University 23-24 May. 

Castles, S., de Haas, H. and Miller, M. (2014) The Age of Migration: International 

Population Movements in the Modern World, Palgrave Macmillan, fifth edition, 

Basingstoke and New York.   

Ceccorulli, M. (2010) ‘Security and migration: the development of the Eastern dimen-

sion’, European Security, Vol. 19, Nr. 3, pp. 491-510. 

Ceccorulli, M. and Fanta, E. (2013) ‘The EU and multilateral governance of migration 

in North and West Africa’ in Lucarelli, S., Van Langenhove, L. and Wouters, J. 

eds. The EU and Multilateral Security Governance, Routledge. 

Çetin, E. (2017) ‘What Prospects for Change to Achieve a Sustainable EU Migration 

Policy?’, EuropeNow, Council for European Studies (CES). 

https://www.europenowjournal.org/2017/09/30/what-prospects-for-change-to-

achieve-a-sustainable-eu-migration-policy/ 

Cetti, F. (2014) ‘Border Controls in Europe: Policies and Practices Outside the Law’, 

State Crime Journal, Spring, pp. 4-28.  



350 

Ceyhan, A. and Tsoukala, A. (2002) ‘The Securitization of Migration in Western So-

cieties: Ambivalent Discourses and Policies’, Alternatives, 27, Special Issue, pp. 

21-39. 

Chaban, N., Elgström, O., Kelly, S., Suet Yi, L. (2013) ‘Images of the EU beyond its 

Borders: Issue-Specific and Regional Perceptions of European Union Power and 

Leadership’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 51, Issue 3, May, pp. 433-

451. 

Chadwick, V. (2020a) EU breaks impasse on aid budget, 22 December, Devex. 

https://www.devex.com/news/eu-breaks-impasse-on-aid-budget-98828 

Chadwick, V. (2020b) Migration conditionality fight looms over EU development 

budget, 30 November, Devex. 

https://www.devex.com/news/migration-conditionality-fight-looms-over-eu-de-

velopment-budget-98666 

Chaly, V. (2016) ‘Rationality in Machiavelli and in Kant’, International Journal of 

Philosophy, Nr. 4, November, pp. 89-97. 

Chandler, D. (2007) ‘The security-development nexus and the rise of ‘anti-foreign 

policy’, Journal of International Relations and Development, Vol. 10, Nr. 4, pp. 

362-386. 

Chebel d’Appollonia, A. and Reich, S. (2008) ‘Immigration: Tensions, Dilemmas and 

Unresolved Questions’ in Chebel d’Appollonia, A. and Reich, S. eds. Immigra-

tion, Integration, and Security: America and Europe in Comparative Perspective, 

University of Pittsburgh Press, Pittsburgh. 

Checkel, J. (2001a) ‘Social Construction and European Integration’ in Christiansen, 

T., Jørgensen, K. E. and Wiener, A. eds. The Social Construction of Europe, Sage 

Publications, London. 

Checkel, J. (2001b) ‘Why Comply? Social Learning and European Identity Change’, 

International Organization, Vol. 55, Issue 3, pp. 553-588. 

Checkel, J. (1999) ‘Why Comply? Constructivism, Social Norms, and the Study of 

International Institutions’, ARENA Working Paper, WP 99/24. 

Checkel, J. (1998) ‘Norms, Institutions and National Identity in Contemporary Eu-

rope’, ARENA Working Papers, WP 98/16. 

Chelotti, N., Dasandi, N. and Mikhaylov, S. J. (2022) ‘Do Intergovernmental Organ-

izations Have a Socialization Effect on Member State Preferences? Evidence 

from the UN General Debate’, International Studies Quarterly, Volume 66, Issue 

1, pp. 1-17. 

Chetail, V. (2008) ‘Paradigm and Paradox of the Migration-Development Nexus: The 

New Border for North-South Dialogue’, German Yearbook of International Law, 

Vol. 52, pp. 183-215. 

Chimni, B. S. (2001) ‘Reforming the International Refugee Regime: A Dialogic 

Model’, Journal of Refugee Studies, Vol. 14, Issue 2, June, pp. 151–168. 

Choi, J. Y. (2015) ‘Rationality, norms and identity in international relations’, Inter-

national Politics, Vol. 52, Nr. 1,  January, pp. 110-127. 

Chou, M.H. (2012) ‘The European Security Agenda and the “External Dimension” of 

EU Asylum and Migration Cooperation’ in Kurowska, X. and Pawlak, P. eds. The 

Politics of European Security Policies, Routledge, Milton Park.  

Chou, M. and Gibert, M. (2012) ‘The EU‐Senegal mobility partnership: from launch 

to suspension and negotiation failure’, Journal of Contemporary European Re-

search, Vol. 8, Issue 4, pp. 408-427. 



351 

Chowdhury, M. (2014) ‘Migration, human capital formation and the beneficial brain 

drain hypothesis: a note’, Migration and Development, Vol. 3, Issue 2, pp. 174-

180. 

Christiansen, T., Jørgensen, K. E. and Wiener, A. eds. (2001) The Social Construction 

of Europe, Sage Publications, London. 

Clark, I. (2005) Legitimacy in International Society, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Clemens, M. A. (2018) ‘Migration is a Form of Development: The Need for Innova-

tion to Regulate Migration for Mutual Benefit’, Technical Paper No. 2017/8, 

United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division. 

Clemens, M. A. (2014) ‘Does Development Reduce Migration?’, IZA Discussion Pa-

per, No. 8592, October. 

Clemens, M. A. and Postel, H. (2018) ‘Deterring Emigration with Foreign Aid: An 

Overview of Evidence from Low-Income Countries’, CGD Policy Paper 119, 

February, Centre for Global Development, Washington. 

Coenders, M., Lubbers, M. and Scheepers, P. (2020) ‘Nationalism in Europe: Trends 

and Cross-national Differences in Public Opinion’, European Review, Vol. 29, 

Issue 4, August, pp. 484-496. 

Cohen, B. (2019) Currency Statecraft: Monetary Rivalry and Geopolitical Ambition, 

The University of Chicago Press, Chicago and London. 

Coleman, N. (2009) European Readmission Policy: Third Country Interests and Ref-

ugee Rights, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, Leiden and Boston. 

Colgan, J. D., Keohane, R. O, and Van de Graaf, T. (2012) ‘Punctuated equilibrium 

in the energy regime complex’, The Review of International Organizations, Vol. 

7, pp. 117-143. 

Coll, A. R. (1991) ‘Normative Prudence as a Tradition of Statecraft’, Ethics and In-

ternational Affairs, Vol. 5, March, pp. 33-51. 

Collett, E. (2015) ‘The development of EU policy on immigration and asylum: Re-

thinking coordination and leadership’, MPI Policy Brief, Issue No. 8, Migration 

Policy Institute Europe, Brussels. 

Collett, E. (2010) The European Union’s Stockholm Program: Less Ambition on Im-

migration and Asylum, But More Detailed Plans, Migration Policy Institute. 

https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/european-unions-stockholm-program-

less-ambition-immigration-and-asylum-more-detailed-plans 

Collett, E. and Ahad, A. (2017) EU Migration Partnerships: A Work in Progress, 

Transatlantic Council on Migration, Migration Policy Institute. 

Collinson, S. (1996) ‘Visa Requirements, Carrier Sanctions, “Safe Third Countries”, 

and “Readmission”: the Development of an “Asylum Buffer Zone” in Europe’, 

Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, Vol. 21, pp. 76-90.  

Collinson, S. (1993) Beyond Borders: West European Migration Policy Towards the 

21st Century, Royal Institute of International Affairs, Wyndham Place Trust, 

London. 

Collyer, M. ed. (2014) Emigration Nations: Policies and Ideologies of Emigrant En-

gagement, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Collyer, M. (2012) ‘Migrants as Strategic Actors in the European Union’s Global Ap-

proach to Migration and Mobility’, Global Networks, Vol. 12, Issue 4, pp. 505-

524. 

Collyer, M. (2011) The Development Challenges and the European Union, Migration 

Policy Institute. 



352 

Collyer, M. (2004) ‘The Development Impact of Temporary International Labour Mi-

gration on Southern Mediterranean Sending Countries’, Working Paper T6, Sus-

sex Centre for Migration Research/Development Research Centre on Migration, 

Globalisation and Poverty.  

Collyer, M. and King, R. (2015) ‘Producing transnational space: International migra-

tion and the extra-territorial reach of state power’, Progress in Human Geogra-

phy, Vol. 39, Issue 2, April, pp. 185-204. 

Collyer, M., Cherti, M. Lacroix, T. and van Heelsum, A. (2009) ‘Migration and De-

velopment: The Euro–Moroccan Experience’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration 

Studies, Vol. 35, Issue 10, pp. 1555-1570. 

Commission on Human Security (2003) Human security now: Protecting and empow-

ering people, New York. 

Commission on the Root Causes of Displacement (2021) Preventing Crises, Creating 

Prospects, Protecting People, https://www.fachkommission-fluchtursa-

chen.de/fileadmin/user_upload/pdfs/Root_Causes_Displacement_Report-Sum-

mary.pdf 

Concord (2015) ‘Migration and Development: Coherence for migration and security. 

And what about development?’, Spotlight Report 2015, Policy Paper. 

Connoly, W. (1983) The Terms of Political Discourse, Princeton University Press.  

Copeland, D. C. (2000) ‘The Constructivist Challenge to Structural Realism: A Re-

view Essay’, International Security, Vol. 25, No. 2, Autumn, pp. 187-212. 

Cornelius, W. A., Martin, P. L., and Hollifield, J. F. eds. (1994) Controlling Immigra-

tion: A Global Perspective, Stanford University Press, Stanford, California. 

Cornut, J. (2015) ‘The Practice Turn in International Relations Theory’, International 

Studies, https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190846626.013.113 

Cottam, R. W. (1967) Competitive Interference and Twentieth Century Diplomacy, 

University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Cottier, T. and Shingal, A. (2021) Migration, International Trade and Foreign Direct 

Investment in the Twenty-first Century: Towards a New Common Concern of Hu-

mankind, International Organization for Migration (IOM), Geneva. 

Council/European Parliament/Commission (2017) The New European Consensus on 

Development: Our World, Our Dignity, Our Future, joint statement, Brussels. 

Council of the European Union (2021) Implementing the Pact – strengthening com-

prehensive migration partnerships with priority countries in North Africa: Mo-

rocco, 7459/21, 14 April, Brussels. 

Council of the European Union (2020) Proposal for a Regulation of the European 

Parliament and of the Council establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and 

International Cooperation Instrument - Mandate for negotiations with the Euro-

pean Parliament, 10908/20, 18 September, Brussels. 

Council of the European Union (2018) Negotiating directives for a Partnership 

Agreement between the European Union and its Member States of the one part, 

and with countries of the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States of the 

other part, 8094/18, 21 June, Brussels. 

Council of the European Union (2017) Admission procedures for the return of Ethio-

pians from European Union Member States, 15762/17, 18 December, Brussels. 

Council of the European Union (2002a) Seville European Council 21 and 22 June 

200: Presidency Conclusions, 13463/02, 24 October, Brussels. 



353 

Council of the European Union (2002b) Draft Council conclusions on intensified co-

operation on the management of migration flows with third countries, 13894/02, 

14 November, Brussels. 

Council Presidency (1999) Strategy on migration and migration policy, 5337/99, 19 

January, Brussels. 

Cowles, M.G., Caporaso, J, and Risse, T. eds. (2001) Transforming Europe: Europe-

anization and Domestic Change, Cornell University Press. 

Cross, M. K. D. (2015) ‘The Limits of Epistemic Communities: EU Security Agen-

cies’, Politics and Governance, Vol. 3, Issue 1, pp 90-100.  

Cross, M. K. D. (2013) ‘Rethinking epistemic communities twenty years later’, Re-

view of International Studies, Vol. 39, No. 1, pp.137-160. 

Crush, J. (2014) ‘The EU-ACP migration and development relationship’, Migration 

and Development, Vol. 4, Issue 1, pp. 39-54.  

Crush, J. (2013) ‘Between North and South: The EU-ACP Migration Relationship’, 

CIGI Papers, No. 16, April. 

Cusack, T. (2020) ‘Karl Deutsch and Realist Theory in International Politics’ in Tay-

lor, C. L. and Russett, B. M. eds. Karl W. Deutsch: Pioneer in the Theory of In-

ternational Relations, Springer Nature, Cham. 

Czaika, M. (2009) The Political Economy of Refugee Migration and Foreign Aid, 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Czaika, M. and de Haas, H. (2013) ‘The Effectiveness of Immigration Policies’, Pop-

ulation and Development Review, Vol. 39, Issue 3, September, pp. 487-508. 

Czaika, M. and Hobolth, M. (2016) ‘Do restrictive asylum and visa policies increase 

irregular migration into Europe?’, European Union Politics, Vol 17, Issue 3, pp. 

345-365. 

Dahl, R. A. and Lindblom, C. E. (2017) Politics, Economics, and Welfare, Routledge, 

London and New York, originally published in 1953 by the University of Chicago 

Press. 

Datta, K. (2009) ‘Transforming South-North Relations? International Migration and 

Development’, Geography Compass, Volume 3, Issue 1, January, pp. 108-134. 

Davies, R. (2007) ‘Reconceptualizing the migration-development nexus: diasporas, 

globalization, and the politics of exclusion’, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 28, pp. 

59-76. 

Davies, H. T. O., Nutley, S. and Smith, P. C. (2000a) ‘Introducing evidence-based 

policy and practice in public services’ in Davies, H. T. O., Nutley, S. M. and 

Smith, P. C. (eds.) What Works? Evidence-based policy and practice in public 

services, The Policy Press, Bristol. 

Davies, H. T. O, Nutley, S. and Smith, P. C. (2000b) ‘Learning from the past, pro-

spects for the future’ in Davies, H. T. O., Nutley, S. M. and Smith, P. C. (eds.) 

What Works? Evidence-based policy and practice in public services, The Policy 

Press, Bristol. 

Davies, H. T. O., Nutley, S. M. and Smith, P. C. eds. (2000c) What Works? Evidence-

based policy and practice in public services, The Policy Press, Bristol. 

Debenedetti, S. (2009) Externalization of European migration and asylum policy, 

School of Euro-Mediterranean Migration and Development, Robert Schuman 

Centre for Advanced Studies, Florence. 

De Genova, N. (2010) ‘The Deportation Regime: Sovereignty, Space, and Freedom’, 

in De Genova, N. and Peutz, N. eds, The Deportation Regime: Sovereignty, 

Space, and the Freedom of Movement, Duke University Press, Durham, NC. 



354 

de Haan, A. (2000) Migrants, livelihoods and rights: the relevance of migration in 

development policies, Department for International Development (DFID), Lon-

don.  

de Haas, H. (2012) ‘The Migration and Development Pendulum: A Critical View on 

Research and Policy’, International Migration, Vol. 50, Issue 3, June, pp. 8-25. 

de Haas, H., Czaika, M. Flahaux, M.-L., Mahendra, E., Natter, K., Vezzoli, S. and 

Villares‐Varela, M. (2018) ‘International Migration: Trends, determinants and 

policy effects’, IMI Working Paper Series, Paper 142, January, DEMIG Paper 33. 

Deitelhoff, N. (2004) ‘The Transnational Construction of Legal Norms and Institu-

tions: The Interaction of Law and Politics in the Development of the International 

Criminal Court’, draft paper for the ECPR Fifth Pan-European Conference on 

International Relations, the Hague, Sept. 9-11.  

Deitelhoff, N. and Zimmermann, L. (2020) ‘Things We Lost in the Fire: How Differ-

ent Types of Contestation Affect the Robustness of International Norms’, Inter-

national Studies Review, Vol. 22, Issue 1, pp. 51-76. 

Deleuze, G. (1992) ‘Postscript on the Societies of Control’, October, Vol. 59, Winter, 

pp. 3-7. 

Delreux, T. and Adriaensen, J. (2017) ‘Introduction: Use and Limitations of the Prin-

cipal-Agent Model in Studying the European Union’, in Delreux, T. and Adriaen-

sen, J. eds. The Principal-Agent Model and the European Union, Palgrave Mac-

millan. 

Del Rio, A. M. and Thorwarth, S. (2009) ‘Tomatoes or tomato pickers? Free trade and 

migration between Mexico and the United States’, Journal of Applied Economics, 

Vol. 12, Issue 1, May, pp. 109-134. 

Delgado Wise, R. and Marquez, H. (2007) ‘Migration and Development in Mexico: 

Toward a New Analytical Approach’, The Journal of Latino-Latin American 

Studies, Vol. 2, No. 3, pp. 101-119. 

Dellmuth, L. M. and Gustafsson, M. T. (2021) ‘Global adaptation governance: how 

intergovernmental organizations mainstream climate change adaptation’, Climate 

Policy, Vol. 21, Issue 7, pp. 868-883. 

Dellmuth, L. M. and Tallberg, J. (2021) ‘Elite Communication and the Popular Legit-

imacy of International Organizations’, British Journal of Political Sci-

ence, Vol. 51, Issue 3, pp. 1292-1313. 

Dellmuth, L. M. and Tallberg, J. (2020) ‘Why national and international legitimacy 

beliefs are linked: Social trust as an antecedent factor’, The Review of Interna-

tional Organizations, Vol. 15, pp. 311-337. 

den Hertog, L. (2016) ‘Money Talks: Mapping the funding for EU external migration 

policy’, CEPS Papers in Liberty and Security in Europe, No. 95, November, 

CEPS, Brussels. 

Dennison, J. and Dražanová, L. (2018) Public attitudes on migration: rethinking how 

people perceive migration, OPAM, Migration Policy Centre, European Univer-

sity Institute, Florence. 

Dennison, S., Fine, S. and Gowan, R. (2019) ‘False moves: Migration and develop-

ment aid’, Policy Brief, 8 October, European Council on Foreign Relations. 

Destradi, S. (2017) ‘Reluctance in international politics: A conceptualization’, Euro-

pean Journal of International Relations, Vol. 23, Issue 2, pp. 315-340. 

Deutsche Welle (2020) Post-Cotonou: EU reaches agreement with African, Carib-

bean and Pacific States, by Strauss, M., 16.04.2021 



355 

https://www.dw.com/en/post-cotonou-eu-reaches-agreement-with-african-carib-

bean-and-pacific-states/a-57220259 

Deutsch, K. W. (2020) ‘Learning Capacity and Creativity in Politics: The Search for 

Cohesion and Values’ in Taylor, C. L. and Russett, B. M. eds. Karl W. Deutsch: 

Pioneer in the Theory of International Relations, Springer Nature, Cham. 

Deutsch, K. W. (1968) The analysis of international relations, Prentice-Hall, Hobo-

ken. 

Devetak, R. (1995) ‘Incomplete states: theories and practices of statecraft’ in Mac-

Millan, J. and Linklater, A. eds. Boundaries in Question: New Directions in In-

ternational Relations, Pinter Publishers. 

Devi Prasad, B. (2019) ‘Qualitative Content Analysis: Why is it Still a Path Less 

Taken?’, Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung, Vol. 20, Nr. 3, September, Art. 36. 

Devisscher, P. (2011) ‘Legal migration in the relationship between the European Un-

ion and ACP countries: the absence of a true global approach continues’, Euro-

pean Journal of Migration and Law, Vol 13, Issue 1, pp. 53-94. 

d’Humières, V. (2018) ‘European Union/African Cooperation: the externalisation of 

Europe’s migration policies’, European Issues, No. 472, April, Fondation Robert 

Schuman. 

DIE (2017) ‘More Development – More Migration? The “Migration Hump” and Its 

Significance for Development Policy Co-operation with Sub-Saharan Africa’, 

DIE Briefing Paper 20/2017, Deutsches Institut für Entwicklung. 

Diez, T. (2001) ‘Speaking “Europe”: The Politics of Integration Discourse’ in Chris-

tiansen, T., Jørgensen, K. E. and Wiener, A. eds. The Social Construction of Eu-

rope, Sage Publications, London. 

Dimitrakopoulos, D. (2008) ‘Norms, Strategies and Political Change: Explaining the 

Establishment of the Convention on the Future of Europe’, European Journal of 

International Relations, Vol. 14, Issue 2, pp. 319-341. 

Dimitriadi, A. (2016) ‘Deals Without Borders: Europe’s Foreign Policy on Migra-

tion’, Policy Brief ECFR/165, European Council on Foreign Relations.  

Docquier, F. and Marfouk, A. (2006) ‘International Migration by Education Attain-

ment, 1990–2000’, in Schiff, M. and Özden, Ç. eds. International Migration, Re-

mittances and the Brain Drain, World Bank and Palgrave Macmillan. 

Docquier, F. and Marfouk, A. (2004) ‘Measuring the International Mobility of Skilled 

Workers (1990-2000)’, World Bank Policy Research Working Paper, No. 3381, 

World Bank, Washington DC. 

Donnelly, J. (2000) Realism and International Relations, Cambridge University Press. 

Doty, R. L. (2003) Anti-Immigrantism in Western Democracies: Statecraft, Desire 

and the Politics of Exclusion, Routledge, London and New York. 

Doty, R. L. (1999) ‘Immigration and the Politics of Security’ in Chafetz, G. Frankel, 

B. and Spirtaz, M. eds. The Origins of National Interests, Frank Cass, London 

and Portland. 

Doty (1996) ‘The Double-Writing of Statecraft: Exploring State Responses to Illegal 

Immigration’, Alternatives, Vol 21, pp. 171-189. 

Dovlo, D. and Nyonator, F. (1999) ‘Migration by Graduates of the University of 

Ghana Medical School: A Preliminary Rapid Appraisal’, Human Resources for 

Health and Development Journal, 3/1, 40-51. 

Dowsett, S. (2015) ‘Spanish enclave offers glimpse of fortress Europe’, Reuters, 

2015-09-15. 



356 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-spain-migrants-melilla/spanish-enclave-of-

fers-glimpse-of-fortress-europe-idUSKCN0RH1QO20150917 

Dreher, S. (2002) ‘Regulation’ in Nohlen, D. and Schultze R.-O. eds., Lexikon der 

Politikwissenschaft, C.H. Beck, München. 

Dreher, A., Fuchs, A. and Langlotz, S. (2017) ‘Does Aid Help Refugees Stay? Does 

Aid Keep Refugees Away?’ Working Paper, Alfred-Weber-Institute for Econom-

ics, Heidelberg University, Heidelberg. 

Drezner, D. W. (2020) ‘Power and International Relations: a temporal view’, Vol. 27, 

Issue 1, pp. 29-52. 

Drezner, D. W. (2009) ‘The Power and Peril of International Regime Complexity’, 

Perspectives on Politics, Vol. 7, Issue 1, March, pp. 65-70.  

Drezner, D. W. (2007) All Politics is Global: Explaining International Regulatory 

Regimes, Princeton University Press, New Jersey. 

Drezner, D. W. (1999) The Sanctions Paradox: Economic Statecraft and International 

Relations, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Dueck, C. (2006) Reluctant Crusaders: Power, Culture, and Change in American 

Grand Strategy, Princeton University Press, Princeton and Oxfordshire. 

Dunne, T. and McDonald, M. (2013) ‘The politics of liberal internationalism’, Inter-

national Politics, Vol. 50, No. 1, January, pp. 1-17. 

Dunlop, C. A. (2017) ‘Pathologies of policy learning: What are they and how do they 

contribute to policy failure?’, Policy & Politics, Vol. 45, No. 1, pp. 19-37.  

Dunlop, C. A. (2016) ‘Knowledge, epistemic communities and agenda setting’ in 

Zahariadis, N. ed. Handbook of Public Policy Agenda Setting, Edward Elgar, 

Cheltenham, UK, Northhampton, USA. 

Dunne, T. (1995) ‘The Social Construction of International Society’, European Jour-

nal of International Relations, Vol. 1, Issue 3, 367-389.  

Düvell, F. (2011) ‘Paths into Irregularity: The Legal and Political Construction of 

Irregular Migration’, European Journal of Migration and Law, Vol 13, pp. 275-

295. 

Düvell, F. (2003) ‘The globalisation of migration control’, opendemocracy 

https://www.opendemocracy.net/people-migrationeurope/article_1274.jsp 

ECDPM/ICMPD (2013) Migration and Development Policies and Practices: A map-

ping study of eleven European countries and the European Commission, Maas-

tricht, Vienna. 

Eckhard, S. and Ege, J. (2016) ‘International bureaucracies and their influence on pol-

icy-making: a review of empirical evidence’, Journal of European Public Pol-

icy, Vol. 23, Nr. 7, pp. 960-978. 

Eckstein, H. (1975) ‘Case Studies in Political Science’ in Greenstein, F. and Polsby, 

N. eds. Handbook of Political Science, Vol 7, Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass. 

Economic Commission for Africa (2006) International Migration and Development: 

Implications for Africa, ECA/SDD/06/01, UN-ECA, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

ECRE (2020) ‘Migration Control Conditionality: a flawed model’, ECRE Policy Note 

No. 5, European Council on Refugees and Exiles. 

EEAS/European Commission (2016) Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Eu-

rope. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy, 

June, Brussels. 

Eeckhout, P. (2004) External Relations of the European Union: Legal and Constitu-

tional Foundations, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 



357 

Egenhofer, C. ed. (2006) Policy Coherence for Development in the EU Council: Strat-

egies for the Way Forward, Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels. 

Ekman, M. (2019) ‘Anti-immigration and racist discourse in social media’, European 

Journal of Communication, Vol. 34, Issue 6, pp. 606-618. 

Elgström, O. (2011) ‘Norm negotiations: The construction of new norms regarding 

gender and development in EU foreign aid policy’, Journal of European Public 

Policy, Vol. 7, Issue 3, pp. 457-476. 

Elgström, O. and Jerneck, M. (2000) ‘Stable Peace: Conclusions and Extrapolation’ 

in Kacowicz, A. M., Bar-Siman-Tov, Y., Elgström, O. and Jerneck, M., eds. Sta-

ble Peace Among Nations, Rowman and Littlefield, Lanham, Maryland. 

Ellermann, A. (2010) ‘Undocumented Migrants and Resistance in the Liberal State’, 

Politics and Society, Vol. 38, Issue 3, pp. 408-429. 

Elsner, B. (2015) ‘Does emigration increase the wages of non-emigrants in sending 

countries?’, IZA World of Labor, 2015: 208. 

EPRS (2020) Passerelle clauses in the EU Treaties: Opportunities for more flexible 

supranational decision-making, Kotanidis, S., European Parliamentary Research 

Service, PE 659.420, December, Brussels. 

Eriksen, E. O. and Fossum, J. E. (2004) ‘Europe in Search of Legitimacy: Strategies 

of Legitimation Assessed’, International Political Science Review, Vol. 25, No. 

4, 435-459. 

Estévez, A. (2012) Human Rights, Migration, and Social Conflict: Towards a Decol-

onized Global Justice, Palgrave Macmillan. 

EU/Georgia (2009) Joint Declaration on a Mobility Partnership between the Euro-

pean Union and Georgia, 

https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/in-

ternational-affairs/global-approach-to-migration/specific-tools/docs/mobil-

ity_partnership_gerogia_en.pdf 

EUobserver (2017) Development serving the purpose of migration control, by van 

Dillen, B. 17 May. 

EUobserver (2002) France likely to win battle over migrants, by Mahony, H., 21 June. 

Euractiv (2006) Commission tries to get to grips with recent immigration crises, 20 

July.  

Euro-African Ministerial Conference (2006a) ‘Rabat Declaration’, Euro-African Min-

isterial Conference on Migration and Development, Rabat, 10-11 July. 

www.maec.gov.ma/migration/En/default.htm 210  

Euro-African Conference (2006b) ‘Action Plan’, Euro-African Ministerial Confer-

ence on Migration and Development, Rabat, 10-11 July. 

http://www.maec.gov.ma/migration/En/default.htm 

Eurobarometer (2018) Integration of immigrants in the European Union, Special Eu-

robarometer 469 Report, April, https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/de-

tail/2169 

Euronews (2019) Turkey’s Erdoğan threatens to ‘open the gates’ for migrants to Eu-

rope, 5 September. 

Euronews (2006) Barroso “not encouraged” by Turkey’s progress towards EU mem-

bership, 23 September. 

European Commission (2021a) Annual Report: EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, 

Brussels. 

http://www.maec.gov.ma/migration/En/default.htm%20210
http://www.maec.gov.ma/migration/En/default.htm
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/2169
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/2169


358 

European Commission (2021b) Mid-Term Evaluation of the Facility for Refugees in 

Turkey: EU support made a significant contribution to the welfare of Syrians and 

others fleeing conflict in the region, Press release, 7 July, Brussels. 

European Commission (2020a) Communication on a New Pact on Migration and Asy-

lum, COM (2020) 609 final, 23.9.2020, Brussels. 

European Commission (2020b) Communication on a European Skills Agenda for sus-

tainable competitiveness, social fairness and resilience, COM (2020) 274 final, 

1.7.2020, Brussels. 

European Commission (2020c) Joint Communication Towards a Comprehensive 

Strategy with Africa, JOIN (2020) 4 final, 9.3.2020, Brussels. 

European Commission (2019a) The European Agenda on Migration: EU needs to 

sustain progress made over the past 4 years, Press release, 6 March, Brussels. 

European Commission (2019b) 2019 EU Report on Policy Coherence for Develop-

ment, SWD (2019) 20 final, 28.1.2019, Brussels. 

European Commission (2018a) External Evaluation of the European Union’s Policy 

Coherence for Development (2009-2016), Final Report – Volume I: Main Report, 

authored by BKP Development Research & Consulting GmbH. 

European Commission (2018b) External Evaluation of the European Union’s Policy 

Coherence for Development (2009-2016), Final Report – Volume II: Annexes, 

authored by BKP Development Research & Consulting GmbH. 

European Commission (2018c) GAMM Expert Group Meeting Minutes, 23 March, 

Brussels.  

European Commission (2018d) Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parlia-

ment and of the Council establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and In-

ternational Cooperation Instrument, COM (2018) 460 final, 14.6.2018, Brussels. 

European Commission (2017a) Delivering on Migration, 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/2-years-on-migra-

tion_en.pdf 

European Commission (2017b) Communication on the Delivery of the European 

Agenda on Migration, COM (2017) 558 final, 27.9.2017, Brussels. 

European Commission (2017c) African Union - European Union Summit: Investing 

in Youth for a Sustainable Future, https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/news-and-

events/african-union-european-union-summit-investing-youth-sustainable-fu-

ture_en  

European Commission (2017d) EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa: Trust Fund for 

Stability and Addressing Root Causes of Irregular Migration and Displaced per-

sons in Africa 

https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/factsheet-eu-emergency-trust-

fund-africa-2017-update-0606_en.pdf 

European Commission (2017e) Valletta Declaration on Strengthening Euro-Mediter-

ranean Cooperation through Research and Innovation, 4 May 2017, Valletta, 

Malta.  

European Commission (2017f) Partnership Framework on Migration: Commission 

reports on results and lessons learnt one year on, Press Release, Strasbourg, 13 

June 2017. 

European Commission (2017g) Communication on the Fourth Progress Report on 

the Partnership Framework with Third Countries under the European Agenda for 

Migration, COM (2017) 350 final, 13.06.2017, Brussels. 



359 

European Commission (2017h) EU kick-starts its new EU External Investment Plan, 

28/09/2017, https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/news-and-events/eu-kick-starts-its-

new-eu-external-investment-plan_en 

European Commission (2017i) Remarks by Commissioner Avramopoulos at the LIBE 

Committee meeting on the delivery of the European Agenda on Migration, 

11/10/2017, Brussels. 

European Commission (2017j) External Evaluation of the Development Co-operation 

Instrument: (2014 – mid 2017), Final Report - Volume I Main Report - June, FWC 

COM 2015, EuropeAid/137211/DH/SER/Multi, Brussels. 

European Commission (2016a) Communication on Establishing a new Partnership 

Framework with third countries under the European Agenda on Migration, COM 

(2016) 385 final, 7.6.2016, Strasbourg. 

European Commission (2016b) Communication on Towards a reform of the common 

European Asylum system and enhancing legal avenues to Europe, COM (2016) 

197 final, 6.4.2016, Brussels.  

European Commission (2016c) Communication on the First Progress Report on the 

Partnership Framework with third countries under the European Agenda on Mi-

gration, COM (2016) 700 final, 18.10.2016, Brussels. 

European Commission (2016d) Communication on the Second Progress Report: First 

Deliverables on the Partnership Framework with third countries under the Euro-

pean Agenda on Migration, COM (2016) 960 final, 14.12.2016, Brussels.   

European Commission (2016e) EU launches Mobility Partnership with Belarus, Press 

release, 13 October 2016, Luxembourg. 

European Commission (2016f) Communication on the Mid-term review/revision of 

the multiannual financial framework 2014-2020: An EU budget focused on re-

sults, COM (2016) 603 final, 14.9.2016, Brussels. 

European Commission (2016g) Commission announces New Migration Partnership 

Framework: reinforced cooperation with third countries to better manage migra-

tion, Press release, 7 June, Strasbourg. 

European Commission (2016h) Evaluation of the Cotonou Partnership Agreement, 

Joint Staff Working Document, SWD (2016) 250 final, 15.7.2016, Brussels. 

European Commission (2015a) Communication on A European Agenda on Migra-

tion, COM (2015) 240 final, 13.5.2015, Brussels. 

European Commission (2015b) Towards a Comprehensive European Migration Pol-

icy: 20 years of EU Action, Fact Sheet, 04 March 2015, Brussels. 

European Commission (2015c) Policy Coherence for Development: 2015 EU Report, 

SWD (2015) 159 final, Brussels, 3.8.2015. 

European Commission (2015d) Remarks by President Donald Tusk at the press con-

ference of the Valletta summit on migration, 12/11/2015. http://www.consil-

ium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2015/11/12-tusk-press-conference-val-

letta-summit/ 

European Commission (2015e) A European Union Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, 

Fact Sheet, 12 November 2015, Valletta. 

European Commission (2015f) Policy Coherence for Development: 2015 EU Report, 

SWD (2015) 159 final, 3.8.2015, Brussels. 

European Commission (2015g) Communication on A Global Partnership for Poverty 

Eradication and Sustainable Development after 2015, COM (2015) 44 final, 

5.2.2015, Brussels. 

https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/news-and-events/eu-kick-starts-its-new-eu-external-investment-plan_en
https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/news-and-events/eu-kick-starts-its-new-eu-external-investment-plan_en


360 

European Commission (2015h) Joint Foreign and Home Affairs Council: Ten point 

action plan on migration, Press release, 20 April, Luxembourg. 

European Commission (2015i) President Juncker launches the EU Emergency Trust 

Fund to tackle root causes of irregular migration in Africa, Press Release, 12 

November, Valletta. 

European Commission (2015j) Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit, 

21-22 May, Riga. 

European Commission (2014a) Communication on An open and secure Europe: mak-

ing it happen, COM (2011) 248 final, 4.5.2011, Brussels.  

European Commission (2014b) EU-Jordan: a new partnership to better manage mo-

bility and migration, Press release, 9 October 2014, Brussels.  

European Commission (2013a) Communication on Maximising the Development Im-

pact of Migration: The EU contribution for the UN High-level Dialogue and next 

steps towards broadening the development-migration nexus, COM (2013) 292 fi-

nal, 21.5.2013, Brussels. 

European Commission (2013b) Policy Coherence for Development: 2013 EU Report, 

SWD (2013) 456 final, 31.10.2013, Brussels. 

European Commission (2011a) Communication on the Global Approach to Migration 

and Mobility, COM (2011)743 final, 18.11.2011, Brussels. 

European Commission (2011b) Communication on migration, COM (2011) 248 final, 

4.5.2011, Brussels. 

European Commission (2011c) Policy Coherence for Development: 2011 EU Report, 

2011, SEC (2011) 1627 final, 15.12.2011, Brussels. 

European Commission (2011d) Increasing the impact of EU Development Policy: An 

Agenda for Change, COM (2011) 637 final, 13.10.2011, Brussels. 

European Commission (2011e) A dialogue for migration, mobility and security with 

the southern Mediterranean countries, COM (2011) 292 final, 24.5.2011, Brus-

sels. 

European Commission (2011f) Commission Staff Working Paper on Migration and 

Development, SEC (2011) 1353 final, 18.11.2011, accompanying the Communi-

cation on The Global Approach to Migration and Mobility, COM (2011) 743 fi-

nal, Brussels. 

European Commission (2010) Migration and Asylum Programme: Thematic Pro-

gramme on Cooperation with Third Countries in the Areas of Migration and Asy-

lum – Overview of Projects Funded 2007-2008, EuropeAid, Brussels. 

European Commission (2009a) EU 2009 Report on Policy Coherence for Develop-

ment, SEC (2009) 1137 final, 17.9.2009, Brussels. 

European Commission (2009b) Staff Working Document Accompanying the Report 

from the Commission to the Council EU 2009 Report on Policy Coherence for 

Development, SEC (2009) 1137 final, 17.9.2009, Brussels. 

European Commission (2008a) Communication on A Common Immigration Policy 

for Europe: Principles, actions and tools, COM (2008) 359 final, 17.6.2008, 

Brussels. 

European Commission (2008b) Communication on Strengthening the Global Ap-

proach to Migration: Increasing Coordination, Coherence and Synergies, COM 

(2008) 611 final, 8.10.2008, Brussels. 

European Commission (2008c) Communication on the Eastern Partnership, COM 

(2008) 823 final, 3.12.2008, Brussels. 



361 

European Commission (2008d) The European Union and Cape Verde enter into a 

mobility partnership, IP/08/894, 5 June 2008, Luxembourg/Brussels. 

European Commission (2007a) Communication on circular migration and mobility 

partnerships between the European Union and third countries, COM (2007) 248 

final, 16.5.2007, Brussels. 

European Commission (2007b) Commission Staff Working Paper accompanying the 

Commission Working Paper EU Report on Policy Coherence for Development, 

SEC (2007) 1202, 20.9.2007, Brussels. 

European Commission (2007c) New programme to cooperate with third countries in 

the areas of migration and asylum with a budget of €380 million for 2007-2013, 

MEMO/07/253, 25 June, Brussels. 

European Commission (2006a) ‘Migration, External Relations and the European 

Neighbourhood Policy’, speech by Benita Ferrero-Waldner at the Conference on 

Reinforcing the Area of Freedom, Security, Prosperity and Justice of the EU and 

its Neighbouring Countries, SPEECH/06/30, 24 January, Brussels. 

European Commission (2006b) Setting up of a Commissioners Group on Migration 

Issues, Chaired by Vice President Franco Frattini, press release, 30.08.2006, 

Brussels. 

European Commission (2006c) Communication on Implementing the Hague Pro-

gramme: the way forward, COM (2006) 331 final, 28.6.2006, Brussels. 

European Commission (2006d) Communication on The Global Approach to Migra-

tion one year on: Towards a comprehensive European migration policy, COM 

(2006) 735 final, 30.11.2006, Brussels. 

European Commission (2006e) Communication on Promoting decent work for all: 

The EU contribution to the implementation of the decent work agenda in the 

world, COM (2006) 249 final, 24.5.2006, Brussels. 

European Commission (2006f) Communication on the Thematic programme for the 

cooperation with third countries in the areas of migration and asylum, COM 

(2006) 26 final, 25.1.2006, Brussels. 

European Commission (2005a) Communication on Priority actions for responding to 

the challenges of migration: First follow-up to Hampton Court, COM (2005) 621 

final, 30 November 2005, Brussels. 

European Commission (2005b) European Commission Visit to Ceuta and Melilla – 

Mission Report on Technical mission to Morocco on illegal immigration, 7-11 

October, MEMO/05/380, 19 October, Brussels. 

European Commission (2005c) Policy Coherence for Development: Accelerating pro-

gress towards attaining the Millennium Development Goals, COM (2005) 134 

final, 12.4.2005, Brussels. 

European Commission (2005d) Communication on Migration and Development: 

Some Concrete Orientations, COM (2005) 390 final, 01.09.2005, Brussels. 

European Commission (2005e) Proposal for a Joint Declaration by the Council, the 

European Parliament and the Commission on the European Union Development 

Policy “The European Consensus”, COM (2005) 311 final, 13.07.2005, Brussels. 

European Commission (2005f) Commission presents Strategy to help Developing 

Countries end Health Workers Shortage, IP/05/1593, 14 December 2005, Brus-

sels. 

European Commission (2003) Communication on immigration, integration and em-

ployment, COM (2003) 336 final, 3.6.2003, Brussels. 



362 

European Commission (2002) Communication on integrating migration issues in the 

European Union’s relations with third countries, COM (2002) 703 final, 

3.12.2002, Brussels. 

European Commission (2000a) Summary of the 2316th Council meeting, General Af-

fairs, C/00/465, 200013999/00 (Presse 465), 4 December, Brussels. 

European Commission (2000b) Africa-Europe Summit - Cairo Declaration, 7677/00, 

7 April, Brussels. 

European Commission (1998) Summary of the 2148th Council meeting, General Af-

fairs, C/98/431, 13677/98 (Presse 431), 6/7 December, Brussels. 

European Commission (1994) Communication on Immigration and Asylum Policies, 

(COM (1994) 23 final), 23.02.1994, Brussels. 

European Commission (1993) Immigration - the situation in the EC Member States 

in 1992: attitudes towards controls, labour market requirements and the chal-

lenge of integration, Working document, V/166/94-EN, June, Brussels. 

European Commission (1991) Communication on Immigration, SEC (91) 1855 final, 

23 October, Brussels. 

European Commission (1990) Policies on Immigration and the Social Integration of 

Migrants, Experts’ report drawn up on behalf of the Commission of the European 

Communities, SEC (90) 1813 final, 28 September, Brussels. 

European Commission (1985) Guidelines for a Community policy on migration, COM 

(85) 48 final, 7 March, Brussels. 

European Commission/High Representative (2011) Joint Communication on a Part-

nership for Democracy and Shared Prosperity with the Southern Mediterranean, 

COM (2011) 200 final, 8.3.2011, Brussels. 

European Communities (2002) European Social Statistics: Migration, European 

Commission, Luxembourg. 

European Communities (1987) Single European Act, Official Journal of the European 

Communities, No L 169/2, 29.6.87, Brussels. 

European Council (2018) Council Conclusions, EUCO 9/18, 28 June, Brussels. 

European Council (2016) EU-Turkey statement, Press Release, 18 March, Brussels. 

European Council (2014a) Council conclusions on migration in EU development co-

operation, Foreign Affairs (Development) Council meeting, 12 December, Brus-

sels. 

European Council (2014b) Council Conclusions, EUCO 79/14, 26/27 June, Brussels. 

European Council (2013a) Joint declaration establishing a Mobility Partnership be-

tween the Kingdom of Morocco and the European Union and its Member States, 

6139/13 ADD 1 REV 3, 3 June, Brussels. 

European Council (2013b) Conclusions on the 2013 UN High-Level Dialogue on Mi-

gration and Development and on broadening the development-migration nexus, 

12415/13, 19 July, Brussels.   

European Council (2009) Council Conclusions on Policy Coherence for Development 

(PCD), 16079/09, 18 November, Brussels.    

European Council (2007) Conclusions on the European Programme for Action to 

tackle the critical shortage of health workers in developing countries (2007-

2013), 7189/07, 15 May, Brussels. 

European Council (2005a) Global Approach to Migration: Priority action focusing 

on Africa and the Mediterranean, Presidency Conclusions, 15 and 16 December, 

D/05/4, Brussels. 



363 

European Council (2005b) The Hague Programme: Strengthening Freedom, Security 

and Justice in the European Union, OJEU, 3.3.2005, Brussels. 

European Council (2000) High-Level Working Group on Asylum and Migration Re-

port to the European Council in Nice, 

https://www.consilium.eu-

ropa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/misc/13993.en0%20ann.doc.html 

European Council (1999) Presidency Conclusions, Tampere European Council, 15 

and 16 October. 

European Council (1998) Presidency Conclusions, Vienna European Council, 11 and 

12 December. 

European Council (1992) ’Declaration on Principles Governing External Aspects of 

Migration Policy’, Conclusions of the Presidency, December 12. 

European Council (1985) ‘Council resolution of 16 July 1985 on guidelines for a 

Community policy on migration’, Bulletin of the European Communities, Sup-

plement 9/85, Brussels. 

European Court of Auditors (2021) EU readmission cooperation with third countries: 

relevant actions yielded limited results, Special report 17/2021, Luxembourg. 

European Court of Auditors (2016) EU external migration spending in Southern Med-

iterranean and Eastern Neighbourhood countries until 2014, Special report 

9/2016, Luxembourg. 

European External Action Service/European Commission (2020) ‘Intervention on be-

half of European External Action Service and European Commission services’, 

First Regional Review of the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Mi-

gration in the UNECE region, 12-13 November, Geneva. 

https://migrationnetwork.un.org/sites/default/files/docs/statement_-_european_com-

mission_roundtable_4.pdf 

European External Action Service (2018a) Speech by High Representative/Vice-Pres-

ident Federica Mogherini at the plenary session of the European Parliament on 

the preparation of the Marrakech Intergovernmental Conference of 10-11 De-

cember on the UN Global Compact for Migration, Bruxelles, 29.11.2018 

https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-Homepage/54642/speech-

high-representativevice-president-federica-mogherini-plenary-session-euro-

pean_en 

European External Action Service (2018b) Factsheet about EUCAP Sahel Niger. 

https://cdn4-eeas.fpfis.tech.ec.europa.eu/cdn/farfuture/6sjozS5QJFnhCpw-

Buxo1B1E5dqG6bPARScibgk98ICI/mtime:1542376345/sites/eeas/files/201811

05_factsheet_eucap_sahel_niger_en_nov_18.pdf 

European Parliament (2021) European Parliament resolution of 25 March 2021 on a 

new EU-Africa Strategy – a partnership for sustainable and inclusive develop-

ment (2020/2041(INI)), P9_TA (2021) 0108, Brussels. 

European Parliament (2019) On-going negotiations for a new EU-ACP Partnership 

Agreement, 2019-2024, https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-

2019-0084_EN.pdf 

European Parliament (2017a) The Joint Africa-EU Strategy, Directorate-General for 

External Policies, Policy Department, Brussels. 

European Parliament (2017b) Development Cooperation Instrument, Briefing How 

the EU-budget is spent, October.  



364 

European Parliament (2017c) The budgetary tools for financing the EU external pol-

icy, Budgetary Affairs, Study for the BUDG committee, Directorate-General for 

Internal Policies of the Union. 

European Parliament (2016a) Situation in the Mediterranean and need for a holistic 

EU approach to migration, Text adopted by Parliament, single reading, 

2015/2095 (INI) http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/sum-

mary.do?id=1432058&t=d&l=en 

European Parliament (2016b) Overview on the use of EU Funds for migration poli-

cies: in-depth analysis, Directorate-General for internal policies of the Union, 

Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs.  

European Parliament (2015a) EU cooperation with third countries in the field of mi-

gration, Study for the LIBE Committee, PE 536.469, Brussels. 

European Parliament (2015b) European Neighbourhood Policy Southern Neighbour-

hood–migration issues, Briefing, December. 

European Parliament (2014) The Impacts of Remittances on Developing Countries, 

Policy Department DG External Policies, EXPO/B/DEVE/2013/34, April, Brus-

sels. 

European Parliament (2006) Analysis of the external dimension of the EU’s asylum 

and immigration policies’ – summary and recommendations for the European 

Parliament, Study, DGExPo/B/PolDep/ETUDE/2006_11. 

European Parliament, Council, Commission (2017) The New European Consensus on 

Development: ‘Our World, our Dignity, our Future’, OJEU, 30.6.2017. 

European Think-Tanks Group (2010) New Challenges, New Beginnings: Next Steps 

in European Development Cooperation, Overseas Development Institute (ODI). 

European Training Foundation (2015) Migrant Support Measures form an Employ-

ment and Skills Perspective (MISMES) – Moldova. 

http://www.etf.europa.eu/we-

batt.nsf/0/74448D14C3CF2E3CC1257E9A002CABBE/$file/MISMES%20Mol-

dova.pdf 

European Union (2015) Valletta Summit on Migration, 11-12 November, Action Plan.  

European Union (2014) Statement by the European Union and its Member States, 

Special Session of the General Assembly on the Follow-up to the Programme of 

Action of the International Conference on Population and Development beyond 

2014, 22 September, 

http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/events/pdf/other/4/coun-

try/european-union.pdf 

European Union (1997) Treaty of Amsterdam, Luxembourg.  

European Union/European Parliament/the Council (2017) Regulation establishing the 

European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD), the EFSD Guarantee and 

the EFSD Guarantee Fund, PE-CONS 43/17, Brussels, 13 September. 

Evans, T. and Wilson, P. (1992) ‘Regime Theory and the English School of Interna-

tional Relations: A Comparison’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 

Vol. 21, No. 3, pp, 329-351. 

Facchini, G. Mayda A. M. and Mishra, P. (2008) ‘Do Interest Groups Affect U.S. 

Immigration Policy?, IMF Working Papers, WP/08/244, October, Washington D. 

C. 

Faia, T. (2012) Exporting Paradise: EU Development Policy towards Africa since the 

End of the Cold War, Cambridge Scholars Publishing, Newcastle upon Tyne. 



365 

Faini, R. (2004) ‘Trade Liberalization in a Globalizing World’, CEPR Discussion Pa-

per 4665, Centre for Economic Policy Research, London.  

Faini, R. and Venturini, A. (1994) ‘Migration and Growth: The Experience of South-

ern Europe’, CEPR Discussion Paper 964, London, 

www.cepr.org/pubs/dps/DP964.asp 

Fairclough, N. (2013) Critical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of Language, 

second edition, first published 1995, Routledge, London and New York. 

Fairclough, N. (1992) Discourse and Social Change, Polity Press, Cambridge. 

Faist, T. (2019) ‘Contested externalisation: responses to global inequalities’, Compar-

ative Migration Studies, Vol. 7, Nr. 45, pp. 1-8. 

Faist, T. (2008) ‘Migrants as Transnational Development Agents: An Inquiry into the 

Newest Round of the Migration-Development Nexus’, Population, Space and 

Place, Vol. 14, pp. 21-42. 

Faist, T. and Ette, A. eds. (2007) The Europeanization of National Policies and Poli-

tics of Immigration: Between Autonomy and the European Union, Palgrave Mac-

millan, Basingstoke and New York. 

Faist, T. and Fauser, M. (2011) The Migration-Development Nexus: A Transnational 

Perspective, Palgrave Macmillan, London. 

Faleg, G. (2014) When Knowledge Meets Practice: Learning Communities and the 

EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy, The London School of Economics 

and Political Science.  

Faleg, G. (2011) ‘Between knowledge and power: epistemic communities and the 

emergence of security sector reform in the EU security architecture’, European 

Security, Vol. 21, Issue 2, pp. 161-184. 

Fargues, P. and Fandrich, C. (2012) ‘Migration after the Arab Spring’, MPC Research 

Report 2012/09, European University Institute, Florence. 

Farrell, T. (2002) ‘Constructivist security studies: Portrait of a research program’, In-

ternational Studies Review, Vol. 4, Issue 1, pp. 49-72. 

Faustini-Torres, L. (2020) ‘Another nexus? Exploring narratives on the linkage be-

tween EU external migration policies and the democratization of the southern 

Mediterranean neighbourhood’, Comparative Migration Studies, Vol. 8, Article 

Nr, 9. Online version https://doi.org/10.1186/s40878-019-0165-z 

Fay, B. (1985) ‘Theory and metatheory in social science – or why the philosophy of 

social science is so hard’, Metaphilosophy, Vol. 16, Nr. 2 & 3, April/July, pp. 

150-165. 

Fearon, J. D. and Wendt, A. (2002) ‘Rationalism v. Constructivism: A Skeptical 

View’ in Carlsnaes, W., Risse, T. and Simmons, B. eds., Handbook of Interna-

tional Relations, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, 1st edition. 

Fehl, C. (2004) ‘Explaining the International Criminal Court: A “Practice Test” for 

Rationalist and Constructivist Approaches’, European Journal of International 

Relations, Vol. 10, No. 3, 357-394. 

Felbermayr, G. J. and Toubal, F. (2012) ‘Revisiting the Trade-Migration Nexus: Evi-

dence from New OECD Data’, World Development, Vol. 40, Issue 5, May, pp. 

928-937. 

Feldman, G. (2012) The Migration Apparatus: Security, Labor, and Policymaking in 

the European Union, Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA. 

Femia, J. (2005) ‘Gramsci, Machiavelli and International Relations’, The Political 

Quarterly, Vol. 76, Issue 3, pp. 341-349. 



366 

Finnemore, M. (1996) National Interests in International Society, Cornell University 

Press, Ithaca.  

Finnemore, M. and Sikking, K. (1998) ‘International Norm Dynamics and Political 

Change’, International Organization, Vol. 52, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 887-917. 

Fischer, P., Martin, R. and Straubhaar, T. (1997) ‘Interdependencies between Devel-

opment and Migration’, in Hammar, T. et al., International Migration, Immobility 

and Development: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, Berg Publishers, Oxford. 

Flahaux, M. L., and de Haas, H. (2016) ‘African migration: trends, patterns, drivers’, 

Comparative Migration Studies, Vol. 4, Nr. 1, pp. 1-25. 

Flick, U. (2007) Designing Qualitative Research, Sage Publications, London. 

Fligstein, N. (1998) ‘Institutional entrepreneurs and cultural frames: the case of the 

European Union’s Single Market Program’, paper at the Workshop on Ideas, Cul-

ture and Political Analysis, Center of International Studies, Princeton University. 

Flockhart, T. (2010) ‘Europeanization or EU‐ization? The Transfer of European 

Norms across Time and Space’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 48, 

Issue 4, September, pp. 787-810. 

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006) ‘Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research,’ Qualita-

tive Inquiry, Vol. 12, No. 2, April, pp. 219-245. 

Forster, J. and Stokke, O. (1999) ‘Coherence of Policies Towards Developing Coun-

tries: Approaching the Problematique’ in Forster, J. and Stokke, O. eds. Policy 

Coherence in Development Co-operation, Routledge, London and New York. 

Frankenhaeuser, M. ed., Hofmann, M., Noack, M. and Perchinig, B. (2013) Mapping 

Migration and Development in six regional migration dialogues, ICMPD, Vi-

enna. 

Franzosi, R. (1998) ‘Narrative analysis – or why (and how) sociologists should be 

interested in narrative’, Annual Review of Sociology, Vol. 24, pp. 517-554. 

Fratzke, S. and Salant, B. (2018) ‘Moving Beyond “Root Causes”: The Complicated 

Relationship between Development and Migration’, MPI Policy Brief, January, 

Issue Nr. 2, MPI. 

Freeman, G. P. (2001) ‘Client politics or populism? Immigration reform in the United 

States’, in Guiraudon, V. and Joppke, C. eds. Controlling a New Migration World, 

Routledge, London, Oxford. 

Freeman, G. P. (1998) ‘The Decline of Sovereignty? Politics and Immigration Re-

striction in Liberal States’ in Joppke, C. ed. Challenge to the Nation-State: Immi-

gration in Western Europe and the United States, Oxford University Press. 

Freeman, G. P. (1994) ‘Can Liberal States Control Unwanted Migration?’ in Miller, 

M. J. (special ed.) ‘Strategies for Immigration Control: An International Compar-

ison’ special issue of the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 

Science, Vol. 534, July, pp. 17-30. 

Frelick, B., Kysel, I. M. and Podkul, J. (2016) ‘The Impact of Externalization of Mi-

gration Controls on the Rights of Asylum Seekers and Other Migrants’, Journal 

on Migration and Human Security, Vol. 4 Nr. 4, pp. 190-220. 

Friman, H. ed. (2015) The Politics of Leverage in International Relations: Name, 

Shame, and Sanction, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Friman, H. R. (2008) ‘Migration and Security: Crime, Terror and the Politics of Order’ 

in Chebel d’Appollonia, A. and Reich, S. eds. Immigration, Integration, and Se-

curity: America and Europe in Comparative Perspective, University of Pittsburgh 

Press.    



367 

Fromentin, V. (2017) ‘The long-run and short-run impacts of remittances on financial 

development in developing countries, The Quarterly Review of Economics and 

Finance, Vol. 66, November, pp. 192-201. 

G8 (2004) G8 Action Plan: Applying the Power of Entrepreneurs to the Eradication 

of Poverty, Sea Island Summit, June 8-10, Sea Island, GA. 

Gadamer, H. G. (2004) Philosophical Hermeneutics, translated and edited by Linge 

D. E., second edition, University of California Press, Berkeley. 

Gallarotti, G. M. (2010) Cosmopolitan Power in International Relations: A Synthesis 

of Realism, Neoliberalism, and Constructivism, Cambridge University Press. 

Gamlen, A. (2015) ‘The rise of diaspora institutions’ in Sigona, N., Gamlen, A., Liber-

tore, G., Neveu-Kringelbach, H. (eds) Diasporas Reimagined: Spaces, Practices 

and Belonging, COMPAS, Oxford. 

Gammeltoft-Hansen, T. (2011a) Access to Asylum: International Refugee Law and 

the Globalisation of Migration Control, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Gammeltoft-Hansen, T. (2011b) ‘Outsourcing Asylum: the Advent of Protection Lite’ 

in Bialasiewicz, L. ed. Europe in the World: EU Geopolitics and the Making of 

European Space, Ashgate. 

Gammeltoft-Hansen, T. and Vedsted-Hansen, J. eds. (2017) Human Rights and the 

Dark Side of Globalisation: Transnational Law Enforcement and Migration Con-

trol, Routledge, Abingdon and New York. 

Gamso, J. and Yuldashev, F. (2018a) ‘Targeted Foreign Aid and International Migra-

tion: Is Development-Promotion an Effective Immigration Policy?, International 

Studies Quarterly, Vol. 62, Issue 4, December, pp. 809-820. 

Gamso, J. and Yuldashev, F. (2018b) ‘Does rural development aid reduce interna-

tional migration?’, World Development, Vol. 110, October, pp. 268-282. 

Garrett, G. and Weingast, B. R. (1993) ‘Ideas, Interests and Institutions: Constructing 

the EC Internal Market’ in Goldstein, J. and Keohane, R. O. eds. Ideas and For-

eign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change, Cornell University Press, 

Ithaka. 

GCIM (2005) Migration in an interconnected world: new directions for action, 

Global Commission on International Migration, SRO-Kundig, Switzerland. 

Geddes, A. (2021) Governing Migration Beyond the State: Europe, North America, 

South America, and Southeast Asia in a Global Context, Oxford University Press, 

Oxford. 

Geddes, A. (2009) ‘Migration as Foreign Policy: The External Dimension of EU Ac-

tion on Migration and Asylum’, SIEPS Report 2009: 2, Stockholm. 

Geddes, A. (2005) ‘Europe’s Border Relationships and International Migration Rela-

tions’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 43, Number 4, pp. 787-806. 

Geddes, A. (2003) The Politics of Migration and Immigration in Europe, Sage, Lon-

don. 

Geddes, A. and Scholten, P. (2016) The Politics of Migration and Immigration in Eu-

rope, Sage, London.  

Geddes, A., Espinoza, M. V., Hadj Abdou, L., and Brumat, L. (2019) The Dynamics 

of Regional Migration Governance, Edvard Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham and 

Northampton. 

Geddes, A. and Maru, M. T. (2020) ‘Localising Migration Diplomacy in Africa? Ethi-

opia in its Regional and International Setting’, EUI Working Papers RSCAS 

2020/50, Migration Policy Centre, Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies. 



368 

Geddes, A., Hadj Abdou, L., and Brumat, L. (2020) Migration and Mobility in the 

European Union, Red Globe Press, London. 

Geiger, M. and Pécoud, A. (2013) ‘Migration, Development and the “Migration and 

Development Nexus”’, Population, Space and Place, Vol. 19, Issue 4, July/Au-

gust, pp. 369-374. 

Geiger, M. and Pécoud, A. eds. (2010) The Politics of International Migration Man-

agement, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke and New York.  

Gelpi, C. (2010) The Power of Legitimacy: Assessing the Role of Norms in Crisis 

Bargaining, Princeton University Press. 

George, A. L. and Bennett, A. (2005) Case Studies and Theory Development in the 

Social Sciences, MIT Press, Cambridge. 

Gerring, J. (2007) ‘Is There a (Viable) Crucial-Case Method?’, Comparative Political 

Studies, Vol. 40, Issue 3, March, pp. 231-253.  

Ghani, R. B. A. (2020) Trade, Migration, Poverty and Inequality: A Global Perspec-

tive, University of Waikato. 

Ghezelbash, D. (2018) Refuge Lost: Asylum Law in an Interdependent World, Cam-

bridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Ghosh, B. (2000) Managing Migration: Time for a New International Regime for Or-

derly Movements of People? Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Gibney, M. J. (2005) ‘Beyond the Bounds of Responsibility: Western States and 

Measures to Prevent the Arrival of Refugees’, Global Migration Perspectives, 

No. 22, January. 

https://www.refworld.org/docid/42ce4f304.html 

Gilardi, F. (2012) ‘Transnational diffusion: Norms, ideas, and policies’ in Carlsnaes, 

W., Risse, T. and Simmons, B. eds., Handbook of International Relations, Sage, 

Thousand Oaks, 2nd edition. 

Gilpin, R. (2001) Global Political Economy: Understanding the International Eco-

nomic Order, Princeton University Press, Princeton. 

Glaab, K. and Engelkamp, S. (2011) ‘”Writing Norms” - Norm Diffusion as Scholarly 

Practice’, paper presented to the ECPR General Conference, University of Ice-

land, Reykjavik, 25-27 August. 

Glaser, C. (2010) Rational Theory of International Politics: The Logic of Competition 

and Cooperation, Princeton University Press, Princeton. 

Global Migration Group (2013) GMG Position Paper “International Migration and 

Development”, UN General Assembly High-level Dialogue on International Mi-

gration and Development 2013. 

Goddard, S. E. (2018) When Right Makes Might: Rising Powers and World Order, 

Cornell University Press, Ithaca and London. 

Goddard, S. E. (2009) ‘When Right Makes Might: How Prussia Overturned the Eu-

ropean Balance of Power’, International Security, Vol. 33, pp. 110-142. 

Goddard, S. E., MacDonald, P. K. and Nexon, D. H. (2019) ‘Repertoires of statecraft: 

instruments and logics of power politics’, International Relations, Vol. 33, Issue 

2, pp 304-321. 

Goddard, S. E. and Krebs, R. R. (2015) ‘Rhetoric, Legitimation, and Grand Strat-

egy’, Security Studies, Vol. 24, Issue 1, pp. 5-36. 

Goddard, S. E. and Nexon, D. H. (2005) ‘Paradigm Lost: Reassessing Theory of In-

ternational Relations’, European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 11, Is-

sue 1, pp. 9-61.  



369 

Godin, M., Gabrielsen Jumbert, M., Lebon-McGregor, E., Schweers, J. and Hatleskog 

Tjønn, M. (2021) ‘Examination of internal incoherence in European policies in 

the field of migration’, MIGNEX Background Paper, Peace Research Institute 

Oslo. 

Godson, J. L. (2018) Strength of Mind: Courage, Hope, Freedom, Knowledge, Cas-

cade Books. 

Goertz, G. and Diehl, P. F. (1994) ‘International Norms and Power Politics’ in Way-

man, F. W. and Diehl, P. F. eds. Reconstructing Realpolitik, The University of 

Michigan Press, Ann Arbour.  

Goertz, G. and Diehl, P. F. (1992) ‘Toward a Theory of International Norms: Some 

Conceptual and Measurement Issues’, The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 

36, No. 4, Dec., pp. 634-664. 

Gofas, A. and Hay, C. (2008) ‘The Ideas Debate in International and European Stud-

ies: Towards a Cartography and Critical Assessment’, IBEI Working Paper No. 

2008/11. 

Goldstein, J. and Keohane, R. O. (1993) ‘Ideas and Foreign Policy: An analytical 

Framework’ in Goldstein, J. and Keohane, R. O. eds. Ideas and Foreign Policy: 

Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change, Cornell University Press, Ithaka. 

Goodman, A. (2005) Spanish enclaves quiet after deaths, CNN, 2005-10-07. 

Gökalp Aras, N. E. and Mencutek, Z. S. (2015) ‘The international migration and for-

eign policy nexus: the case of Syrian refugee crisis and Turkey’, Migration Let-

ters, Vol 12, No. 3, pp. 193-208. 

Green European Foundation (2016) Guide to EU Funding on Migration and Asylum, 

The Green European Foundation for the Greens/EFA Group in the European Par-

liament. 

Greenhill, K.M. (2010) Weapons of Mass Migration: Forced Displacement, Coer-

cion, and Foreign Policy, Cornell University Press, Ithaka. 

Greenhill, K.M. (2004) People Pressure: Strategic Engineered Migration as an In-

strument of Statecraft and the Rise of the Human Rights Regime, Dissertation, 

MIT, Cambridge MA. 

Gregl, M. and Logožar, K. (2017) ‘The Impact of Development Aid on the Interna-

tional Migrations in the African, Caribbean, and Pacific Group of States’, Zagreb 

International Review of Economics & Business, Vol. 20, Issue 1, pp. 101-112. 

Grundmann, R. and Stehr, N. (2012) The Power of Scientific Knowledge: From Re-

search to Public Policy, Cambridge University Press.  

Gstöhl, S. and Schunz, S. eds. (2021) The External Action of the European Union: 

Concepts, Approaches, Theories, Macmillan, Red Globe Press. 

Guardian (2020) Erdoğan in talks with European leaders over refugee cash for Tur-

key, by Wintour, P. and Smith, H., 17 March. 

Guardian (2002) EU splits on linking aid to action on migration, by Black, I., 18 June. 

Guild, E. (2016) ‘Equivocal Claims? Ambivalent Controls? Labour Migration Re-

gimes in the European Union’, in Guild, E. and Mantu, S. eds. Constructing and 

Imagining Labour Migration: Perspectives of Control from Five Continents, 

Routledge, London and New York.  

Guild, E. and Mantu, S. (2016) ‘The Appearance of Control: Examining Labour Mi-

gration Regimes with High Control Claims’ in Guild, E. and Mantu, S. eds. Con-

structing and Imagining Labour Migration: Perspectives of Control from five 

Continents, Routledge, London and New York.  



370 

Guiraudon, V. (2003a) ‘Before the EU Border: Remote Control of the “Huddled 

Masses”’, in Groenendijk, C., Groenendijk, K., Guild, E., and Minderhoud, P.E. 

eds. In Search of Europe’s Borders, Kluwer, The Hague. 

Guiraudon, V. (2003b) ‘The Constitution of a European Immigration Policy Domain: 

a Political Sociology Approach’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 10, No. 

2, pp. 263-282. 

Guiraudon, V. (2001) ‘De-nationalizing migration control: Analyzing state responses 

to constraints on migration control’ in Guiraudon, V. and Joppke, C. eds. Con-

trolling a New Migration World, Routledge, London. 

Guiraudon, V. (2000) ‘European Integration and Migration Policy: Vertical Policy-

making as Venue Shopping’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 38, No. 2, 

pp. 251-271. 

Guiraudon, V. and Joppke, C. eds. (2001) Controlling a New Migration World, 

Routledge, London. 

Guiraudon, V. and Lahav, G. (2000) ‘A Reappraisal of the State Sovereignty Debate: 

The Case of Migration Control’, Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 33, Issue 2, 

March, pp. 163-195.  

Gurowitz, A. (2011) ‘Mobilizing International Norms: Domestic Actors, Immigrants, 

and the Japanese State’, World Politics, Vol. 51, Issue 3, pp. 413-445.  

Guterres, A. (2017) Migration can benefit the world. This is how we at the UN plan 

to help, The Guardian View.   

Guzzini, S. (2020) ‘Saving Realist Prudence’ in Barkin, S. ed. The Social Construc-

tion of State Power: Applying Realist Constructivism, Bristol University Press, 

Bristol. 

Guzzini, S. (2018) ‘Hans J. Morgenthau and the three purposes of power’, DIIS Work-

ing paper 2018:4, DIIS, Copenhagen. 

Guzzini, S. (2013) Power, Realism and Constructivism, Routledge. 

Guzzini, S. (2011) ‘Securitization as a causal mechanism’, Security Dialogue, Vol. 

42, Issue 4-5, pp. 329-341. 

Guzzini, S. (2007) ‘The concept of power: a constructivist approach’ in Berenskoetter, 

F. and Williams, M. J. eds. Power in World Politics, Routledge, London and New 

York. 

Guzzini, S. (2000) ‘A Reconstruction of Constructivism in International Relations’, 

European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 6, No. 2, 147-182. 

Haas, E. B. (2001) ‘Does Constructivism Subsume Neo-functionalism?’, in Christi-

ansen, T., Jørgensen, K. E. and Wiener, A. eds. The Social Construction of Eu-

rope, Sage Publications, London. 

Haas, P. M. (1992) ‘Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy 

Coordination’, International Organization, Vol. 46, Issue 1, Winter, pp. 1-35. 

Haas, E. B. (1990) When Knowledge is Power: Three Models of Change in Interna-

tional Organizations, University of California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles, Ox-

ford. 

Haacke, J. (2005) ‘The Frankfurt School and International Relations: on the centrality 

of recognition’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 31, Issue 1, pp. 181-194. 

Hackenesch, C., Bergmann, J., and Orbie, J. (2021) ‘Development Policy under Fire? 

The Politicization of European External Relations’, Journal of Common Market 

Studies, Vol. 59, Issue 1, pp. 3-19. 



371 

Haggart, B. (2017a) ‘Introduction to the Special Issue: Rise of the “Knowledge Struc-

ture”: Implications for the Exercise of Power in the Global Political Economy’, 

Journal of Information Policy, Vol. 7, pp. 164-175. 

Haggart, B. (2017b) ‘Incorporating the Study of Knowledge into the IPE Mainstream, 

or, When Does a Trade Agreement Stop Being a Trade Agreement?’ Journal of 

Information Policy, Vol. 7, pp. 176-203. 

Hahn, M. (2009) The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership: The Barcelona Process since 

1995, Diplomica Verlag, Hamburg. 

Hailbronner, K. (2010) ‘Implications of the EU Lisbon Treaty on EU Immigration 

Law’, paper to the Fourth Workshop of the Transatlantic Exchange for Academ-

ics in Migration Studies, March 29-30, San Diego. 

Hailbronner, K., Martin, D. A., and Motomura, H. eds. (1998) Immigration Controls: 

The Search for Workable Policies in Germany and the United States, Berghahn 

Books, Providence and Oxford. 

Hall, S. (1996) ‘The West and the Rest: Discourse and power’, in Hall, S., Held, D., 

Hubert, D. and Thompson, K. eds. Modernity: An introduction to modern socie-

ties, Blackwell, Malden, MA. 

Hall, P.A. and Taylor, R. C. R. (1996) ‘Political Science and the Three New Institu-

tionalisms’, Political Studies, Vol. 44, Issue 5, pp. 936-957.  

Hamati-Ataya, I. (2010) ‘Knowing and Judging in International Relations Theory: 

Realism and the Reflexive Challenge’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 36, 

No. 4, pp. 1079-1101. 

Hammar, T. (1992) ‘Regulation and Costs: The Interplay Between Regulation and 

Integration Policies’, paper presented at the conference Mass Migration in Eu-

rope: Implications in East and West, March 5-7, Vienna. 

Hammar, T., Brochmann, G., Tamas, K. and Faist, T. eds. (1997) International mi-

gration, immobility and development: Multidisciplinary perspectives, Berg Pub-

lishers, Oxford. 

Hammar, T. and Tamas, K. (1997) ‘Why Do People Go or Stay?’ in Hammar et al. 

International Migration, Immobility and Development: Multidisciplinary Per-

spectives, Berg Publishers, Oxford. 

Hampshire, J. (2013) The Politics of Immigration: Contradictions of the Liberal State, 

Polity, Cambridge, Malden. 

Harris, J. R. and Todaro, M. P. (1970) ‘Migration, Unemployment and Development: 

A Two-Sector Analysis’, The American Economic Review, Vol. 60, No. 1, pp. 

126-142. 

Hartnell, H. E. (2006) ‘Belonging: Citizenship and Migration in the European Union 

and in Germany’ Berkeley Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, Issue 1, pp. 330-

400. 

Hasenclever, A., Mayer, P. and Rittberger, V. (2004) ‘Does regime robustness require 

a fair distribution of the gains from cooperation?’ in Underdal, A. and Young, O. 

R. (eds.) Regime Consequences: Methodological Challenges and Research Strat-

egies, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, Boston, London. 

Hasenclever, A., Mayer, P. and Rittberger, V. (1997) Theories of International Re-

gimes, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK. 

Hasenclever, A., Mayer, P. and Rittberger, V. (1996) ‘Interests, Power, Knowledge: 

The Study of International Regimes’, Mershon International Studies Review, Vol. 

40, pp. 177-228. 



372 

Hassenteufel, P. and Saurugger, S. (2016) ‘Economic crisis and policy change: to-

wards an actor-centred constructivist perspective’, paper presented to the ECPR 

General Conference, September 7-10, Prague. 

Haukkala, H. (2008) ‘A Norm-Maker or a Norm-Taker? in Hopf, T. ed. Russia’s Eu-

ropean Choice, Palgrave Macmillan, New York. 

Haverland, M. (2010) ‘If Similarity is the Challenge – Congruence Analysis Should 

be Part of the Answer’, European Political Science, Vol. 9, Issue 1, pp. 68-73. 

Hay, C. and Rosamond, B. (2002) ‘Globalization, European Integration and the Dis-

cursive Construction of Economic Imperatives’, Journal of European Public Pol-

icy, Vol. 9, No. 2, pp. 147-67. 

Hayden, P. and Schick, K. (2016) ‘Recognition and the International: Meanings, Lim-

its, Manifestations’, in Hayden, P. and Schick, K. eds. Recognition and Global 

Politics, Manchester University Press, Manchester. 

Head, B. W. (2010) ‘Reconsidering evidence-based policy: Key issues and chal-

lenges’, Policy and Society, Vol. 29, Issue 2, pp. 77-94. 

Heather, J. (2013) ‘Multifaceted Migration Management: Bilateral Mobility Partner-

ships in the European Union’, The George Washington International Law Review, 

Vol. 45, Issue 2, pp. 383-411. 

Heazle, M., Kane, J. and Patapan, H. (2016) ‘Good public policy: on the interaction 

of political and expert authority’ in Heazle, M. and Kane, J. eds. Policy Legiti-

macy, Science and Political Authority: Knowledge and Action in Liberal Democ-

racies, Routledge, London and New York. 

Hegel, G. W. F. (1991) Elements of the Philosophy of Right, Cambridge University 

Press, Cambridge, first published in 1820. 

Heisler, M. O. (2001) ‘Now and Then, Here and There: Migration and the Transfor-

mation of Identities, Borders and Orders’ in Albert, M., Jacobsen, D. and Lapid, 

Y. eds. Identities, Borders, Orders: Rethinking International Relations Theory, 

University of Minnesota Press. 

Heisler, B. S. and Heisler, M. O. (1986) ‘Transnational Migration and the Modern 

Democratic State: Familiar Problems in New Form or a New Problem?’, Annals 

of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 485, pp. 12-22. 

Helbling, M. and Kalkum, D. (2017) ‘Migration policy trends in OECD countries’, 

Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 25, Issue 12, pp. 1-19.  

Helbling, M., Bjerre, L., Römer, F. and Zobel, M. (2013) ‘The Immigration Policies 

in Comparison (IMPIC) Index: The Importance of a Sound Conceptualization’, 

Migration and Citizenship, Vol. 1, No. 2, Summer.  

Hermann, M. G. (2008) ‘Content Analysis’ in Klotz, A. and Prakash, D. eds. Quali-

tative Methods in International Relations: A Pluralist Guide, Palgrave Macmil-

lan, Basingstoke and New York. 

Hermele, K. (1997) ‘The Discourse on Migration and Development’ in Hammar et. 

Al. International Migration, Immobility and Development: Multidisciplinary Per-

spectives, Berg Publishers, Oxford. 

Higazi, A. (2005) ‘Integrating Migration & Development Policies: Challenges for 

ACP-EU Cooperation’, Ecmpd Discussion Paper, No. 62, January. 

Hill, C. (2010) Grand Strategies: Literature, Statecraft, and World Order, Sheridan 

Books, Ann Arbour. 

Hobson, J. M. (2000) The State and International Relations, Cambridge University 

Press, Cambridge. 



373 

Hofferberth, M. and Weber, C. (2015) ‘Lost in translation: a critique of constructivist 

norm research’, Journal of International Relations and Development, Vol.18, Is-

sue 1, January, pp. 75-103. 

Hofmann, J. and König, M. (2006) Technology boosts trade boosts migration: On the 

interplay of three key globalisation phenomena, Deutsche Bank Research, Frank-

furt. 

Holden, P. (2009) In Search of Structural Power: EU Aid Policy as a Global Political 

Instrument, Ashgate, Farnham and Burlington. 

Hollifield, J. F. (2012) ‘Governing Migration’ in Khory, K. R. ed. Global Migration: 

Challenges in the Twenty-First Century, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hollifield, J. F. (2007) ‘The Emerging Migration State’ in Portes, A. and DeWind, J. 

eds. Rethinking Migration: New Theoretical and Empirical Perspectives, 

Berghahn Books, New York, Oxford. 

Hollifield, J. F. (2004) ‘The Emerging Migration State’, International Migration Re-

view, Vol. 38, Issue 3, September, pp. 885-912. 

Hollifield, J. F. (2000) ‘The politics of international migration’ in Brettel, C. B. and 

Hollifield, J. F. eds. Migration Theory: Talking across disciplines, Routledge, 

New York and London. 

Hollifield, J. F. (1992) Immigrants, Markets, and States: The Political Economy of 

Postwar Europe, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.  

Hollifield, J. (1986) ‘Immigration Policy in France and Germany: Outputs versus Out-

comes’, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, Vol. 

485, Issue 1, pp. 113-128. 

Hollifield, J. F., Hunt, V. F., and Tichenor, D. J. (2008) ‘Immigrants, Markets, and 

Rights: The United States as an Emerging Migration State’, Washington Univer-

sity Journal of Law & Policy, Vol. 27, Issue 7, pp. 7-44. 

Hollis, M. and Smith, S. (1990) Explaining and Understanding International Rela-

tions, Clarendon Press, Oxford. 

Holsti, K. (1976) ‘The Study of Diplomacy,’ in Rosenau, J. N., Thompson, K. W., 

and Bond, G. eds., World Politics, Free Press, New York. 

Holsti, O. R. (1969) Content analysis for the social sciences and humanities, Addison-

Wesley Pub. Co., Reading, Mass.  

Hong, A. and Knoll, A. (2016) ‘Strengthening the Migration-Development Nexus 

through Improved Policy and Institutional Coherence’, KNOMAD Working Paper 

15, World Bank, Washington. 

Honneth, A. (2012) ‘Recognition between States: On the Moral Substrate of Interna-

tional Relations’, in Lindemann, T. and Ringmar, E. eds. The International Poli-

tics of Recognition, Paradigm Publishers, Boulder and London. 

Hooghe, L. (2005) ‘Several Roads Lead to International Norms, but few via Interna-

tional Socialization: A Case Study of the European Commission’, International 

Organization, Vol. 59, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 861-889. 

Hopf, T. (2002) Social Construction of Foreign Policy: Identities and Foreign Poli-

cies, Moscow, 1955 and 1999, Cornell University Press, Ithaca. 

Hoppe (2005) ‘Rethinking the science-policy nexus: from knowledge utilization and 

science technology studies to types of boundary arrangements’, Poiesis Prax, 

Vol. 3, pp 199-215. 

http://eapmigrationpanel.org/en/meetings/panel-meeting-circular-migration-chisinau 

http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=statecraft&sub=Search+Word-

Net&o2=&o0=1&o8=1&o1=1&o7=&o5=&o9=&o6=&o3=&o4=&h= 



374 

http://www.acp.int/sites/acpsec.waw.be/files/accord_cotonou_revise_2010_en.pdf 

http://www.africa-eu-partnership.org/en/areas-cooperation/migration-mobility-and-

employment/migration-and-mobility 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/migratory-pressures/ 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/migratory-pressures/managing-migra-

tion-flows/ 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/display-

Ftu.html?ftuId=FTU_5.12.3.html 

http://www.globalmigrationgroup.org/what-is-the-gmg 

http://www.iom.int/eastern-partnership-eap-panel-migration-and-asylum-former-

soderkoping-process  

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/statecraft 

https://au.int/sites/default/files/pages/32899-file-4._the_joint_africa_eu_declara-

tion_on-migration_and_development_2006.pdf 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/BX.TRF.PWKR.CD.DT 

https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/1656414?ln=en 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_06_728 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Asylum_statistics 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Migration_and_mi-

grant_population_statistics 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-press-releases/-/3-04032016-AP 

https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/policies/international-affairs/collaboration-coun-

tries/eastern-partnership_en 

https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/borders-and-vi-

sas/schengen/reintroduction-border-control_en 

https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/international-affairs/africa 

https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/policy-coherence-development_en 

https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/projects/eu-global-diaspora-facil-

ity_en 

https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-Homepage/54642/speech-high-rep-

resentativevice-president-federica-mogherini-plenary-session-european_en 

https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/european-neighbourhood-policy-enp_en 

https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/european-neighbourhood-policy-enp_en 

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/leverage 

https://gfmd.org/ 

https://gsp.cgdev.org/ 

https://migrationnetwork.un.org 

https://missingmigrants.iom.int 

https://refugeesmigrants.un.org/drivers-migration  

https://refugeesmigrants.un.org/sites/default/files/180713_agreed_out-

come_global_compact_for_migration.pdf 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/142097.pdf 

https://www.euneighbours.eu/en/south/stay-informed/projects/euromed-migration-iv  

https://www.euractiv.com/section/all/news/eu-africa-agree-on-repatriating-migrants-

but-not-on-the-bill/  

https://www.euractiv.com/section/justice-home-affairs/news/eu-africa-join-forces-

against-slave-trade/ 

https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/2017giz_en_Newsletter_Better_Migration_Man-

agement.pdf 



375 

https://www.icmpd.org/our-work/capacity-building/european-and-global-initia-

tives/mobility-partnership-facility-mpf/ 

https://www.icmpd.org/our-work/migration-dialogues/ 

https://www.icmpd.org/our-work/migration-dialogues/rabat-process/ 

https://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/mainsite/microsites/rcps/igad/afri-

can_md_declaration_2006.pdf 

https://www.oecd.org/development/financing-sustainable-development/develop-

ment-finance-standards/officialdevelopmentassistancedefinitionandcover-

age.htm#Notes 

https://www.pragueprocess.eu/en/about 

https://www.rabat-process.org/en/about/rabat-process/334-cooperation-programme-

2018-2020 

https://www.refworld.org/docid/4694d2ea2.html 

https://www.un.org/development/desa/pd/events/first-high-level-dialogue-interna-

tional-migration-and-development 

https://www.un.org/press/en/2018/ga12113.doc.htm 

https://africa-eu-partnership.org/en/stay-informed/news/high-level-representatives-

gather-addis-ababa-july-craft-blueprint-africanp://www.africa-eu-partner-

ship.org/sites/default/files/documents/130614_mme_action_plan_fiches_-_up-

date_clean_2.pdf 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2021/05/12/defying-predictions-

remittance-flows-remain-strong-during-covid-19-crisis 

Hudson, A. (2006) ‘Case Study on EU Strategy for Action on the Crisis in Human 

Resources for Health in Developing Countries’ in Egenhofer, C. ed. (2006) Policy 

Coherence for Development in the EU Council: Strategies for the Way Forward, 

Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels. 

Huelss, H. (2017) ‘After decision-making: the operationalization of norms in Interna-

tional Relations’, International Theory, Vol. 9, Issue 3, pp. 381-409. 

Hugo, G. (2012) ‘Migration and development in low-income countries: a role for des-

tination country policy?’, Migration and Development, Vol. 1, Issue 1, pp. 24-49. 

Hugo, G. (2003) Circular Migration: Keeping Development Rolling? Migration 

Information Source, June, 

http://www.migrationinformation.org/issue_jun03.cfm. 

Human Rights Watch (2016) Hungary: New Border Regime Threatens Asylum Seek-

ers - Closed Borders, Prosecution and Forcible Returns, 19 September. 

Hungary Today (2019) Foreign Minister: Budapest Process to Become Symbol for 

Stopping Pro-Migration Forces, 2019.02.18. 

Hurd, I. (1999) ‘Legitimacy and Authority in International Politics’, International Or-

ganization, Vol 53, Issue 2, Spring, pp. 379-408. 

Hurrell, A. (1993) ‘International society and the study of regimes: a reflective ap-

proach’ in Rittberger, V. ed. Regime Theory and International Relations, Claren-

don Press, Oxford.  

Hurrell, A. and Macdonald, T. (2012) ‘Ethics and Norms in International Relations’ 

in Carlsnaes, W., Risse, T. and Simmons, B.A. eds. Handbook of International 

Relations, Sage, 2nd edition. 

Hussain, S. M. (2015) ‘Reversing the Brain Drain: Is it Beneficial?’, World Develop-

ment, Vol. 67, March 2015, pp. 310-322. 

Huysmans, J. (2006) The Politics of Insecurity: Fear Migration and Asylum in the 

EU, Routledge, London.  



376 

Huysmans, J. (2002) ‘Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Nor-

mative Dilemma of Writing Security’, Alternatives, Vol 27, Issue 1, February, pp. 

41-62. 

Huysmans, J. (2000) ‘The European Union and the Securitization of Migration, Jour-

nal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 38, No. 5, pp. 751-777.  

Huysmans, J (1995) ‘Migrants as a Security Problem: Dangers of “Securitizing” So-

cietal Issues’ in Miles, R. and Thränhardt, D. eds. Migration and European Inte-

gration: The Dynamics of Inclusion and Exclusion, Pinter, London. 

Hyde-Price, A. (2018) ‘Realism and the European Neighbourhood Policy’ in Schu-

macher, T., Marchetti, A. and Demmelhuber, T. eds. The Routledge Handbook on 

the European Union Neighbourhood Policy, Routledge, Abingdon, New York.  

Hynek, N. and Teti, A. (2010) ‘Saving identity from postmodernism? The normaliza-

tion of constructivism in International Relations’, Contemporary Political The-

ory, Vol. 9, Issue 2, pp. 171-199. 

Iancu, A. (2020) ‘The Bridging Capacity of Realist Constructivism: The Normative 

Evolution of Human Security and the Responsibility to Protect’ in Barkin, S. ed. 

The Social Construction of State Power: Applying Realist Constructivism, Bristol 

University Press, Bristol.  

İçduygu, A. and Üstübici, A. (2014) ‘Negotiating Mobility, Debating Borders: Migra-

tion Diplomacy in Turkey-EU Relations’ in Schwenken, H. and Ruß-Sattar, S. 

eds. New Border and Citizenship Politics, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke and 

New York.  

ICPD (1994) Programme of Action, adopted at the International Conference on Pop-

ulation and Development, 5-13 September, Cairo. 

http://www.unfpa.org/sites/default/files/pub-pdf/programme_of_ac-

tion_Web%20ENGLISH.pdf 

Ignatieff, M. (1994) Blood and Belonging: Journeys into the New Nationalism, Vin-

tage, London.  

ILO (2018) Skills for Employment, Policy Brief, ILO, Geneva. 

ILO (1984) Recommendation concerning Employment Policy, R169 - Employment 

Policy (Supplementary Provisions) Recommendation, 1984 (No. 169), Geneva. 

Ingram, H., Schneider, A. L., and deLeon, P. (2007) ‘Social Construction and Policy 

Design’ in Sabatier, P. A. ed. Theories of the Policy Process, Westview Press, 

Boulder Colorado. 

International Crisis Group (2017) New start for African Union European Union rela-

tions, Report 255, 17 October. 

IOM (2019a) Implementing ACP-EU Cooperation on Migration and Development: A 

collection of good practices and lessons learned from the ACP-EU Migration Ac-

tion, IOM, Brussels. 

IOM (2019b) Project Development Manual for Migrants’ Associations: Global De-

velopment Agents, Geneva. 

IOM (2018) Mainstreaming Migration into International Cooperation and Develop-

ment, Geneva. https://eea.iom.int/mmicd 

IOM (2017) ‘Measuring Global Migration Potential, 2010–2015’, Data Briefing Se-

ries, Issue No. 9, July, Global Migration Data Analysis Centre, Berlin. 

IOM (2013) Diasporas and Development: Bridging Societies and States, Diaspora 

Ministerial Conference, 18-19 June, IOM, Geneva. 

IOM (2011) Humanitarian Emergency Response to the Libyan Crisis, 28 February 

2011 - 27 September 2011, Geneva. 



377 

IOM (2005) International Dialogue on Migration No. 8 - Mainstreaming Migration 

into Development Policy Agendas, Geneva. 

https://publications.iom.int/books/international-dialogue-migration-no-8-main-

streaming-migration-development-policy-agendas 

IOM and UNFPA (2012) Towards the 2013 High-Level Dialogue on International 

Migration and Development: From the 1994 Cairo International Conference on 

Population and Development to the Present, Background Paper, 2013 High-Level 

Dialogue Roundtables, 2012. 

Ivanova, D. (2016) ‘Migrant Crisis and the Visegrád Group’s Policy’, De Gruyter 

Open, International Conference Knowledge-Based Organization, Vol. 22, No. 1. 

Jabko, N. (2006) Playing the Market, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY, and Lon-

don. 

Jabko, N. and Luhman, M. (2017) ‘Reconstituting Sovereignty in the European Un-

ion: A Comparison of the Eurozone Crisis and the Migration Crisis’, paper pre-

pared for the EUSA Fifteenth Biennial Conference, May 4-6, Miami.  

Jachtenfuchs, M. and Kohler-Koch, B. (2004) ‘Governance and Institutional Devel-

opment’ in Wiener, A. and Diez, T. eds. (2004) European Integration Theory, 

Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Jackson, M. and Moore, T. (2016) ‘Machiavelli’s walls: The legacy of realism in in-

ternational relations theory’, International Politics, Vol. 53, Issue 4, July, pp. 

447-465. 

Jackson, P. T. (2011) The Conduct of Inquiry in International Relations: Philosophy 

of science and its implications for the study of world politics, Routledge, London 

and New York. 

Jackson, P. T. and Nexon, D. H. (2004) ‘Constructivist Realism or Realist-Construc-

tivism?’ in Jackson, P. T. ed. ‘Bridging the Gap: Toward A Realist-Constructivist 

Dialogue’, The Forum, International Studies Review, Vol. 6, pp. 337-352. 

Jackson, P. T. and Nexon, D. H. (1999) ‘Relations Before States: Substance, Process 

and the Study of World Politics’, European Journal of International Relations, 

Vol 5, Issue 3, pp. 291-332.  

Jacobsen, D. (2001) ‘The Global Political Culture’ in Albert, M., Jacobsen, D. and 

Lapid, Y. eds. Identities, Borders, Orders: Rethinking International Relations 

Theory, University of Minnesota Press. 

Jacobson, D. (1996) Rights Across Borders: Immigration and the Decline of Citizen-

ship, Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore.  

Jaeger, H. M. (2002) ‘Hegel’s reluctant realism and the transnationalisation of civil 

society’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 28, Nr. 3, July, pp. 497-517. 

Jakobsson, E. (2018) Norm Acceptance in the International Community: A study of 

disaster risk reduction and climate-induced migration, dissertation, Stockholm 

University, Stockholm. 

James, T. S. (2016) ‘Neo-Statecraft Theory, Historical Institutionalism and Institu-

tional Change’, Government and Opposition, Vol 51, Issue 1, pp. 84-110.  

Jegen, L., Claes, J. and Cham, O. N. (2020) Towards mutually beneficial EU-West 

African migration cooperation? Assessing EU policy trends and their implica-

tions for migration cooperation, Clingendael Institute, http://www.jstor.org/sta-

ble/resrep27539 

Jerneck, M. (2004) ‘The Power of Ideas and Realism after September 11’, in 

Lundmark, F. ed, Culture, Security and Sustainable Social Development after 

September 11, Gidlunds, Möklinta. 



378 

Jervis, R. (1998) ‘Realism in the Study of World Politics’, International Organization, 

Vol. 52, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 971-991. 

Jervis, R. (1994) ‘Hans Morgenthau, Realism, and the Scientific Study of Interna-

tional Politics’, Social Research, Vol. 61, No. 4 (Winter), pp. 853-876. 

Johnson, T. and Heiss, A. (2018) ‘Liberal Institutionalism’, in Weiss, T. G. and Wil-

kinson, R. eds. International Organization and Global Governance, 2nd edition, 

Routledge, London. 

Johnston, A. I. (2008) Social States: China in International Institutions, 1980-2000, 

Princeton University Press, Princeton and Oxford.  

Johnston, R., Banting, K. G., Kymlicka, W. and Soroka, S. N. (2009) ’National Iden-

tity and Support for the Welfare State’, paper presented to the APSA 2009 Toronto 

Meeting. 

Johnstone, B. (2018) Discourse Analysis, third edition, Wiley Blackwell, Oxford. 

Joint Valletta Action Plan (2018) Joint Conclusions, 2018 Senior Officials’ Meeting, 

Khartoum Process and Rabat Process, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

Jones, M. D. and McBeth, M. K. (2010) ‘A Narrative Policy Framework: Clear 

Enough to Be Wrong?’, The Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 38, No. 2, pp. 329-353. 

Joppke, C. (1999) Immigration and the Nation-state: The United States, Germany, 

and Great Britain, Oxford University Press, Oxford and New York. 

Joppke, C. ed. (1998a) Challenge to the Nation-State: Immigration in Western Europe 

and the United States, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Joppke, C. (1998b) ‘Why Liberal States Accept Unwanted Immigration’, World Pol-

itics, Vol. 50, No. 2, January, pp. 266-293. 

Joppke, C. (1998c) ‘Immigration Challenges the Nation-State’ in Joppke, C. ed. Chal-

lenge to the Nation-State: Immigration in Western Europe and the United States, 

Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Jørgensen, K. E. (2001) ‘Four Levels and a Discipline’ in Fierke, K. M. and Jørgensen, 

K. E. eds. Constructing International Relations: The Next Generation, M. E. 

Sharpe, Armonk and London. 

Juchno, P. (2007) Asylum applications in the European Union, Population and social 

conditions, 110/2007, Eurostat, Luxembourg. 

Jung, H. (2019) ‘The Evolution of Social Constructivism in Political Science: Past to 

Present’, SAGE Open, First Published February 27, 2019, Vol. 9, Issue 1. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2158244019832703 

Jupille, J., Caporaso, A. and Checkel, J. T. (2002) ‘Integrating Institutions: Theory, 

Method, and the Study of the European Union’, ARENA Working Papers, WP 

02/27. 

Jurje, F. and Lavenex, S. (2014) ‘Trade Agreements as Venues for “Market Power 

Europe”? The Case of Immigration Policy’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 

Vol. 52, Issue 2, pp. 320-336. 

Kaarbo, J. (2015) ‘A Foreign Policy Analysis Perspective on the Domestic Politics 

Turn in IR Theory’, International Studies Review, Vol. 17, Issue 2, June, pp. 189-

216. 

Kabbanji, L. (2013) ‘Towards a Global Agenda on Migration and Development? Ev-

idence from Senegal’, Population, Space and Place, Vol. 19, Issue 4, July/Au-

gust, pp. 415-429. 

Kahler, M. (1998) ‘Rationality in International Relations’, International Organiza-

tion, Vol. 52, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 919-941. 



379 

Kainz, L. and Le Coz, C. (2022) The Winding Road to Marrakech: Lessons from the 

European Negotiations of the Global Compact for Migration, January, Migration 

Policy Institute, Washington D.C. 

Kalm, S. (2008) Governing Global Migration, Political Science Department, Lund 

University. 

Kalush, R. (2020) ‘Migration Beyond the Crisis: Libyan Policy and Practice’ in 

Abusedra, A. ed. Unheard Voices of the Next Generation: Emergent Leaders in 

Libya, Brookings Institution Press, Washington D. C. 

Kanstroom, D. (2000) ‘Deportation, Social Control, and Punishment: Some Thoughts 

about Why Hard Laws Make Bad Cases’, Harvard Law Review, Vol. 11, pp. 

1889-1935. 

Kaminski, J. (2019) ‘Rethinking Realism and Constructivism Through the Lenses of 

Themes and Ontological Primacy’, Croatian International Relations Review, Vol. 

25, Nr. 85, pp. 6-29. 

Kaplan, M. A. (1952) ‘An Introduction to the Strategy of Statecraft’, World Politics, 

Vol. 4, No. 4, July, pp. 548-576. 

Kaplan, T. J. (1986) ‘The narrative structure of policy analysis’, Journal of Policy 

Analysis and Management, Vol. 5, Issue 4, pp. 761-777. 

Kapur, D. (2010) Diaspora, Development, and Democracy: The Domestic Impact of 

International Migration from India, Princeton University Press, Princeton, New 

Jersey. 

Kapur, D. (2003) ‘Remittances: The New Development Mantra?’ paper for the G-24 

Technical Group meetings, Geneva. 

Kapur, D. and McHale, J. (2005) Give Us your Best and Brightest: The Global Hunt 

for Talent and its Impact on the Developing World, Center for Global Develop-

ment/Brookings Institution Press, Washington D. C. 

Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen, S. I. (2009) ‘Comparing the legitimacy and effectiveness of 

global hard and soft law: An analytical framework’, Regulation & Governance, 

Vol. 3, pp. 400-420. 

Karolewski, I. P. (2012) ‘External Aspects of European Identity Construction’ in 

Bachmann, K. and Stadtmuller, E. The EU’s Shifting Borders: Theoretical Ap-

proaches and Policy Implications in the New Neighbourhood, Routledge. 

Karyotis, G. and Skleparis, D. (2013) ‘Qui Bono? ‘The Winners and Losers of Secu-

ritising Migration’, Griffith Law Review, Vol 22, No 3, pp. 683-706. 

Kassim, H. and Menon, A. (2003) ‘The principal–agent approach and the study of the 

European Union: promise unfulfilled?’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 

10, Nr. 1, February, pp. 121-139.  

Kassoti, E. and Idriz, N. eds. (2022) The Informalisation of the EU’s External Action 

in the Field of Migration, Asser Press by Singer Verlag, Berlin and Heidelberg. 

Katseli, L., Lucas, R. E. B., and Xenogiani, T. (2006) ‘Policies for Migration and 

Development: A European Perspective’, OECD Policy Brief Nr. 30, OECD, 

Paris. 

Katzenstein, P. J. (1996) Cultural Norms and National Security, Cornell University 

Press, Ithaca. 

Katzenstein, P. J. (1976) ‘International relations and domestic structures: Foreign eco-

nomic policies of advanced industrial states’, International Organization, Vol. 

30, Issue 1, Winter, pp. 1-45. 

Kaunert, C. (2010) European Internal Security: Towards Supranational Govern-

ance?, Manchester University Press, Manchester. 



380 

Kaunert, C. and Léonard, S. (2012) ’The development of the EU asylum policy: 

venue-shopping in perspective’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 19, Is-

sue 9, pp. 1396-1413.  

Kaya, A. (2009) Islam, Migration and Integration: The Age of Securitization, Pal-

grave Macmillan, Basingstoke, New York. 

Kent, J., Norman, K. P. and Tennis, K. H. (2020) ‘Changing Motivations or Capabil-

ities? Migration Deterrence in the Global Context’, International Studies Review, 

Vol. 22, Issue 4, December, pp. 853-878. 

Keohane, R. (1984) After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political 

Economy, Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey. 

Keohane, R. O. and Nye, J. S. (1987) ‘Power and interdependence revisited’, Interna-

tional Organization, Vol. 41, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 725-753. 

Keohane, R. O. and Nye, J. S. (1977) Power and interdependence: world politics in 

transition, Little, Brown, Boston. 

Keohane, R. and Victor, D. G. (2011) ‘The Regime Complex for Climate Change’, 

Perspectives on Politics, Vol. 9, No. 1, March, pp. 7-23. 

Keohane, R. O. and Victor, D. G. (2010) ‘The Regime Complex for Climate Change’, 

Discussion Paper 2010-33, Harvard Project on International Climate Agree-

ments, January, Cambridge, Mass. 

Khadria, B, and Meyer, J. B. (2013) ‘Restructuring innovation systems in India 

through migration’, Migration and Development, Vol. 2, Issue 2, pp. 213-236. 

Khoudour-Castéras, D. (2009) Neither Migration nor Development: The Contradic-

tions of French Co-development Policy, 

http://www.umdcipe.org/conferences/Maastricht/conf_papers/Papers/Nei-

ther_Migration_nor_Development.pdf 

Kindleberger, C. (1965) ‘Emigration and Economic Growth’, PSL Quarterly Review, 

Vol. 18, Nr. 74. 

King, Keohane and Verba, S. (1994) Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in 

Qualitative Research, Princeton University Press, Princeton. 

Kipp, D., Knapp, N. and Meier, A. (2020) ‘Negative Sanctions and the EU’s External 

Migration Policy: “Less for Less” Not Fit for Purpose’, SWP Comment 2020/C 

34, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik. 

Kiratli, O. S. (2021) ‘Politicization of Aiding Others: The Impact of Migration on 

European Public Opinion of Development Aid’, Journal of Common Market 

Studies, Vol. 59, Issue 1, pp. 53-71. 

Kirgis, P. F. (2014) ‘Bargaining with Consequences: Leverage and Coercion in Ne-

gotiation’, Harvard Negotiation Law Review, Vol. 19, Nr. 69, pp. 101-156. 

Kissinger, H. (2014) World Order: Reflections on the Character of Nations and the 

Course of History, Penguin Books Limited. 

Kitchen, N. (2012) ‘Ideas of power and the power of ideas: Systematising Neoclassi-

cal Realist Theory’ in Toje, A. & Kunz, B. eds. Neoclassical realism in European 

politics: Bringing power back in, Manchester University Press, Manchester and 

New York. 

Kivisto, P. and Faist, T. (2010) Beyond a Border: The Causes and Consequences of 

Contemporary Immigration, Pine Forge Press.  

Klavert, H. and van Seters, J. (2012) ‘ACP-EU cooperation on readmission: Where 

does it stand and where to go?’, ECDPM Briefing Note No. 33 – April 2012. 



381 

Kleist, N. (2015) ‘Policy Spectacles: Promoting Migration-Development Scenarios in 

Ghana’, in Vigneswaran, D. and Quirk, J. eds. Mobility Makes States: Migration 

and Power in Africa, University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia. 

Kleist, N. (2012) ‘Diaspora groups and development in fragile situations: Lessons 

learnt’, DIIS Reports 2012:09, Danish Institute for International Studies. 

Klingebiel, S. ed. (2006) New Interfaces between Security and Development: Chang-

ing Concepts and Approaches, Dt. Inst. für Entwicklungspolitik, Bonn, 

SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2419373 

Klotz, A. (1995) Norms in International Relations: The Struggle Against Apartheid, 

Cornell University Press, Ithaca and London. 

Klotz, A. and Lynch, C. (2007) Strategies for Research in Constructivist International 

Relations, M. E. Sharpe, New York and London. 

Knoll, A., and Abebe Bekele, E. (2014) Migration and Mobility in the Africa-EU 

Partnership: a breakthrough or more of the same? European Centre for Devel-

opment Policy Management (ECDPM) https://ecdpm.org/talking-points/migra-

tion-mobility-africa-eu-partnership-breakthrough/ 

Knoll, A. and Sherriff, A. (2017) Making Waves: Implications of the irregular migra-

tion and refugee situation on Official Development Assistance spending and prac-

tices in Europe, Report 2017:01 to the Expert Group for Aid Studies, EBA, Stock-

holm.  

KNOMAD (2020) Measuring Policy Coherence for Migration and Development - A 

new set of tested tools, Washington D.C. 

Knorr, K. D. (1976) Policy-makers use of social science knowledge: symbolic or in-

strumental?, Institute for Advanced Studies, Vienna. 

Koch, S. (2015) ‘A Typology of Political Conditionality Beyond Aid: Conceptual Ho-

rizons Based on Lessons from the European Union’, World Development, Vol. 

75, November, pp. 97-108. 

Koff, H. (2017) ‘Policy coherence for development and migration: Analyzing US and 

EU policies through the lens of normative transformation’, Regions & Cohesion, 

Vol. 7, No. 2, Summer, pp. 5-33. 

Kohlbacher, F. (2006) ‘The Use of Qualitative Content Analysis in Case Study Re-

search’, Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung, Vol. 7, No. 1, pp. 1-30. 

Kohn, R. E. (2005) ‘A Heckscher-Ohlin-Samuelson Model of Immigration and Cap-

ital Transfers’ in Cunningham Wood, J. and McLure, M. eds. Paul A. Samuelson: 

Critical Assessments of Contemporary Economists, Second Series, Volume 3, 

Routledge, London and New York. 

Koslowski, R. (2006) ‘Towards an International Regime for Mobility and Security?’ 

in Tamas, K. and J. Palme, eds. Globalizing Migration Regimes: New Challenges 

to Transnational Cooperation, Ashgate, Aldershot. 

Koslowski, R. (1998) ‘European Union Migration Regimes: Established and Emer-

gent’ in Joppke, C. ed. Challenge to the Nation-State: Immigration in Western 

Europe and the United States, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Kracauer, S. (1952) ‘The challenge of qualitative content analysis’, Public Opinion 

Quarterly, Vol. 16, Nr. 4, pp. 631-642. 

Kuckartz, U. (2019) ‘Qualitative Content Analysis: From Kracauer’s Beginnings to 

Today’s Challenges’, Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung, Vol. 20, No. 3, Sep-

tember, Art. 12. 

Kuckartz, U. (2014) Qualitative Text Analysis: A Guide to Methods, Practice and Us-

ing Software, Sage Publishing, London. 



382 

Krasner, S. (2001) ‘Abiding Sovereignty’, International Political Science Review, 

Vol. 22, No. 3, 229-251. 

Krasner, S. D. (1999) Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy, Princeton University Press, 

Princeton.  

Krasner, S. D. ed. (1983) International Regimes, Cornell University Press, Ithaca and 

London. 

Krasner, S. D. (1982) ‘Structural causes and regime consequences: regimes as inter-

vening variables’, International Organization, Vol. 36, Issue 2, Spring, pp. 185-

205. 

Kratochvíl, P. and Tulmets, E. (2010) ‘Constructivism and Rationalism as Analytical 

Lenses: The Case of the European Neighbourhood Policy’, Politics in Central 

Europe, Vol. 6, Nr. 1, June, pp. 22-40. 

Kratochwil, F. and Ruggie, J. G. (1986) ‘International organization: a state of the art 

on an art of the state’, International Organization, Vol. 40, Issue 4, pp. 753-775. 

Krebs, R. R. and Jackson, P. T. (2007) ‘Twisting Tongues and Twisting Arms: The 

Power of Political Rhetoric’, European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 

13, No, 1, March, pp. 35-66. 

Krichel, T. and Levine, P. (2002) ‘The Welfare Economics of Rural‐To‐Urban Mi-

gration: The Harris‐Todaro Model Revisited’, Journal of Regional Science, Vol. 

39, Issue 1, pp. 429-447. 

Krippendorff, K. (2019) Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology, 4th 

edition, Sage, London. 

Kubalkowa, V., Onuf, N. and Kowert, P. (1998) International Relations in a Con-

structed World, M. E. Sharpe, New York. 

Kuhn, T. (2019) ‘Grand theories of European integration revisited: does identity pol-

itics shape the course of European integration?’, Journal of European Public Pol-

icy, Vol. 26, Issue 8, pp. 1213-1230. 

Kuhn, T. S. (1962) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, third edition, University 

of Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Kunz, R. and Maisenbacher, J. (2013) ’Beyond conditionality versus cooperation: 

Power and resistance in the case of EU mobility partnerships and Swiss migration 

partnerships’, Migration Studies, Vol. 1, Issue 2, July, pp. 196-220. 

Kunz, R., Lavenex, S. and Panizzon, M. eds. (2011) Multilayered Migration Govern-

ance: The Promise of Partnership, Routledge, London and New York. 

Kurki, M. (2008) Causation in International Relations: Reclaiming Causal Analysis, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Kurki, M. (2006) ‘Causes of a divided discipline: Rethinking the concept of cause in 

international relations theory’, Review of International Studies, Vol 32, Nr. 2, pp. 

189-216. 

Kuznetsov, Y. and Sabel, C. (2008) ‘Global Mobility of Talent from a Perspective of 

New Industrial Policy: Open Migration Chains and Diaspora Networks’ in So-

limano, A. ed. The International Mobility of Talent: Types, Causes and Develop-

ment Impact, UNU Wider Studies in Development Economics, Oxford University 

Press, Oxford. 

Lacomba, J. and Boni, A. (2008) ‘The Role of Emigration in Foreign Aid Policies: 

The Case of Spain and Morocco’, International Migration, Vol. 46, Issue 1, 

March, pp. 123-150. 



383 

Lacroix, T. (2013a) Migration, rural development, poverty and food security: a com-

parative perspective, https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00921812/docu-

ment 

Lacroix, T. (2013b) ‘Collective Remittances and Integration: North African and North 

Indian Comparative Perspectives’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, Vol. 

39, Issue 6, pp. 1019-1035. 

Lacroix, T. (2009) ‘Transnationalism and Development: The Example of Moroccan 

Migrant Networks’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, Vol. 35, Issue 10, 

pp. 1665-1678. 

Lacroix, T. (2008) ‘Migration and Development Research Scoping Study’, 

MIGRINTER UMR 7301 - Migrations internationales, espaces et sociétés, Centre 

National de la Recherche Scientifique, Université de Poitiers. 

Lahav, G. (2004a) Immigration and Politics in the New Europe: Reinventing Borders, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.  

Lahav, G. (2004b) ‘Public Opinion Toward Immigration in the European Union: Does 

It Matter?’, Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 37, pp. 1151-1183. 

Lahav, G. (2000) ‘The Rise of Nonstate Actors in Migration Regulation in the United 

States and Europe: Changing the Gatekeepers or ‘Bringing Back the State’?’ in 

Foner, N., Rumbaut, R. G. and Gold, S. J. eds. Immigration Research for a New 

Century: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, Russell Sage Foundation, New York. 

Lahav, G. and Lavenex, S. (2012) ‘International Migration’ in Carlsnaes, W., Risse, 

T. and Simmons, B.A. eds. Handbook of International Relations, Sage, 2nd edi-

tion. 

Lamborn, A. C. and Mumme, S. P. (2019) Statecraft, Domestic Politics, And Foreign 

Policy Making: The El Chamizal Dispute, Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Lamont, C. (2015) Research Methods in International Relations, Sage, London. 

Lanati, M. and Thiele, R. (2019) ‘Foreign Assistance and Emigration: Accounting for 

the Role of Non Transferred Aid’, RSCAS 2019/18, EUI Working Papers, Robert 

Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies, Migration Policy Centre, European Uni-

versity Institute, Florence. 

Lanati, M. and Thiele, R. (2018) ‘Foreign Assistance and Migration Choices: Disen-

tangling the Channels’, Economic Letters, Vol. 172(C), pp. 148-151. 

Lanati, M. and Thiele, R. (2017) ‘The impact of foreign aid on migration revisited’, 

EUI Working Papers, EUI MWP, 2017/05, European University Institute, Flor-

ence. 

Lapid, Y. (2001) ‘Introduction. Identities, Borders, Orders: Nudging International Re-

lations Theory in a New Direction’ in Albert, M., Jacobson, D. and Lapid, Y. eds. 

Identities, Borders, Orders: Rethinking International Relations Theory, Univer-

sity of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis. 

Lascoumes, P. and le Gales, P. (2007) ‘Introduction: Understanding Public Policy 

through Its Instruments—From the Nature of Instruments to the Sociology of 

Public Policy Instrumentation’, Governance, Vol. 20, Issue 1, pp. 1-21. 

Lasswell, H. D. and Kaplan, A. (1950) Power and Society: A Framework for Political 

Inquiry, Yale University Press. 

Lavenex, S. (2019) ‘Common market, normative power or super-state? Conflicting 

political identities in EU asylum and immigration policy’, Comparative European 

Politics, Vol. 17, No. 4, pp. 567-584. 



384 

Lavenex, S. (2016) ‘Multilevelling EU external governance: the role of international 

organizations in the diffusion of EU migration policies’, Journal of Ethnic and 

Migration Studies, Vol. 42, Issue 4, pp. 554-570. 

Lavenex, S. (2011) ‘Migration and the EU’s new eastern border: between realism and 

liberalism’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 8, Issue 1, pp. 24-42. 

Lavenex, S. (2006) ‘Shifting up and out: The foreign policy of European immigration 

control’, West European Politics, Vol. 29, Issue 2, pp. 329-350. 

Lavenex, S. and Kunz, R. (2008) ‘The Migration-Development Nexus in EU External 

Relations’, European Integration, Vol. 30, No. 3, July, pp. 439-457. 

Lavenex, S. and Schimmelfennig, F. (2009) ’EU rules beyond EU borders: theorizing 

external governance in European politics’, Journal of European Public Policy, 

Vol. 16, Issue 6, pp. 791-812. 

Lavenex, S. and Stucky, R. (2011) ‘“Partnering” for migration in EU external rela-

tions’, in Kunz, R., Lavenex, S. and Panizzon, M. eds. (2011) Multilayered Mi-

gration Governance: The Promise of Partnership, Routledge, London and New 

York. 

Lavenex, S. and Uçarer, E. M. eds. (2002) Migration and the Externalities of Euro-

pean Integration, Lexington Books. 

Lavenex, S. and Wichmann, N. (2009) ‘The External Governance of EU Internal Se-

curity’, Journal of European Integration, Vol. 31, Issue 1, pp. 83-102. 

Lauwers, N., Orbie, J. and Delputte, S. (2021) ‘The Politicization of the Migration-

Development Nexus: Parliamentary Discourse on the European Union Trust Fund 

on Migration’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 59, Issue 1, pp. 72-90. 

Lebano, A., Hamed, S., Bradby, H. et al., (2020) ’Migrants’ and refugees’ health sta-

tus and healthcare in Europe: a scoping literature review’, BMC Public 

Health Vol. 20, Article Nr. 1039.  

Lebow, R. N. (2014) Constructing Cause in International Relations, Cambridge Uni-

versity Press. 

Lebow, R. N. (2009) ‘Constitutive Causality: Imagined Spaces and Political Prac-

tices’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 38, No. 2, pp. 1-29. 

Lebow, R. N. (2008) ‘Identity and International Relations’, International Relations, 

Vol. 22, Nr. 4, December, pp. 473-492. 

Lebow, R. N. (2004) ‘Constructive realism’ in Jackson, P. T. ed. ‘Bridging the Gap: 

Toward A Realist-Constructivist Dialogue’, The Forum, International Studies 

Review, Vol. 6, Issue 2, June, pp. 346-348. 

Lechner, S. and Frost, M. (2018) Practice Theory and International Relations, Cam-

bridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Leclerc, E. and Meyer J. B. (2008) ‘Knowledge Diasporas for Development’, Asian 

Population Studies, Vol. 3, Issue 2, pp. 153-168. 

Lee, E. (1966) ‘A Theory of Migration’, Demography, Vol. 3, No. 1, 45-57. 

Legro, J. W. (2009) ‘The Plasticity of Identity under Anarchy’, European Journal of 

International Relations, Vol. 15, Issue 1, pp. 37-65. 

Legro, J. W. (1997) ‘Which Norms Matter? Revisiting the “Failure” of International-

ism’, International Organization, Vol. 51, Issue 1, Winter, pp. 31-63.  

Lemberg-Pedersen, M. (2016) ‘Forcing Flows of Migrants: European Externalization 

and Border-induced Displacement’ in Jagetic Andersen, D., Klatt, M. and Sand-

berg, M. eds. The Border Multiple: The Practicing of Borders between Public 

Policy and Everyday Life in a Re-scaling Europe, Routledge. 



385 

Le Monde (2017) Emmanuel Macron veut « examiner » les demandes d’asile des mi-

grants dès le Tchad et le Niger, Bensimon, C. and Semo, M., 28 August. 

Léonard, S. and Kaunert, C. (2019) Refugees, Security and the European Union, 

Routledge, UACES, London and New York. 

Levy, J. S. (2008) ‘Case Studies: Types, Designs, and Logics of Inference’, Conflict 

Management and Peace Science, Vol. 25, pp. 1-18. 

Lewis, J. (2003) ‘Institutional Environments and Everyday EU Decision Making: Ra-

tionalist or Constructivist?’, Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 36, Issue 1/2, pp. 

97-124. 

Lianos, T. (1993) ‘Greece: Waning of Labour Migration’ in Kubat, D. (ed) (1993) The 

Politics of Migration Policies: Settlement and Integration - The first World into 

the 1990s, CMS, Staten Island, N.Y. 

Lightfoot, S. and Bursell, J. (2005) ‘The European Union and the World Summit on 

Sustainable Development: Normative Power Europe in Action?’, Journal of Com-

mon Market Studies, Vol. 43, Issue 1, pp. 75-95. 

Lightfoot, S. and Szent-Iványi, B. (2014) ‘Reluctant Donors? The Europeanization of 

International Development Policies in the New Member States’, Journal of Com-

mon Market Studies, Vol. 52, Issue 6. pp. 1257-1272. 

Lindley, A. (2014) ‘Exploring crisis and migration: Concepts and issues’ in Lindley, 

A. ed. Crisis and Migration: Critical Perspectives, Routledge, Milton Park and 

New York. 

Linklater A. (1996) ’Hegel, the State and International Relations’ in Clark I. and Neu-

mann I. B. eds. Classical Theories of International Relations, Palgrave Macmil-

lan, London. 

Lipson, C. (1982) ‘The transformation of trade: the sources and effects of regime 

change’, International Organization, Vol. 36, Issue 2, Spring, pp. 417-455.  

Lixi, L. (2017) Beyond transactional deals: Building lasting migration partnerships 

in the Mediterranean, MPI Europe and Transatlantic Council on Migration. 

Lobell, S., Ripsman, N. and Taliaferro, J. eds. (2009) Neoclassical Realism, the State, 

and Foreign Policy, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Loescher, G. (1994) ‘The international refugee regime: stretched to the limit?’, Jour-

nal of international affairs, Vol. 47, No. 2, pp. 351-377. 

Lowell, L. and de la Garza, R. (2000) The Developmental Role of Remittances in U.S. 

Latino Communities and in Latin American Countries, Inter-American Dialogue, 

Washington D. C. 

Lucas, R. E. B. (2005) International Migration and Economic Development: Lessons 

from Low-Income Countries, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, UK, Northhampton, 

USA. 

Lucarelli, S. (2021) ‘The EU Migration System and Global Justice: An Introduction’ 

in Ceccorulli, M., Fassi, E. and Lucarelli, S. eds. The EU Migration System of 

Governance: Justice on the Move, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Luedtke, A. (2005) ‘European Integration, Public Opinion and Immigration Policy: 

Testing the Impact of National Identity’, European Union Politics, Vol. 6, Issue 

1, pp. 83-112. 

Lukes, S. (2005) Power: A Radical View, second edition, Palgrave Macmillan, Lon-

don. 

Lundgren, M., Squatrito, T. and Tallberg, J. (2017) ‘Stability and change in interna-

tional policy-making: A punctuated equilibrium approach’, The Review of Inter-

national Organizations, pp. 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-017-9288-x 



386 

Lupovici, A. (2009) ‘Constructivist methods: a plea and manifesto for pluralism’, Re-

view of International Studies, Volume 35, Issue 1, January, pp. 195-218. 

Lutz, P. (2019) ‘Reassessing the gap-hypothesis: Tough talk and weak action in mi-

gration policy?’, Party Politics, Vol. 27, Issue 1, pp. 174-186. 

Lynch, M. (2014) ‘Kissinger the Constructivist’, The Washington Post, October 21, 

2014. 

MacKay, J. and LaRoche, C. D. (2021) ‘Theories and Philosophies of History in In-

ternational Relations’ in de Carvalho, B., Costa Lopez, J. and Leira, H. eds. 

Routledge Handbook of Historical International Relations, Routledge, Milton 

Park and New York. 

MacKay, J. and Levin, J. (2018) ‘A Hegelian realist constructivist account of war, 

identity, and state formation’, Journal of International Relations and Develop-

ment, Vol. 21, pp. 75-100.  

Mackey, T. K. and Liang, B. A. (2012) ‘Rebalancing brain drain: Exploring resource 

reallocation to address health worker migration and promote global health’, 

Health Policy, Vol. 107, Issue 1, September, pp. 66-73. 

Mackie, J. (2020) ‘Promoting policy coherence: Lessons learned in EU development 

cooperation’, Policy Brief September 2020, ECDPM, Maastricht. 

Maher, R. (2020) ‘International Relations Theory and the Future of European Integra-

tion’, International Studies Review, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 89-114. 

Mainwaring, Ċ. (2016) ‘Migrant agency: Negotiating borders and migration controls’, 

Migration Studies, Vol. 4, Issue 3, November, pp. 289-308. 

Maisenbacher, J. (2015) ‘The Political Economy of Mobility Partnerships – Structural 

Power in the EU’s External Migration Policy’, New Political Economy, Vol. 20, 

Nr. 6, pp. 871-893. 

Malmberg, B., Tamas, K., Bloom, D., Munz, R. and Canning, D. (2006) Global Pop-

ulation Ageing, Migration and European External Policies, EU Commission pro-

ject Lot 5, Contract VC/2005/0637, Institute for Futures Studies, Stockholm. 

Maloy, J. S. (2015) Democratic Statecraft: Political Realism and Popular Power, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Malta Foreign Ministry (2006) Press Release Malta foreign minister at Rabat confer-

ence July,  

  www.foreign.gov.mt/showdoc.aspx?id=210&filesource=4&file=press%20re-

lease%20Morocco%202%20 110706.pdf 

Manners, I. (2006) ‘Normative power Europe reconsidered: beyond the cross-

roads’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 13, No. 2, pp. 182-199. 

Manners, I. (2002) ‘Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?’, Journal 

of common market studies, Vol. 40, No. 2, pp. 235-258. 

Mannheim, K. (2000) Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge: Collected Works Vol-

ume Five – Karl Mannheim, edited by Kecskeméti, P., first published in 1936, 

Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Marabello, S. (2013) ‘Translating and Acting Diaspora: Looking Through the Lens of 

a Co-development Project Between Italy and Ghana’, African Studies, Vol. 72, 

Issue 2, pp. 207-227. 

March, J. G. and Olsen, J. P. (2009) ‘The logic of Appropriateness’, ARENA Working 

Papers, WP 04/09, Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. 

March, J. G. and Olsen, J. P. (1998) ‘The Institutional Dynamics of International Po-

litical Orders’, International Organization, Vol. 52, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 943-

969. 



387 

Marcussen, M., Risse, T., Engelmann-Martin, D., Knopf, H. J. and Roscher, K. (2011) 

‘Constructing Europe? The evolution of French, British and German nation state 

identities’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 6, Issue, 4., pp. 614-633. 

Margulis, M. (2013) ‘The Regime Complex for Food Security: Implications for the 

Global Hunger Challenge’, Global Governance, Vol. 19, Issue 1., Jan-Mar, pp. 

53-67. 

Marini, F. (2014) ‘Transnationalism and integration: what kind of relationship? Em-

pirical evidence from the analysis of co-development’s dynamics’, Migration and 

Development, Vol. 3, Issue 2, pp. 306-320. 

Marino, S., Penninx, R. and Roosblad, J. (2015) ‘Trade unions, immigration and im-

migrants in Europe revisited: Unions’ attitudes and actions under new condi-

tions’, Comparative Migration Studies, Vol 3, Nr. 1.  

Martenczuk, B. (2014) ‘Migration Policy and EU External Relations’ in Azoulai, L. 

and De Vries, K. eds. EU Migration Law: Legal Complexities and Political Ra-

tionales, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Martens, M., Adam, I. and Trauner, F. (2020) ‘The Migration-Development Nexus in 

Selected African States: Is the Implementation of EU Migration Policies Devel-

opment-Friendly?’ in Rayp, G., Ruyssen, I. and Marchand, K. eds. Regional In-

tegration and Migration Governance in the Global South, Springer Nature, 

Cham. 

Martin, N. (2019) ‘From Containment to Realpolitik and Back Again: A Realist Con-

structivist Analysis of Turkey-EU Relations and the Migration Issue’, Journal of 

Common Market Studies, Vol. 57, Issue 6, November, pp. 1349-1365. 

Martin, P. (2004) Managing migration optimally for the benefit of all, Copenhagen 

Consensus: challenge paper on population and migration, Copenhagen Consen-

sus. 

Martin, P., Lindsey Lowell, B. and Taylor, E. J. (2000) ‘Migration Outcomes of Guest 

Worker and Free Trade Regimes: The Case of Mexico-U.S. Migration’ in Ghosh, 

B. ed. Managing Migration: Time for a New International Regime?, Oxford Uni-

versity Press, Oxford.  

Martins, B. O. and Strange, M. (2019) ‘Rethinking EU external migration policy: con-

testation and critique’, Global Affairs, Vol. 5, Issue 3, pp. 195-202. 

Maru, M. T. (2021) ‘Migration Policymaking in Africa: Determinants and Implica-

tions for Cooperation with Europe’, EUI Working Paper RSC 2021/54, European 

University Institute, Florence. 

Massey, D. S. (1990) ‘The social and economic origins of immigration’, Annals of the 

American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 510, Issue 1, pp. 60-72. 

Massey, D. S. (1988) ‘Economic Development and International Migration in Com-

parative Perspective’, Population and Development Review, Vol. 14, Nr. 3, pp. 

383-413. 

Massey, D. S., Arango, J., Hugo, G., Kouaouci, A. and Pellegrino, A. (1998) Worlds 

in Motion: Understanding International Migration at the End of the Millennium, 

Clarendon Press. 

Massey, D. S., Arango, J., Hugo, G., Kouaouci, A., Pellegrino, A. and Taylor, J. E. 

(1993) ‘Theories of International Migration: A Review and Appraisal’, Popula-

tion and Development Review, Vol. 19, No. 3, Sept., pp. 431-466. 

Mateus, N. (2010) ‘The borders’ maze: allowing in versus keeping out – securitization 

policies as gatekeepers’ in Zapata-Barrero, R. ed. Shaping the normative contours 



388 

of the European Union: a Migration-Border framework, CIDOB, Barcelona Cen-

tre for International Affairs, Barcelona. 

Mattern, J. B. (2005) Ordering International Politics: Identity, Crisis, and Represen-

tational Force, Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Mattern, J. B. (2004) ‘Power in Realist-Constructivist Research’ in Jackson, P. T. ed. 

‘Bridging the Gap: Toward A Realist-Constructivist Dialogue’, The Forum, In-

ternational Studies Review, Vol. 6, pp. 337-352. 

Mavroudi, E. (2010) ‘Nationalism, the nation and migration: searching for purity and 

diversity’, Space and Polity, Vol. 14, Issue 3, pp. 219-233. 

Maxwell, J. A. and Chmiel, M. (2014) ‘Notes Toward a Theory of Qualitative Data 

Analysis’ in Flick, U. ed. The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Data Analysis, Sage 

Publications, London. 

Mayring, P. (2014) Qualitative content analysis: theoretical foundation, basic proce-

dures and software solution, Klagenfurt, https://nbn-resolv-

ing.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-395173 

Mayring, P. (2000) ‘Qualitative Content Analysis’, Forum Qualitative Sozi-

alforschung, Vol. 1, No. 2, Art. 20. 

McCourt, D. M. (2016) ‘Practice Theory and Relationalism as the New Constructiv-

ism’, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 60, Nr. 3, pp. 475-485. 

McDonald, D.A. and J. Crush, eds. (2002) Destinations Unknown: Perspectives on 

the Brain Drain, Africa Institute and SAMP, Pretoria. 

McKenzie, D. J. (2006) ‘Beyond Remittances: The Effects of Migration on Mexican 

Households’, in Schiff, M. and Özden, Ç., eds. International Migration, Remit-

tances and the Brain Drain, World Bank and Palgrave Macmillan. 

McMahon, A. (2016) The Role of the State in Migration Control: The Legitimacy Gap 

and Moves Towards a Regional Model, Brill Nijhoff. 

McNally, M. and Schwarzmantel, J. eds. (2009) Gramsci and Global Politics: He-

gemony and Resistance, Routledge, London and New York. 

McNamara, F. (2013) ‘Member State Responsibility for Migration Control Within 

Third States: Externalisation Revisited’, European Journal of Migration and 

Law, Vol. 15, No. 3, pp. 319-335. 

Mearsheimer, J. J. and Walt, S. M. (2013) ‘Leaving theory behind: Why simplistic 

hypothesis testing is bad for International Relations’, European Journal of Inter-

national Relations, Vol. 19, Issue 3, pp. 427-457. 

Medinilla, A. and Bossuyt, J. (2018) Charting the course to 2020: ACP-EU funda-

mental choices for negotiation of a future ACP-EU partnership, ECDPM. 

Meissner, D. (1992) ‘Managing Migrations’, Foreign Policy, No. 86, Spring, pp. 66-

83.  

Melegh, A., Vancsó, A., Mendly, D. and Hunyadi, M. (2021) ‘Positional Insecurity 

and the Hungarian Migration Policy’ in Ceccorulli, M., Fassi, E. and Lucarelli, S. 

eds. The EU Migration System of Governance: Justice on the Move, Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Menjívar, C. (2014) ‘Immigration Law Beyond Borders: Externalizing and Internal-

izing Border Controls in an Era of Securitization’, Annual Review of Law and 

Social Science, Vol. 10, Nr. 1, pp. 353-369, November. 

Menz, G. (2015) ‘The promise of the principal-agent approach for studying EU mi-

gration policy: The case of external migration control’, Comparative European 

Politics, Vol. 13, Nr. 3, pp. 307-324. 



389 

Messina, A. M. (2007) The Logics and Politics of Post-WWII Migration to Western 

Europe, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Meyer, C. O. (2005) ‘Convergence Towards a European Strategic Culture? A Con-

structivist Framework for Explaining Changing Norms’, European Journal of In-

ternational Relations, Vol. 11, Issue 4, pp. 523-549. 

Meyer, J-B. (2001) ‘Network Approach versus Brain Drain: Lessons from the Dias-

pora’, International Migration, 2001, Vol. 39, Issue 5, pp. 91-108. 

Mezetti, P. and Ceschi, S. (2015) ‘Transnational policy networks in the migration 

field: a challenge for the European Union’, Contemporary Politics, Vol. 21, Issue 

3, pp. 323-340. 

Michael, A. (2018) ’Realist-Constructivism and the India–Pakistan Conflict: A New 

Theoretical Approach for an Old Rivalry’, Asian Politics & Policy, Vol. 10, Issue 

1, pp. 100-114. 

Miller, M. J. (1994) ‘Preface’, The Annals of the American Academy of Political Sci-

ence, special issue on Strategies for Immigration Control: An International Com-

parison, Vol. 534, Issue 1, pp. 8-16.  

Miller, M. J. (1986) ‘Policy ad-hocracy: the paucity of coordinated perspectives and 

policies’, the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 

May, Vol. 485, Issue 1, pp. 64-75. 

Milner, H. (2009) ‘Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate Actors in World Politics: 

Research Frontiers’ in Milner, H. and Moravcsik, A. eds. Power, Interdepend-

ence, and Nonstate Actors in World Politics, Princeton University Press. 

Milward, A. S. (1992) The European Rescue of the Nation-State, Routledge, London 

and New York. 

Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Moldova (2010) ‘Mobility Partnership Moldova - Eu-

ropean Union: “Promoting a better framework for legal mobility”’, Information 

Newsletter, edition No. 2, May. 

Mitchell, C. (1989) ‘International migration, international relations and foreign pol-

icy’, International Migration Review, Vol. 23, Issue 3, Fall, pp. 681-708. 

Mitsilegas, V. (2010) ‘Extraterritorial Immigration Control in the 21st Century: The 

Individual and the State Transformed’, in Ryan, B. and Mitisilegas, V. eds. Ex-

traterritorial Immigration Control: Legal Challenges, Martinus Nijhoff Publish-

ers, Leiden and Boston. 

Møller, J. (2017) ‘A framework for congruence analysis in comparative historical 

analysis of political change’, Quality and Quantity, Vol. 51, Issue 5, pp. 2337-

2355. 

Monar, J. ed. (2010) The Institutional Dimension of the European Union’s Area of 

Freedom, Security and Justice, Peter Lang, Brussels. 

Money, J. (1999) Fences and Neighbors: The Political Geography of Immigration 

Control, Cornell University Press, Ithaca and London. 

Money, J. and Lockhart, S. (2018) Migration Crises and the Structure of International 

Cooperation, University of Georgia Press, Athens, Georgia. 

Moravcsik, A. (2003) ‘A New Statecraft? Supranational Entrepreneurs and Interna-

tional Cooperation’, International Organization, Vol. 53, Issue 2, pp. 267-306. 

Moravcsik, A. (2001) ‘Constructivism and European Integration: A Critique’, in 

Christiansen, T., Jørgensen, K. E. and Wiener, A. eds. The Social Construction of 

Europe, Sage Publications, London. 



390 

Moravcsik, A. (1997) ‘Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of Interna-

tional Politics’, International Organization, Vol. 51, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 513-

553. 

Moravcsik, A. (1991) ‘Negotiating the Single European Act: National Interests and 

Conventional Statecraft in the European Community’, International Organiza-

tion, Vol. 45, Issue 1, Winter, pp. 19-56.  

Moreno Fuentes, F. J. (2008) ‘Dissonance Between Discourse and Practise in EU Bor-

der Control Enforcement’ in Chebel d’Appollonia, A. and Reich, S. eds. Immi-

gration, Integration, and Security: America and Europe in Comparative Perspec-

tive, University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Morgades, S. (2010) ‘The Externalisation of the Asylum Function in the European 

Union’, GRITIM Working Paper Series, Nr. 4, Spring, Universitat Pompeu Fabra.   

Morgenthau, H. J. (2014) ‘A realist theory of international politics’ in Elman, C. and 

Jensen, M. A. eds. The realism reader, Routledge, London and New York. 

Morgenthau, H. J. (1978) Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 

fifth edition, Alfred A. Knopf, New York. 

Morgenthau, H. J. (1962) ‘A Political Theory of Foreign Aid’, The American Political 

Science Review, Vol. 56, No. 2, June, pp. 301-309.  

Morgenthau, H. J. (1948) Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 

second printing 1949, Alfred A. Knopf, New York. 

Morgenthau, H. J. (1946) Scientific Man vs. Power Politics, University of Chicago 

Press, Chicago. 

Moriconi, S., Peri, G. and Turati, R. (2018) ‘Skill of the Immigrants and Vote of the 

Natives: Immigration and Nationalism in European Elections 2007-2016’, NBER 

Working Paper 25077, September, http://www.nber.org/papers/w25077 

Morin, J. F., Pauwelyn, J. and Hollway, J. (2017) ‘The Trade Regime as a Complex 

Adaptive System: Exploration and Exploitation of Environmental Norms in Trade 

Agreements’, Journal of International Economic Law, Vol. 20, Issue 2, June, pp. 

365-390. 

Moses, J. (2006) International Migration: Globalization’s Last Frontier, Zed Books 

Ltd. London. 

Mouritzen, H. (2017) ‘Combining “incompatible” foreign policy explanations: how a 

realist can borrow from constructivism’, Journal of International Relations and 

Development, Vol. 20, Nr. 3, pp. 631-658. 

Mouthaan, M. (2019) ‘Unpacking domestic preferences in the policy-‘receiving’ 

state: the EU’s migration cooperation with Senegal and Ghana’, Comparative Mi-

gration Studies, Vol. 7, Nr. 35, pp. 1-20. 

Mudde, C. (2009) Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe, Cambridge University 

Press, Cambridge. 

Mudde, C. (1999) ’The single‐issue party thesis: Extreme right parties and the immi-

gration issue’, West European Politics, Vol. 22, Issue 3, pp. 182-197. 

Mueller-Using, S. and Vöpel, H. (2014) ‘The EU’s Migration and Development Pol-

icy: New Approaches in Economics for More Effective Public Aid’, Intereconom-

ics, Vol. 49, Nr. 2, March/April. 

Mughanda, M. (2011) ‘Inquiry on self-interested foreign aid: Insights from the ODA-

migrations link in SSA countries’, African Journal of Political Science and Inter-

national Relations Vol. 5, Nr. 4, April, pp. 164-173. 

Muñoz, A. A. (2017) ‘International Human Rights Regimes’, International Journal 

on Human Rights, Vol. 14, No. 25, pp. 171-188. 



391 

Murray, M. (2019) The Struggle for Recognition in International Relations: Status, 

Revisionism, and Rising Powers, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Murray-Evans, P. (2020) ‘Rising Powers in Complex Regimes: South African Norm 

Shopping in the Governance of Cross-Border Investment’, New Political Econ-

omy, Vol. 25, Issue 5, pp. 773-790. 

Müller, H. (2004) ‘Arguing, Bargaining and all that: Communicative Action, Ration-

alist Theory and the Logic of Appropriateness in International Relations’, Euro-

pean Journal of International Relations, Vol. 10, No. 3, 395-435. 

Natale, F., Migali, S. and Münz, R. (2018) Many more to come? Migration from and 

within Africa, EUR 29106 EN, Publications Office of the European Union, Lux-

embourg. 

Neuendorf, K. A. and Kumar, A. (2015) ‘Content Analysis’ in Mazzoleni, G. ed. The 

International Encyclopedia of Political Communication, First Edition, John 

Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

Newland, K. (2011) Migration and Development Policy: What Have We Learned?, 

Migration Policy Institute. 

Newman, E. (2003) ‘Refugees, international security, and human vulnerability: Intro-

duction and survey’ in Newman, E. and van Selm, J. eds. Refugees and forced 

displacement: International security, human vulnerability, and the state, United 

Nations University Press, Tokyo, New York, Paris. 

Niemann, H. and Schillinger, H. (2017) ‘Contestation “all the way down”? The gram-

mar of contestation in norm research’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 43, 

Issue 1, pp. 29-49. 

Niimi, Y., Özden, Ç., and Schiff, M. (2008) ‘Remittances and the Brain Drain: Skilled 

Migrants Do Remit Less!’, ADB Economics Working Paper Series No. 126, Oc-

tober, Asian Development Bank. 

Nolan, C. J. ed. (2004) Ethics and Statecraft: The Moral Dimension of International 

Affairs, Praeger, Westport and London. 

Norman, L. (2014) ‘When norms and rules collide: the social production of institu-

tional conflict in the European Union’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 

22, Issue 5, pp. 630-649. 

Novak, P. (2016) ‘The Double Pincer of Migration: Revisiting the Migration and De-

velopment Nexus through a Spatial Lens’, Colombia International, Sept-Dec., Is-

sue 88, pp. 27-55. 

Nutley, S. and Webb, J. (2000) ‘Evidence and the policy process’ in Davies, H. T. O., 

Nutley, S. M. and Smith, P. C. (eds.) What Works? Evidence-based policy and 

practice in public services, The Policy Press, Bristol. 

Nwaogu, U. G. and Ryan, M. J. (2015) ‘FDI, Foreign Aid, Remittance and Economic 

Growth in Developing Countries’, Review of Development Economics, Vol. 19, 

Issue 1, pp. 100-115. 

Nyberg-Sørensen, N. (2016) ‘Coherence and Contradictions in Danish Migration-De-

velopment Policy and Practice’, The European Journal of Development Research, 

Vol. 28, Issue 1, January, pp 62-75. 

Nyberg-Sørensen, N. (2012) ‘Revisiting the Migration–Development Nexus: From 

Social Networks and Remittances to Markets for Migration Control’, Interna-

tional Migration, Vol. 50, Issue 3, pp. 61-76. 

Nyberg-Sørensen, N. and Fog Olwig K. eds. (2002) Work and migration: life and 

livelihoods in a globalizing world, Routledge, London.  



392 

Nyberg-Sørensen, N. and van Hear, N. (2003) The Migration-Development Nexus, 

United Nations. 

Nyberg-Sørensen, N., van Hear, N. and Engberg-Pedersen, P. (2002a) The Migration-

Development Nexus: Evidence and Policy Options, July, IOM Migration Re-

search Series, IOM, Geneva. 

Nyberg-Sørensen, N., van Hear, N. and Engberg-Pedersen, P. (2002b) The Migration-

Development Nexus - Evidence and Policy Options: State of the Art Overview, 

CDR Working Paper 02.6, March. 

Nye, J. (1987) ‘Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet Security Regimes’, International 

Organization, Vol. 41, Issue 3, Summer, pp. 371-402. 

OECD (2020) Development Cooperation Report 2020: Learning from Crises, Build-

ing Resilience, OECD, Paris. 

OECD (2019) Recommendation of the Council on Policy Coherence for Sustainable 

Development, OECD/LEGAL/0381, Paris. 

OECD (2018) Proposed new purpose code for “facilitation of orderly, safe, regular 

and responsible migration and mobility”, DCD/DAC/STAT(2018)23/Rev3, 25 

May, Paris. 

OECD (2017) Perspectives on Global Development: International Migration in a 

Shifting World, OECD, Paris. 

OECD (2016) Better Policies for Sustainable Development 2016: A New Framework 

for Policy Coherence, OECD, Paris. 

OECD (2009) Employment is the major route out of poverty: how donors can help, 

Background papers, DCD/DAC (2009) 16/ADD. 

OECD (2005) Migration, Remittances and Development, OECD, Paris. 

OECD (2002a) International Migration of Physicians and Nurses: Causes, Conse-

quences and Health Policy Implications, OECD, Paris. 

OECD (2002b) International Mobility of the Highly Skilled, OECD, Paris. 

Oelgemöller, C. (2017) The Evolution of Migration Management in the Global North, 

Routledge, London and New York. 

Oelgemöller, C. (2011) ‘Informal Plurilateralism: The Impossibility of Multilateral-

ism in the Steering of Migration’, British Journal of Politics and International 

Relations, Vol. 13, Issue, 1, pp. 110-126. 

OJEU (2021) Regulation (EU) 2021/947 of the European Parliament and of the Coun-

cil of 9 June 2021 establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and Interna-

tional Cooperation Instrument – Global Europe, L 209, 14.6.2021, Official Jour-

nal of the European Union, Brussels. 

OJEU (2016) Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty 

on the Functioning of the European Union, C202, Vol. 59, 7 June 2016, Official 

Journal of the European Union, Brussels.  

OJEU (2006) The European Consensus on Development, (2006/C 46/01), 24.2.2006, 

Official Journal of the European Union, Brussels. 

OJEU (2005) Decision No 4/2005 of the ACP-EC Council of Ministers of 13 April 

2005 on the use of the reserve of the long-term development envelope of the ninth 

European Development Fund, (2005/460/EC), 24.6.2005, Official Journal of the 

European Union, Brussels.  

Okyay, A. and Zaragoza-Cristiani, J. (2016) ‘The Leverage of the Gatekeeper: Power 

and Interdependence in the Migration Nexus between the EU and Turkey’, The 

International Spectator, Vol. 51, Nr. 4, pp. 51-66. 



393 

Okoye, D. (2016) ‘Can brain drain be good for human capital growth? Evidence from 

cross-country skill premiums and education costs’, Economic Analysis and Pol-

icy, Vol. 49, March, pp. 74-99. 

Onuf, N. (1994) ‘The Constitution of International Society’, European Journal of In-

ternational Law, Vol. 5, Issue 1, January, pp. 1-19. 

Onuf, N. (1989) World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and Interna-

tional Relations, University of South Carolina Press, Colombia, SC. 

Orsini, A., Morin, J. F. and Young, O. (2013) ‘Regime Complexes: A Buzz, a Boom, 

or a Boost for Global Governance?’, Global Governance, Vol. 19, pp. 27-39.  

Oucho, J. (2007) ‘African Brain Drain and Gain, Diaspora and Remittances: More 

Rhetoric than Action’ in Adepoju, A., Naerssen, T. and Zoomers, A. eds. Inter-

national Migration and National Development in sub-Saharan Africa: View-

points and Policy Initiatives in the Countries of Origin, Brill. 

Oyen, M. (2015) The Diplomacy of Migration: Transnational Lives and the Making 

of U.S.-Chinese Relations in the Cold War, Cornell University Press, Ithaca and 

London.  

Østergaard-Nielsen, E. (2016) ‘Sending Country Policies’ in Garcés-Mascareñas, B. 

and Penninx, R. eds. Integration Processes and Policies in Europe: Contexts, 

Levels and Actors, IMISCOE, Springer Open. 

Østergaard-Nielsen, E. ed. (2003) International migration and sending countries: per-

ceptions, policies and transnational relations, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke. 

Panebianco, S. And Tallis, B. (2022) ‘Special issue on “Shifting Borders of European 

(In) Securities: Human Security, Border (In)Security and Mobility in Security’”, 

International Politics, online 26 February. https://link.springer.com/arti-

cle/10.1057/s41311-022-00375-y 

Paolucci, H. (1974) ‘Truth in the Philosophical Sciences of Society, Politics, and His-

tory’, in Weiss, F.G. ed. Beyond Epistemology: New Studies in the Philosophy of 

Hegel, Springer.  

Papademetriou, D.G. and P. Martin eds. (1991) The Unsettled Relationship: Labour 

Migration and Economic Development, Contributions in Labour Studies, No. 33, 

Greenwood Press, Westport. 

Parker, C. F., Nohrstedt, D., Baird, J., Hermansson, H., Rubin, O. and Baekkeskov, 

E. (2020) ‘Collaborative crisis management: a plausibility probe of core assump-

tions’, Policy and Society, Vol. 39, Issue 4, December, pp. 510-529.  
Parker, C. F., Persson, T. and Widmalm, S. (2019) ‘The effectiveness of national and 

EU-level civil protection systems: evidence from 17 member states’, Journal of 

European Public Policy, Vol. 26, Issue 9, pp. 1312-1334 

Parkes, R. (2020) ‘Migration, borders, and the EU’s geopolitics’, Policy Paper No. 

47/2020, October, Institute for Democracy “Societas Civilis”, Skopje. 

Parkes, R. (2017) ‘Nobody move! Myths of the EU migration crisis’, Chaillot Papers 

No. 143, December, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris. 

Parkes, R. (2009) ‘EU Mobility Partnerships: A Model of Policy Coordination’, Eu-

ropean Journal of Migration and Law, Vol. 11, Issue 4, pp. 327-345. 

Parkes, R. and McQuay, M. (2020) ‘Ending the EU’s Ambivalence to Free Movement 

in Africa’, IAI Commentaries 20/85 November 2020 

  https://www.iai.it/en/pubblicazioni/ending-eus-ambivalence-free-movement-af 

rica 

Parkhurst, J. (2017) The politics of evidence: from evidence-based policy to the good 

governance of evidence, Routledge, Abingdon, Oxon. 



394 

Parsons, C. (2018) ‘Constructivism and Interpretive Theory’ in Lowndes, V., Marsh, 

D., and Stoker, G. eds. Theory and Methods in Political Science, fourth edition, 

Palgrave, London. 

Parsons, C. (2016) ‘Ideas and power: four intersections and how to show them’, Jour-

nal of European Public Policy, Vol. 23, Issue 3, pp. 446-463. 

Parsons, C. (2003) A Certain Idea of Europe, Cornell University Press, Ithaka. 

Parsons, C. (2002) ‘Showing Ideas as Causes: The Origins of the European Union’, 

International Organization, Vol. 56, Issue 1, pp. 47-84. 

Parsons, C. R. and Winters, A. (2014) ‘International Migration, Trade and Aid: A 

Survey’, Working Paper 16, July 2014, Migrating Out of Poverty Research Pro-

gramme Consortium.  

Pashakhanlou, A. H. (2017) ‘Fully integrated content analysis in International Rela-

tions’, International Relations, Vol. 31, Issue 4, pp. 447-465. 

Pastor, R. A. (1985) Migration and development in the Caribbean: The unexplored 

connection, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado. 

Paul, T. V. (2017) ’Recasting Statecraft: International Relations and Strategies of 

Peaceful Change’, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 61, Nr. 1, pp. 1-13. 

Paul, T. V. (2011) ‘Realist Constructivism: Rethinking International Relations The-

ory’, Canadian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 44, Issue 4, pp. 980-981. 

Pécoud, A. (2015) Depoliticising Migration: Global Governance and International 

Migration, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke.  

Pécoud, A. and de Guchteneire, P. (2006) ‘International migration, border controls 

and human rights: Assessing the relevance of a right to mobility’, Journal of Bor-

derlands Studies, Vol. 21, Issue 1, pp. 69-86.  

Peers, S. (2004) ‘Irregular Immigration and EU External Relations’ in Bogusz, B., 

Cholewinski, R., Cygan, A. and Szyszczak, E. eds. Irregular Migration and Hu-

man Rights: Theoretical, European and International Perspectives, Martinus 

Nijhoof Publishers. 

Pellerin, H. (2005a) ‘Migration and Border Controls in the EU: Economic and Secu-

rity Factors’ in DeBardeleben, J. ed. Soft or Hard Borders? Managing the Divide 

in an Enlarged Europe, Routledge, London and New York. 

Pellerin, H. (2005b) ‘Borders, Migration and Economic Integration: Towards a New 

Political Economy of Borders’ in Zureik, E. and Salter, M. eds. Global Surveil-

lance and Policing: Borders, Security and Identity, Willan Publishing, Devon and 

Portland. 

Pellerin, H. and Mullings, B. (2013) ‘The “Diaspora option”, migration and the chang-

ing political economy of development’, Review of International Political Econ-

omy, Vol. 20, No. 1, pp. 89-120. 

Penninx, R., and Roosblad, J. eds. (2000) Trade unions, immigration, and immigrants 

in Europe, 1960-1993: A comparative study of the attitudes and actions of trade 

unions in seven West European countries, Berghahn Books, New York and Ox-

ford. 

Pettenger, M. E. ed. (2016) The Social Construction of Climate Change: Power, 

Knowledge, Norms, Discourses, first published in 2007 by Ashgate Publishing, 

Routledge, London and New York. 

Picard, E. and Greco Tonegutti, R. (2014) Technical Assistance for study on concrete 

results obtained through projects on Migration and Development financed under 

AENEAS and the Thematic Programme for Migration and Asylum, SACO Con-

sortium. 



395 

Picard, L. A. and Groelsema, R. (2015) ‘U. S. Foreign Aid Priorities: Goals for the 

Twenty-First Century’ in Picard, L. A., Groelsema, R. and Buss, T. F. eds. For-

eign Aid and Foreign Policy: Lessons for the Next Half-Century, Routledge, Lon-

don and New York. 

Pielke, R. A. (2007) The Honest Broker: Making Sense of Science in Policy and Pol-

itics, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Pierson, P. (2000) ‘Increasing Returns, Path Dependence, and the Study of Politics’, 

American Political Science Review, Vol. 94, No. 2, pp. 251-267. 

Pierson, P. (1996) ‘The Path to European Integration: A Historical Institutionalist 

Analysis’, Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 29, No. 2, pp. 123-163. 

Pina-Delgado, J. (2013) ‘The Current Scheme to Manage Migration between Europe 

and Cape Verde: Promoter of Development or Tool for Border Closure?’, Popu-

lation, Space and Place, Vol. 19, Issue 4, July/August, pp. 404-414. 

Piore, M. J. (1979) Birds of Passage, Cambridge University Press, New York, Cam-

bridge. 

Pizzorno, A. (2019) ‘On the Individualistic Theory of Social Order’ in Bourdieu, P., 

Coleman, J. S. and Coleman, Z. W. eds. Social Theory For A Changing Society, 

first published 1991 by Westview Press, Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Pizzorno, A. (2008) ‘Rationality and recognition’ in della Porta, D. and Keating, M. 

eds. Approaches and Methodologies in the Social Sciences: A Pluralist Perspec-

tive, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Podobnik, B., Jusup, M., Kovac, D. and Stanley, H. E. (2017) ‘Approaches and Meth-

odologies in the Social Sciences,’ Complexity, Hindawi, Vol. 2017, August, pp. 

1-12. 

Politico (2020) 5 years on from Angela Merkel’s three little words: ‘Wir schaffen 

das!’, by Karnitschnig, M. 31 August. 

Politico (2018) Belgium sets up minority government after migration dispute breaks 

coalition: Right-wing N-VA’s opposition to UN migration pact costs prime min-

ister his parliamentary majority, by Cerulus, L. and Wheaton, S., 9 September. 

Pollack, M. A. (2012) ‘Realist, Intergovernmentalist, and Institutionalist Approaches’ 

in Jones, E., Menon, A. and Weatherill, S. eds. The Oxford Handbook of the Eu-

ropean Union, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Pollack, M. A. (2001) ‘International Relations Theory and European Integration’, 

Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 39, Issue 2, pp. 221-244. 

Portes, A., Guarnizo, L. E., Landolt, P. (1999) ‘The Study of Transnationalism: Pit-

falls and Promise of an Emergent Research Field. Introduction to a special issue,’ 

Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 22-2, March, pp. 217-37. 

Pouilot, V. (2007) ‘Sobjectivism: Toward a Constructivist Methodology’, Interna-

tional Studies Quarterly, Vol 51, No. 2, June, pp. 359-384.  

Prague process (2015) Evaluation of the Implementation of the Prague Process Action 

Plan 2012–2016, October 2015. 

Prague process (2014) Five years of the Prague Process: Taking Stock and Moving 

Forward, Discussion Paper, Prague Process Senior Officials’ Meeting 28-29 Oc-

tober 2014, Berlin. 

Preibisch, K., Dodd, W. and Su, Y. (2016) ‘Pursuing the capabilities approach within 

the migration–development nexus’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 

Vol. 42, Issue 13, pp. 2111-2127. 

Prieto, G. C. (2020) ‘Causation in Realist Constructivism: Interactionality, Emer-

gence and the Need for Interpretation’ in Barkin, S. ed. The Social Construction 



396 

of State Power: Applying Realist Constructivism, Bristol University Press, Bris-

tol. 

Pritchett, L. (2002) Labour Mobility and the Development Policy Agenda in the 21st 

Century (Nov. 22, 2002 draft), mimeo, Center for Global Development, Wash-

ington D.C. 

Provenzano, G. (2019) ‘The Euro-Mediterranean process and the root causes of mi-

gration’, in Mediterra 2018 - Migration and inclusive rural development in the 

Mediterranean, International Centre for Advanced Mediterranean Agronomic 

Studies (CIHEAM). 

Pryymachenko, Y., Fregert, K., and Andersson, F. N. G. (2013) ‘The effect of emi-

gration on unemployment: Evidence from the Central and Eastern European EU 

member states’, Economics Bulletin, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 2692-2697. 

Puchala, D. J. and Hopkins, R. F. (1983) ‘International regimes: lessons from induc-

tive analysis’, in Krasner, S. D. ed. International Regimes, Cornell University 

Press, Ithaca and London. 

Quay, J. (2003) ‘Experience and Participation: Relating Theories of Learning’, The 

Journal of Experiential Education, Vol.26, Issue 2, Fall, pp.105-112. 

Quie, M. and Hakimi, H. (2020) ‘The EU and the politics of migration management 

in Afghanistan’, Research Paper Asia-Pacific Programme and Europe Pro-

gramme, November, Chatham House, the Royal Institute of International Affairs, 

London. 

Rabat Process (2021) Working Document: Migration and Development Policies and 

Strategies, April. 

Rabat Process (2018) Marrakesh Political Declaration, Marrakesh, Morocco. 

Raeymaekers, T. (2014) ‘Introduction: Europe’s Bleeding Border and the Mediterra-

nean as a Relational Space’, ACME: An International E-Journal for Critical Ge-

ographies, Vol. 13, No. 2, pp. 163 -172. 

Ragin, C. C. and Becker, H. S. (1992) What Is a Case?: Exploring the Foundations 

of Social Inquiry, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Raineri, L. and Strazzari, R. (2021) ‘Dissecting the EU response to the “migration 

crisis”’ in Mac Ginty, R., Pogodda, S., and Richmond, O. P. eds. The EU and 

crisis response, Manchester University Press, Manchester. 

Rapoport, H. (2002) ‘Who is afraid of the brain drain? Human capital flight and 

growth in developing countries’, Policy Brief April 2002, Stanford Institute for 

Economic Policy Research (SIEPR). 

Rasche, L. and Dittrich, P. J. (2019) ‘Interpretation and truth: how right-wing populist 

disinformation informs the debate on migration’, Policy Paper, 11 September, 

Jacques Delors Institute, Berlin. 

Ratha, D. (2003) ‘Workers Remittances: An Important and Stable Source of External 

Development Finance’, Global Development Finance 2003, World Bank, Wash-

ington D. C. 

Ratha, D., Mohapatra, S., Özden, Ç. Plaza, S., Shaw, W. and Shimeles, A. (2011) 

Leveraging Migration for Africa: Remittances, Skills, and Investments, World 

Bank, Washington D. C. 

Raustiala, K. and Victor, D. G. (2004) ‘The Regime Complex for Plant Genetic Re-

sources,’ International Organization, Vol. 55, Issue 2, pp. 277-309. 

Ravenstein, E. G. (1876) The Birthplaces of the People and the Laws of Migration, 

re-published 2010, Kessinger Legacy Reprints, Kessinger Publishing. 



397 

Regan, P. (2012) ‘Hans-Georg Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics: Concepts of 

reading, understanding and interpretation’, Meta: Research in Hermeneutics, 

Phenomenology, and Practical Philosophy, Vol. IV, No. 2, December, pp. 286-

303. 

Reitano, T. (2016) ‘The Khartoum Process: A sustainable response to human smug-

gling and trafficking?’, ISS Policy Brief 93, November, Institute for Security 

Studies. 

Reslow, N. (2020) ‘Horizontal and Vertical Diversity: Unintended Consequences of 

EU External Migration Policy’ in Burlyuk, O. and Noutcheva, G. eds. Unintended 

Consequences of EU External Action, Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Reslow, N. (2015) ‘EU “Mobility” Partnerships: An Initial Assessment of Implemen-

tation Dynamics’, Politics and Governance, 2015, Vol. 3, Issue 2, pp. 117-128. 

Reslow, N. (2013a) Partnering for mobility?: Three-level games in EU external mi-

gration policy, University of Maastricht. 

Reslow, N. (2013b) ‘Migration and Development? An Assessment of Recent EU Pol-

icy Initiatives’, Journal of Contemporary European Research, Vol. 6, Issue 1, pp. 

3-21. 

Reslow, N. (2011) ‘Deciding on EU External Migration Policy: The Member States 

and the Mobility Partnerships’, Journal of European Integration, Vol. 34, Issue 

3, pp. 223-239.   

Reus-Smit, C. (1999) The Moral Purpose of the State: Culture, Social Identity, and 

Institutional Rationality in International Relations, Princeton University Press, 

Princeton. 

Revell, P. (2014) Supplement to States and Markets: an investigation of the 

‘knowledge structure’ in the work of Susan Strange, The London School of Eco-

nomics and Political Science, UMI Dissertation Publishing, Published by 

ProQuest LLC. 

Riccio, B. (2011) ‘Rehearsing Transnational Citizenship: Senegalese Associations, 

Co-development and Simultaneous Inclusion’, African Diaspora, Vol. 4, pp. 97-

113. 

Richter, F.F. (2000) Legitimate to Whom? Comparing National Perspectives on the 

Legitimacy of the European Union, London School of Economics. 

Rienzo, C. and Vargas-Silva, C. (2015) ‘Targeting migration with limited control: the 

case of the UK and the EU’, IZA Journal of European Labor Studies, Vol. 4, Nr. 

16., pp. 1-19. 

Rijpma, J. J. and Cremona, M. (2007) ’The Extra-Territorialisation of EU Migration 

Policies and the Rule of Law’, EUI Working Papers, LAW; 2007/01, European 

University Institute. 

Rimkute, D. and Haverland, M. (2015) ‘How Does the European Commission Use 

Scientific Expertise? Results from a Survey of Scientific Members of the Com-

mission’s Expert Committees’, Comparative European Politics, Vol. 13, Issue 4, 

pp. 430-449. 

Risse-Kappen, T., ed. (1995) Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Non-State 

Actors, Domestic Structures and International Institutions, Cambridge University 

Press. 

Risse, T. (2004) ‘Social Constructivism and European Integration’ in Wiener, A. and 

Diez, T. eds. European Integration Theory, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Risse, T. and Sikking, K. (1999) ‘The socialization of international human rights 

norms into domestic practises’ in Risse, T., Ropp, S. C. and Sikking, K. eds. The 



398 

Power of Human Rights: International Norms and Domestic Change, Cambridge 

University Press, Cambridge. 

Risse, T. and Wiener, A. (2001) ‘The Social Construction of Social Constructivism’, 

in Christiansen, T., Jørgensen, K. E. and Wiener, A. eds. The Social Construction 

of Europe, Sage Publications, London. 

Roe, E. (1994) Narrative Policy Analysis: Theory and Practice, Duke University 

Press. 

Rohlfing, I. (2012) Case Studies and Causal Inference: An Integrative Framework, 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Rosamond, B. (2019) ‘Making Power Politics Great Again? Discursive Institutional-

ism and the Political Economy of World Politics after Globalization’ in Wivel, A. 

and Paul, T. V. eds. International Institutions and Power Politics: Bridging the 

Divide, Georgetown University Press, Washington D.C. 

Rose, G. (1998) ‘Review: Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy’, 

World Politics, Vol. 51, No. 1, October, pp. 144-172. 

Rosenblum, M. R. and Cornelius, W. A. (2012) ‘Dimensions of Immigration Policy’ 

in Rosenblum, M. R. and Tichenor, D. J. eds. Oxford Handbook of the Politics of 

International Migration, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Ross, D. (2007) Statecraft: And How to Restore America’s Standing in the World, 

Farrar, Strauss and Giroux, New York. 

Rossotto Ioris, A. A. (2014) ‘Environmental Governance at the Core of Statecraft: 

Unresolved Questions and Inbuilt Tensions’, Geography Compass, Vol. 8, Nr. 9, 

pp. 641-652. 

Rother, S. (2019) ‘The Global Forum on Migration and Development as a venue of 

state socialisation: a stepping stone for multi-level migration governance?’, Jour-

nal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, Vol. 45, Issue 8, pp. 1258-1274. 

Rotte, R., Vogler, M. and Zimmermann, K. F. (1997) South-North Refugee Migration: 

Lessons for Development Cooperation, DP1578, 

www.cepr.org/pubs/dps/DP1578.asp 

Rousselot, A., Aiolfi, L. and Charpin, A. (2013) Final Evaluation of the Thematic 

Programme “Cooperation with Third Countries in the Area of Migration and 

Asylum”, Letter of Contract N° 2012/306987, IBF International Consulting. 

Rösch, F. (2014) ‘Pouvoir, puissance, and politics: Hans Morgenthau’s dualistic con-

cept of power?’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 40, Issue 2, April, pp. 349-

365. 

Rudolph, C. (2006) National Security and Immigration: Policy Development in the 

United States and Western Europe since 1945, Stanford University Press, Stan-

ford, California. 

Rudolph, C. (2003) ‘Security and the Political Economy of International Migration’, 

American Political Science Review, Vol. 97, No. 4, November, pp. 603-620. 

Ruggie, J. G. (1998) Constructing the World Polity: Essays on International Institu-

tionalisation, Routledge, New York. 

Ruhs, M., Tamas, K. and Palme, J. eds. (2019) Bridging the Gaps: Linking Research 

to Public Debates and Policy Making on Migration and Integration, Oxford Uni-

versity Press, Oxford. 

Ruland, F. (1994) ‘Impact of international migration on social security: the example 

of old age insurance in Germany’, ISSA-Review, pp 77-96. 

Russell. B. (1938) Power: a new social analysis, Routledge, Allen & Unwin, London. 



399 

Russel, S. S. and Teitelbaum, M. S. (1992) ‘International Migration and International 

Trade’, World Bank Discussion Papers No. 160, the World Bank, Washington D. 

C. 

Ryan, B. (2010) ‘Extraterritorial Immigration Control: What Role for Legal Guaran-

tees?’, in Ryan, B. and Mitsilegas, V. eds. Extraterritorial Immigration Control: 

Legal Challenges, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, Leiden and Boston. 

Rynning, S. (2005) ‘Return of the jedi: realism and the study of the European Union’, 

Politique Europeenne, Vol. 3, Nr. 17, pp. 10-33. 

Sabatier, P. A. ed. (2007) Theories of the Policy Process, Westview Press, Boulder, 

Colorado. 

Samuel, J. (1998) Migration and Development, Development Express No. 5, Interna-

tional Development Information Centre. 

Sarewitz, D. (2004) ‘How Science Makes Environmental Controversies Worse’, En-

vironmental Science & Policy, Vol 7, Issue 5, pp. 385-403. 

Sarewitz, D. (1998) ‘Science in Policy: An Excess of Objectivity?’, Geological Soci-

ety of America, Vol. 30, Issue 7. 

Sassatelli, R. (2019) ‘Recognition and Reception: On Pizzorno, Identity and the 

Mask’, Sociologica, Vol. 13, Nr. 2, pp. 39-43. 

Sassen, S. (1996) Losing control? Sovereignty in an Age of Globalization, Columbia 

University Press. 

Sassen, S. (1988) The Mobility of Labour and Capital: A Study in International In-

vestment and Labour Flow, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Saurugger. S. (2013a) ‘Is there a sovereignty problem in the EU?’ <halshs-00911482> 

Saurugger, S. (2013b) ‘Constructivism and public policy approaches in the EU: from 

ideas to power games’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 20, Issue 6, pp. 

888-906. 

Saxenian, A. L. (2005) ‘From Brain Drain to Brain Circulation: Transnational Com-

munities and Regional Upgrading in India and China’, Studies in Comparative 

International Development, Vol. 40, Fall, pp. 35-61. 

Schiff, M. (1996) South - North migration and trade: a survey, Policy Research Work-

ing Papers, World Bank, Washington D. C. 

Schiff, M. and Özden, Ç. eds. (2006) International Migration, Remittances and the 

Brain Drain, World Bank and Palgrave Macmillan. 

Schimmelfennig, F. (2012) ‘Europeanization beyond Europe’, Living Reviews in Eu-

ropean Governance, Vol. 7, No. 1, http://www.livingreviews.org/lreg-2012-1 

Schimmelfennig, F. (2004) ‘Liberal Intergovernmentalism’, in Wiener, A. and Diez, 

T. eds. European Integration Theory, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Schimmelfennig, F. (2003) ‘The Community Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, 

and the Eastern Enlargement of the European Union’, International Organization, 

Vol. 55, Issue 1, pp. 47-80. 

Schimmelfennig, F. and Sedelmeier, U. (2004) ‘Governance by conditionality: EU 

rule transfer to the candidate countries of Central and Eastern Europe’, Journal of 

European Public Policy, Vol. 11, Issue 4, pp. 661-679. 

Schimmelfennig F., Engert S., and Knobel H. (2006) ’Theory: Strategic Action in the 

International Community’ in International Socialization in Europe, Palgrave 

Macmillan, London. 

Schmeidl, S. (2003) ‘The early warning of forced migration: State or human security?’ 

in Newman, E. and van Selm, J. eds. Refugees and forced displacement: 



400 

International security, human vulnerability, and the state, United Nations Uni-

versity Press, Tokyo, New York, Paris. 

Schmidt, B. C. (2007) ‘Realism and facets of power in international relations’, in Ber-

enskoetter, F. and Williams, M. J. eds. Power in World Politics, Routledge, Lon-

don and New York. 

Schmidt, V. H. (2001) ‘Oversocialised Epistemology: A Critical Appraisal of Con-

structivism’, Sociology, Vol. 35, No. 1, 135-157. 

Schmidt, C. (2000) ‘The Analysis of Semi-structured Interviews’ in Flick, U., von 

Kardoff, E. and Steink, I. eds. A Companion to Qualitative Research, Sage, Lon-

don. 

Schmieg, E. (2019) ‘Connections between Trade Policy and Migration: A Sphere of 

Action for the EU’, SWP Research Paper 15, November, Stiftung Wissenschaft 

und Politik, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Berlin. 

Scholten, P. (2007) Constructing Immigrant Policies: Research-Policy Relations and 

Immigrant Integration in the Netherlands (1970-2004), Printpartners Ipskamp, 

Enschede. 

Scholvin, S. and Wigell, M. (2018) ‘Power politics by economic means: Geoeconom-

ics as an analytical approach and foreign policy practice’, Comparative Strategy, 

Vol. 37, Issue 1, pp. 73-84. 

Schoorl, J. J. (2000) Push and pull factors of international migration: a comparative 

report, European Commission, Eurostat, Luxembourg. 

Schöfberger, I. (2019) ‘The EU’s Negotiation of Narrative and Policies on African 

Migration 1999-2019’, European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 24, No. 4, 

pp. 513-532. 

Schreier, M. (2012) Qualitative Content Analysis in Practice, Sage, London. 

Schüttler, K. (2008) ‘The Contribution of Migrant Organisations to Income-Generat-

ing Activities in Their Countries of Origin’ Working Paper No. 50, ILO, Geneva. 

Seeberg, P. (2014) ‘Mobility Partnerships and the EU, Part II: The Cases of Libya, 

Morocco and Tunisia’, Centre for Contemporary Middle East Studies, News 

Analysis, Syddansk Universitet. 

Seeberg, P. (2013) ‘The Arab Uprisings and the EU’s Migration Policies —The Cases 

of Egypt, Libya, and Syria’, Democracy and Security, Vol. 9, Issue 1-2, January, 

pp. 157-176  

SEEK Development (2017) Understanding the impact of the refugee crisis on Euro-

pean donors’ development budgets. Accessible at www.donortracker.org 

Sen, A. (1999) Development as Freedom, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Sending, O. J. (2002) ‘Constitution, Choice and Change: Problems with the ‘Logic of 

Appropriateness’ and its Use in Constructivist Theory’, European Journal of In-

ternational Relations, Vol. 8, No. 4, 443-470. 

Senghaas, D. (2020) ‘Practizing Politics with Alert Senses: Remembering Karl W. 

Deutsch (1912-1992)’ in Taylor, C. L. and Russett, B. M. eds. Karl W. Deutsch: 

Pioneer in the Theory of International Relations, Springer Nature, Cham. 

Sgrignoli, P., Metulini, E., Schiavo, S. and Riccaboni, M. (2015) ‘The relation be-

tween global migration and trade networks’, Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and 

its Applications, Vol. 417, 1 January, pp. 245-260.  

Shanahan, E. A., Jones, M. D. and McBeth, M. K. (2011) ‘Policy Narratives and Pol-

icy Processes’, Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 39, Issue 3, August, pp. 535-561. 

Shawki, N. (2016) International Norms, Normative Change, and the UN Sustainable 

Development Goals, Lexington Books. 



401 

Sida (2019) Migration and development: Inclusion of migrants and migration in 

global development, Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency, 

Portfolio overview 2019, Stockholm. 

https://cdn.sida.se/publications/files/sida62307en-migration-and-develop-

ment.pdf 

Siddiqui, T. and Chowdhury, R. A. (2003) ‘Migrant Worker Remittances and Micro-

Finance in Bangladesh’, Working paper No. 38, Refugee and Migratory Move-

ments Research Unit, Social Finance Programme, ILO, Geneva.  

Siegel, M. (2019) ‘Throwing development money at the “migration problem” – is it 

completely misguided?’, see www.mignex.org 

Siitonen, L. (2005) Aid and identity policy: small donors and aid regime norms, Turun 

yliopisto, Helsinki. 

Sil, R. and Katzenstein, P. (2010) Beyond Paradigms: Analytic Eclecticism in the 

Study of World Politics, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Simmons, B. A. and Goemans, H. E. (2021) ‘Built on Borders: Tensions with the 

Institution Liberalism (Thought It) Left Behind’, International Organiza-

tion, Vol. 75, Issue 2, pp. 387-410. 

Sinatti, G. and Horst, C. (2015) ‘Migrants as agents of development: Diaspora en-

gagement discourse and practice in Europe’, Ethnicities, Vol. 15, Issue 1, pp. 134-

152. 

Škuflić, L. and Vučković, V. (2018) ‘The effect of emigration on unemployment rates: 

the case of EU emigrant countries’, Economic Research - Ekonomska 

Istraživanja, Vol. 31, Issue 1, pp. 1826-1836. 

Sleat, M. (2016) ‘The politics and morality of the responsibility to protect: Beyond 

the realist/liberal impasse’, International Politics, Vol. 53, pp. 67-82. 

Sleat, M. (2014) ‘Legitimacy in Realist Thought: Between Moralism and Realpolitik’, 

Political Theory, Vol. 42, Issue 3, pp. 314-337. 

Smith, M. E. (2004) ‘Institutionalization, Policy Adaptation and European Foreign 

Policy Cooperation’, European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 10, No. 

1, 95-136. 

Smith, M. E. and Elgström, O. (2012) ‘The Europan Union and International Regimes: 

Institutions, Norms and Negotiation in the Pursuit of “Effective Multilateralism”’ 

in Jörgensen, K. E. and Laatikainen, K. V. eds. Routledge Handbook on the Eu-

ropean Union and International Institutions: Performance, Policy, Power, 

Routledge, London and New York. 

Snyder, J. (1991) Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition, 

Cornell University, Ithaka. 

Snyder, Q. Z. (2013) ‘Taking the System Seriously: Another Liberal Theory of Inter-

national Politics’, International Studies Review, Vol. 15, Issue 4, December, pp. 

539-561. 

Soguk, N. (1999) States and Strangers: Refugees and Displacements of Statecraft, 

University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis and London. 

Soininen, M. and Qvist, M. (2021) ‘Political integration and the career opportunities 

of immigrants in political parties: Experiences from Swedish party organisations’, 

Migration Studies, Vol. 9, Issue 3, September, pp. 556-575. 

Solimano, A. (2008) ‘Causes and Consequences of Talent Mobility’ in Solimano, A. 

ed. The International Mobility of Talent: Types, Causes and Development Impact, 

UNU Wider Studies in Development Economics, Oxford University Press, Ox-

ford. 



402 

Sommerer, T. and Agné, H. (2018) ‘Consequences of Legitimacy in Global Govern-

ance’ in Tallberg, J., Bäckstrand, K., Scholte, J. A. eds. Legitimacy in Global 

Governance: Sources, Processes, and Consequences, Oxford University Press, 

Oxford. 

Soysal, Y. N. (1994) Limits of Citizenship: Migrants and Postnational Membership 

in Europe, University of Chicago Press, Chicago and London. 

Sørensen, G. (2008) ‘The Case for Combining Material Forces and Ideas in the Study 

of IR’, European Journal of International Relations, Vol 14, Issue 1, pp. 5-32.  

Spaan, E., van Naerssen, T. and Hillman, F. (2005) ‘Shifts in the European Discourses 

on Migration and Development’, Asian and Pacific Migration Journal, Vol. 14, 

Issue 1-2, pp. 35-69. 

Spegele, R. D. (1996) Political Realism in International Theory, Cambridge Univer-

sity Press. 

Spruyt, H. (1994) The Sovereign State and Its Competitors: An Analysis of Systems 

Change, Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey. 

Stake, R. E. (1995) The Art of Case Study Research, SAGE Publications. 

Stark, O. (1989) ‘Relative deprivation and international migration’, Demography, 

Vol. 26, February, pp. 1-14. 

Stark, O. and Wang, Y. Q. (2000) ‘A Theory of Migration as a Response to Relative 

Deprivation’, German Economic Review, Vol. 1, Issue 2, May, pp. 131-143. 

Stock, I., Üstübici, A. and Schultz, S. U. (2019) ‘Externalization at work: responses 

to migration policies from the Global South’, Comparative Migration Studies, 

Vol. 7, Article nr. 48. 

Stokke, O. S. (1997) ‘Regimes as Governance Systems’, in Young, O. R. ed. Global 

Governance: Drawing Insights from the Environmental Experience, The MIT 

Press, Cambridge, MA. 

Strating, R. (2022) ‘Norm contestation, statecraft and the South China Sea: defending 

maritime order’, The Pacific Review, Vol. 35, Issue 1, pp. 1-31. 

Stein, N. (2011) ‘Causation and Explanation in Aristotle’, Philosophy Compass, Vol. 

6, Nr. 10, pp. 699-707. 

Stepputat, F. (2012) ‘Knowledge production in the security-development nexus: An 

ethnographic reflection’, Security Dialogue, Vol. 43, Issue 5, pp. 439-455.  

Sterling-Folker, J. (2006) ‘Realist global governance: Revisiting cave! hic dragones 

and beyond’, Ba, A. D. and Hoffmann, M. J. eds. Contending Perspectives on 

Global Governance: Coherence and Contestation, Taylor & Francis. 

Sterling-Folker, J. (2004) ‘Realist-Constructivism and Morality’ in Jackson, P. T. ed. 

‘Bridging the Gap: Toward A Realist-Constructivist Dialogue’, The Forum, In-

ternational Studies Review, Vol. 6, pp. 337-352. 

Sterling-Folker, J. (2002a) Theories of International Cooperation and the Primacy of 

Anarchy: Explaining U.S. international Policy-Making after Bretton Woods, 

State University of New York Press.  

Sterling-Folker, J. (2002b) ‘Realism and the constructivist challenge: Rejecting, re-

constructing, or rereading’, International Studies Review, Vol. 4, No. 1, Spring, 

pp. 73-97. 

Sterkx, S. (2008) ‘The External Dimension of EU Asylum and Migration Policy: Ex-

panding Fortress Europe?’ in Orbie, J. ed. Europe’s Global Role: External Poli-

cies of the European Union, Ashgate, Aldershot and Burlington. 



403 

Stern, M. and Öjendal, J. (2010) ‘Mapping the Security-Development Nexus: Con-

flict, Complexity, Cacophony, Convergence?’, Security Dialogue, Vol. 41, No. 1, 

pp. 5-30. 

Sternberg, C. (2015) ‘Political legitimacy between democracy and effectiveness: 

trade-offs, interdependencies, and discursive constructions by the EU institu-

tions’, European Political Science Review, Vol. 7, Issue 4, pp. 615-638. 

Stocchetti, M. (2013) Inside the European Consensus on Development and Trade: 

Analysing the EU’s Normative Power and Policy Coherence for Development, 

University of Helsinki, Helsinki. 

Stoker, G. (2019) ‘Governance as theory: five propositions’, International Social Sci-

ence Journal, Vol. 50, pp. 17-28. 

Stokke, O. S. and Vidas, D. eds. (1996) Governing the Antarctic: The Effectiveness 

and Legitimacy of the Antarctic Treaty System, Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge and New York.  

Stutz, P. and Trauner, F. (2021) ‘The EU’s “return rate” with third countries: Why EU 

readmission agreements do not make much difference’, International Migration, 

early view. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/imig.12901 

Strange, S. (2015) States and Markets, Bloomsbury Academic, London and New 

York. 

Strange, S. (1982) ‘Cave! Hic Dragones: A Critique of Regime Analysis’, Interna-

tional Organization, Vol. 36, Issue 2, Spring, pp. 479-496. 

Stritzel, H. (2014) Security in Translation: Securitization Theory and the Localization 

of Threat, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Stritzel, H. (2007) ‘Towards a Theory of Securitization: Copenhagen and Beyond’, 

European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 13, Issue 3, September, pp. 

357-383. 

Sundberg Diez, O. and Trauner, F. (2021) ‘EU return sponsorships: High stakes, low 

gains?’, EPC Discussion Paper, 19 January, European Policy Centre, Brussels. 

Sunstein, C. R. (1996) ‘Social Norms and Social Roles’, Columbia Law Review, Vol. 

96, No. 4, May, pp. 903-968. 

Sutherland, P. D. (2013) ‘Migration is development: how migration matters to the 

post-2015 debate’, International Migration, Vol. 2, Issue 2, pp. 151-156. 

Swidler, A. (1986) ‘Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies’, American Sociologi-

cal Review, Vol. 51, No. 2, April, pp. 273-286. 

Szent-Iványi, B. and Kugiel, P. (2020) ‘The challenge from within: EU development 

cooperation and the rise of illiberalism in Hungary and Poland’, Journal of Con-

temporary European Research, Vol. 16, Issue 2, pp. 120-138. 

Tabur, C. E. (2013) ‘Renewed Inter-institutional (Im)balance after the Lisbon Treaty? 

The External Dimension of the EU’s Migration Policy’, Perceptions, Autumn, 

Vol. 18, Nr. 3, pp. 13-32. 

Tallberg, J. and Zürn, M. (2019) ‘The legitimacy and legitimation of international 

organizations: introduction and framework’, The Review of International Organ-

izations, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-018-9330-7 

Tallberg, J., Lundgren, M. Sommerer, T. and Squatrito, T. (2017) ‘Explaining Policy 

Norm Adoption by International Organizations’ (September). Available at SSRN: 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=3059442 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3059442 

Tamas, K. (2019) ‘The Politicization of Evidence-based Policies: The Case of Swe-

dish Committees’, in Ruhs, M., Tamas, K. and Palme, J. eds. (2019) Bridging the 



404 

Gaps: Linking Research to Public Debates and Policy Making on Migration and 

Integration, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Tamas, K. and Palme, J. eds. (2006a) Globalizing Migration Regimes: New Chal-

lenges to Transnational Cooperation, Ashgate, Avebury. 

Tamas, K. and Palme, J. eds. (2006b) How Migration Can Benefit Development: 

Bridging the Research and Policy Gap, Stockholm: Institute for Futures Studies. 

Tamas, K. and Hansson, M. eds. (1999) International Migration, Development and 

Integration, Conference Report, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Stockholm. 

Tamas, K. and Münz, R. (2006) Labour Migrants Unbound? EU Enlargement, Tran-

sitional Measures and Labour Market Effects, Institute for Futures Studies, Stock-

holm. 

Tan, N. and Gammeltoft-Hansen, T. (2020) ‘A Topographical Approach to Account-

ability for Human Rights Violations in Migration Control’, German Law Journal, 

Vol. 23, Issue 3, pp. 335-354. 

Tannous, I. (2013) ‘The Programming of EU’s External Assistance and Development 

Aid and the Fragile Balance of Power between EEAS and DG DEVCO’, Euro-

pean Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 18, Issue 3, pp. 329-354. 

Tapinos, G. (1990) ‘Development Assistance Strategies and Emigration Pressure in 

Europe and America’, Commission for the Study of International Migration and 

Cooperative Economic Development, Working Papers, No. 56, July. 

Taran, P. A. and Geronimi, E. (2003) Globalization, Labour and Migration: Protec-

tion is Paramount, Perspectives on Labour Migration 3E, International Migration 

Programme, ILO, Geneva. 

Tardis, M. (2018) ‘European Union Partnerships with African Countries on Migra-

tion: A Common Issue with Conflicting Interests’, Notes de l’Ifri, Centre for Mi-

gration and Citizenship. 

Tasche, T. C. (2010) ‘The Project of a Union for the Mediterranean – Pursuing French 

Objectives through the Instrumentalisation of the Mare Nostrum’, L’Europe en 

formation, Vol. 2, No. 356, pp. 53-70. 

Teitelbaum, M. S. (1984) ‘Immigration, refugees, and foreign policy’, International 

Organization, Vol. 38, Issue 3, Summer, pp. 429-450. 

Teitelbaum, M. S. and Weiner, M. (1995) Threatened Peoples, Threatened Borders: 

World Migration and U.S. Policy, The 86th American Assembly, November 10-

13, 1994, The American Assembly Columbia University, Arden House, Harri-

man, New York. 

Tell, F. (2017) ‘Managing across Knowledge Boundaries’ in Tell, F., Berggren, C., 

Brusoni, S. and Van de Ven, A. eds. Managing Knowledge Integration Across 

Boundaries, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Tellmann, S. M. (2016) Experts in public policymaking: influential, yet constrained, 

Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, Research and Education. 

Temprano Arroyo, H. (2019) Using aid to address the root causes of migration and 

refugee flows, European University Institute, Florence. 

Teodorescu, L. (2017) ‘Ambition versus reality: partnering with our neighbours on 

migration’, European View, Vol. 16, pp. 121-130. 

Terry, D. F. and Wilson, S. R. eds. (2005) Beyond Small Change: Making Migrant 

Remittances Count, Inter-American Development Bank, Washington D. C. 

The Berne Initiative (2005) International Agenda for Migration Management, 

Berne,16-17 December 2004, IOM. http://publications.iom.int/sys-

tem/files/pdf/iamm.pdf 



405 

The Berne Initiative (2004) Managing International Migration through International 

Cooperation: The International Agenda for Migration Management, Berne II 

Conference. 

The New York Times (2003) Britain and Spain Seek Backing for European Policy on 

Migrants, by M. Simons, 23 May. 

Thede, N. (2013) ‘Policy Coherence for Development and Securitisation: competing 

paradigms or stabilising North–South hierarchies?’, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 

34, Issue 5, pp. 784-799. 

Thielemann, E. R. (2006) ‘The effectiveness of governments’ attempts to control un-

wanted migration’ in Parsons, C. A. and Smeeding, T. A., (eds.) Immigration and 

the Transformation of Europe, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Thielemann, E. R. (2003) ‘Does Policy Matter? On Governments’ Attempts to Con-

trol Unwanted Migration’, IIIS Discussion Paper No. 09, November, The Insti-

tute for International Integration Studies Discussion Paper Series. 

Thiollet, H. (2011) ‘Migration as Diplomacy: Labor Migrants, Refugees, and Arab 

Regional Politics in the Oil-Rich Countries’, International Labour and Working-

Class History, Vol 79, Issue 1, pp. 103-121.  

Thornborrow, J. (2012) ‘Narrative analysis’ in Gee, J. P. and Handford, M. (eds.) The 

Routledge Handbook of Discourse Analysis, Routledge.  

Thouez, C. and Channac, F. (2006) ‘Shaping International Migration Policy: The Role 

of Regional Consultative Processes’, West European Politics, Vol. 29, No. 2, 

March, pp. 370-387. 

Time (2021) Joe Biden’s Immigration Bill Aims to Address the Root Causes of Mi-

gration. Will it Work?, by J. Aguilera, January 20. 

Titscher, S., Jenner, B., Meyer, M. and Vetter, E. (2000) Methods of Text and Dis-

course Analysis: In Search of Meaning, Sage Publications, London. 

Tittel-Mosser, F. (2018) ‘Reversed Conditionality in EU External Migration Policy: 

The Case of Morocco’, Journal of Contemporary European Research, Vol. 14, 

Issue 4, pp. 349-363. 

Tjaden, J. and Heidland, T. (2021) ‘Does Welcoming Refugees Attract More Mi-

grants? The Myth of the “Merkel Effect”’, Kiel Working Paper No. 2194, August. 

Tomei, G. (2012) ‘Unveiling the mantra: The salience of network-based community 

belonging in understanding the structural and agentic conditions of the migration-

development nexus’, International Review of Sociology, Vol. 24, Issue 1, pp. 145-

163. 

Toolan, M. J. (1988) Narrative: A Critical Linguistic Introduction, Routledge, Lon-

don and New York. 

Tooze, R. (2000) ‘Susan Strange, Academic International Relations and the Study of 

International Political Economy’, New Political Economy, Vol. 5, No. 2, July.  

Totten, R. J. (2017) ‘Statecraft and Migration: A Research Note on American Strate-

gies to Use Immigration in Foreign Policy from the Founding Era through the 

Early Twenty-First Century’, Diplomacy and Statecraft, Vol. 28, Issue 2, pp. 344-

370. 

Tourinho, M. (2021) ‘The Co-Constitution of Order’, International Organization, 

Vol. 75, Issue 2, pp. 258-281. 

Trauner, F. and Ripoll Servent, A. (2016) ’The Communitarization of the Area of 

Freedom, Security and Justice: Why Institutional Change does not Translate into 

Policy Change’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 54, Nr. 6, pp. 1417-

1432. 



406 

Trauner, F. and Wolff, S. (2014) ‘The Negotiation and Contestation of EU Migration 

Policy Instruments: A Research Framework’, European Journal of Migration and 

Law, Vol. 16, Issue 1, pp. 1-18. 

Trubek, D. M., Mosher, J. and Rothstein, J. S. (2000) ‘Transnationalism in the Regu-

lation of Labor Relations: International Regimes and Transnational Advocacy 

Networks’, Law and Social Inquiry, Vol. 25, Issue 4, Fall, pp. 1187-1211. 

True, J. L., Jones, B. D. and Baumgartner, F. R. (2007) ‘Punctuated-Equilibrium The-

ory: Explaining Stability and Change in Public Policymaking’, in Sabatier, P. A. 

ed, Theories of the Policy Process, Westview Press, Boulder Colorado. 

Tsourapas, G. (2019) ‘Labor Migrants as Political Leverage: Migration Interdepend-

ence and Coercion in the Mediterranean’, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 

62, pp. 383-395. 

Tsourapas, G. (2017) ‘Migration diplomacy in the Global South: cooperation, coer-

cion and issue linkage in Gaddafi’s Libya’, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 38, Issue 

10, pp. 2367-2385.  

Turner, S. and Kleist, N. (2013) ‘Introduction: Agents of Change? Staging and Gov-

erning Diasporas and the African State’, African Studies, Vol. 72, No. 2, pp. 192-

206. 

Turpin, L. D. (2018) Developing and utilising a realist-constructivist analytical 

framework towards understanding the European Union’s Common Security and 

Defence Policy, Lancaster University Press, Lancaster. 

Uçarer, E. (2002) ‘Guarding the Borders of the European Union: Paths, Portals, and 

Prerogatives’ in Lavenex, S. and Uçarer, E. (eds.) Migration and the Externalities 

of European Integration, Lexington Books. 

Udlændinge- og Integrationsministeriet (2021) Fleksible udsendelsesmidler, memo, 

Copenhagen. 

UNCTAD/IOM (1996) Foreign Direct Investment, Trade and Aid: An Alternative to 

Migration, Geneva. 

  https://unctad.org/press-material/foreign-direct-investment-trade-and-aid-alter-

native-migration#endnote1 

UNDP (2020) Human Mobility, Shared Opportunities: A Review of the 2009 Human 

Development Report and the Way Ahead, New York. 

UNDP (2009) Human Development Report 2009: Overcoming barriers - Human mo-

bility and development, New York. 

UNFPA (2005) International Migration and the Millennium Development Goals, Se-

lected Papers of the UNFPA Expert Group Meeting, Marrakech, Morocco, 11-12 

May. 

UNFPA (1998) Technical Symposium on International Migration and Development, 

The Hague, June/July. 

UN General Assembly (1986a) International Co-operation to Avert New Flows of 

Refugees: Note by the Secretary-General, 13 May 1986, A/41/324,  

  https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae68bee4.html [accessed 7 March 2019] 

UN General Assembly (1986b) International co-operation to avert new flows of ref-

ugees, A/RES/41/70.  

Union for the Mediterranean (2017) UfM Roadmap for Action, Barcelona. 

United Nations (2016) New York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants, Resolution 

adopted by the General Assembly on 19 September 2016, A/RES/71/1, General 

Assembly. 



407 

United Nations (2015a) Addis Ababa Action Agenda of the Third International Con-

ference on Financing for Development, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 13-16 July. 

United Nations (2015b) Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development, Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 25 September 

2015, A/RES/70/1. 

United Nations (2013a) Declaration of the High-level Dialogue on International Mi-

gration and Development, Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 3 Oc-

tober 2013, A/RES/68/4.http://www.globalmigrationgroup.org/sys-

tem/files/N1343969_A_RES_68_4.pdf 

United Nations (2013b) International Migration and Development: Contributions and 

Recommendations of the International System, coordinated by UNFPA and IOM, 

New York. 

United Nations (2012) Realizing the Future We Want for All, Report to the Secretary-

General, UN System Task Team on the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda. 

United Nations (2006) Summary of the High-level Dialogue on International Migra-

tion and Development, Note by the President of the General Assembly, 

(A/61/515),https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UN-

DOC/GEN/N06/571/02/PDF/N0657102.pdf?OpenElement 

United Nations (2005) 2005 Millennium Development Goals Report, UN, New York. 

United Nations (2004a) On Millennium Goals, High-Level Panel Recommendations 

for Change, Fifty-ninth General Assembly, Press Release, GA/10324, 

23/12/2004. 

United Nations (2004b) 2004 World Survey on the Role of Women in Development: 

Women and International Migration, Department of Economic and Social Af-

fairs, United Nations, New York. 

United Nations (2002a) International Migration and Development, Report of the Sec-

retary-General to the General Assembly’s Fifty-eighth session, A/58/98. 

United Nations (2002b) Report of the International Conference on Financing for De-

velopment, Monterrey, Mexico, 18-22 March. 

United Nations (2002c) International Migration Report 2002, Department of Eco-

nomic and Social Affairs, United Nations, New York. 

US Commission (1990) Unauthorised Migration: An Economic Development Re-

sponse, US Commission for the Study of International Migration and Cooperative 

Economic Development, Washington D. C. 

Üstübici, A. (2015) ‘Dynamics in emigration and immigration policies of Morocco: a 

double engagement’, Migration and Development, Vol. 4, Issue 2, pp. 238-255. 

Vammen, I. M. and Brønden, B. M. (2012) ‘Donor-Country Responses to the Migra-

tion–Development Buzz: From Ambiguous Concepts to Ambitious Policies?, In-

ternational Migration, Vol. 50, Issue 3, June, pp. 26-42. 

Van Criekinge, T. (2010) The EU-Africa migration partnership: a case study of the 

EU’s migration dialogue with Ghana and Senegal, EUI Migration Working 

Group, 2010-03-01. 

van Dalen, H. P., Groenewold, G. and Fokkema, T. (2005) ‘The Effect of Remittances 

on Emigration Intentions in Egypt, Morocco, and Turkey’, Population Studies, 

Vol. 59, No. 3, Nov., pp. 375-392. 

Van Kersbergen, K. and Verbeek, B. (2007) ‘The Politics of International Norms: 

Subsidiarity and the Imperfect Competence Regime of the European Union’, Eu-

ropean Journal of International Relations, Vol. 13, Issue 2, pp. 217-238. 



408 

van Munster, R. (2009) Securitizing Immigration: The Politics of Risk in the EU, Pal-

grave Macmillan, Basingstoke and New York. 

van Munster R. and Sterkx S. (2006) ‘Governing Mobility: The Externalization of 

European Migration Policy and the Boundaries of the European Union’ in 

Holzhacker, R. and Haverland, M. (eds) European Research Reloaded: Cooper-

ation and Integration Among Europeanized States, Springer, Dordrecht. 

van Selm, J. (2002) ‘Immigration and asylum or foreign policy: the EU’s approach to 

migrants and their countries of origin’, in Lavenex S. and Uçarer, E.M. eds. Mi-

gration and the externalities of European integration, Lexington Books, Lanham. 

van Selm, J. ed. (2000) ‘Introduction’ in Kosovo’s Refugees in the European Union, 

Pinter, London and New York. 

van Stokkum, L. K. (2015) More Mobility for Development! Policy Coherence for 

Development in practice: making the EU Mobility partnership a tool for develop-

ment in Cape Verde, Foundation Max van der Stoel, Amsterdam. 

Vasquez, J. A. (1998) The Power of Power Politics: From Classical Realism to Ne-

otraditionalism, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Verea, M. (2014) ‘Immigration Trends After 20 Years of Nafta’, NORTEAMÉRICA, 

Vol. 9, Issue 2, July-December. 

Verschaeve, J., Delputte, S. and Orbie, J. (2016) ‘The rise of policy coherence for 

development: a multicausal approach’, European Journal of Development Re-

search, Vol. 28, Issue 2, pp. 44-62. 

Vidal, J. P. (1998) ‘The effect of emigration on human capital formation’, Journal of 

Population Economics, Vol. 11, No. 4, pp. 589-600. 

Vik, C. (2015) Moral Responsibility, Statecraft and Humanitarian Intervention: The 

US response to Rwanda, Darfur, and Libya, Routledge, London and New York.  

Villumsen Berling, T. and Bueger, C. (2017) ‘Expertise in the age of post-factual pol-

itics: An outline of reflexive strategies’, Geoforum, Vol. 84, August, pp. 332-341. 

Vincent, A. (2009) ‘The Hegelian State and International Polities’, Review of Inter-

national Studies, Vol. 9, Issue 3, July, pp. 191-205. 

Viotti, P. R. and Kauppi, M. V. (2010) International Relations Theory, 4th edition, 

Longman, New York. 

Vollmer, B., Sert. D. and Icduygu, A. eds. (2015) ’EU Migration Legacies: Perspec-

tives from Sending Countries’, Migration and Development, Vol. 4, Issue 2, pp. 

232-310. 

Waddington, C. (2003) ‘International migration policies in Asia: A synthesis’, paper 

to the Regional Conference on Migration, Development and Pro-Poor Policy 

Choices in Asia, 22-24 June, Dhaka.  

Waddington, H. and Sabates-Wheeler, R. (2003) How does poverty affect migration 

choice? A review of literature, Development Research Centre (DRC) on Migra-

tion, Globalisation and Poverty, University of Sussex, Brighton. 

Waever, O. (1995) ‘Securitization and Desecuritization’ in Lipshutz, R. D. ed. On 

Security, Columbia University Press, New York. 

Waever, O., Buzan, B. Kelstrup, M. and Lemaitre, P. (1993) Identity, Migration and 

the New Security Agenda in Europe, Pinter, London. 

Waidler, J., Hagen-Zanker, J., Gassmann, F. and Siegel, M. (2017) ‘Do remittances 

and social assistance have different impacts on expenditure patterns of recipient 

households? The Moldovan Case’, Migration and Development, Vol. 6, Issue 3, 

pp. 355-375. 



409 

Walker, W. E., Rahman, S. A. and Cave, J. (2001) ‘Adaptive policies, policy analysis, 

and policy-making’, European Journal of Operational Research, Vol. 128, Issue 

2, January, pp. 282-289. 

Wallerstein, I. (1976) The Modern World System, Academic Press, New York. 

Wallner, J. (2008) ‘Legitimacy and Public Policy: Seeing Beyond Effectiveness, Ef-

ficiency, and Performance’, Policy Studies Journal, Vol 36, Issue 3, pp. 421-443. 

Walmsley, T.L. and Winters, L. A. (2003) Relaxing the Restrictions on the Temporary 

Movements of Natural Persons: A Simulation Analysis, CEPR Discussion Paper 

No. 3719, CEPR, London. 

Walt, S. M. (2005) ‘The relationship between theory and policy in international rela-

tions’, Annual Review of Political Science, Vol. 8, pp. 23-48. 

Walters, W. (2010) ‘Imagined Migration World: The European Union’s Anti-Illegal 

Immigration Discourse’ in Geiger, M. and Pécoud, A. eds. The Politics of Inter-

national Migration Management, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke and New 

York. 

Waltz, K. (1979) Theory of International Politics, Waveland Press, Long Grove. 

Wanjiku, S. M. (2021) The EU-Africa Partnership: The EU’s Changing Policy To-

wards African Irregular Migration, University of Tübingen, Tübingen. 

Ward, H., Grundig, G. and Zorick, E. (2004) ‘Formal Theory and Regime Effective-

ness: Rational Players, Irrational Regimes’, in Underdal, A. and Young, O. R. 

eds. Regime Consequences: Methodological Challenges and Research Strategies, 

Springer Science + Business Media, Dordrecht.     

Wayman, F. W. and Diehl, P. F. (1994) ‘Realism Reconsidered: The Realpolitik 

Framework and Its Basic Propositions’ in Wayman, F. W. and Diehl, P. F. eds. 

Reconstructing Realpolitik, The University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbour.  

Weaver, C. (2011) ‘The Meaning of Development: Constructing the World Bank’s 

Good Governance Agenda’ in Abdelal, R., Blyth, M. and Parsons, C. eds. Con-

structing the International Economy, Cornell University Press. 

Weber, C. (1995) Simulating Sovereignty: Intervention, the State and Symbolic Ex-

change, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Weber, M. (1992) The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, originally pub-

lished in 1905, Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Weber, M. (1978) Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology, origi-

nally published in 1922, University of California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles 

and London. 

Weber, R. P. (1990) Basic Content Analysis, second edition, Sage, Newbury Park, 

London, New Delhi. 

Wei, C. H. (2020) ‘Coercive Engagement: Lessons from US Policy towards China’ in 

Barkin, S. ed. The Social Construction of State Power: Applying Realist Con-

structivism, Bristol University Press, Bristol. 

Weinar, A. (2011) EU Cooperation Challenges in External Migration Policy, Euro-

pean University Institute. http://cadmus.eui.eu/handle/1814/17756 

Weiner, M. (1995) The Global Migration Crisis: Challenge to States and to Human 

Rights, Harper Collins College Publishers.  

Weiner, M. (1993) International Migration and Security, Avalon Publishing. 

Weiner, M. and Münz, R. (1997) ‘Migrants, Refugees and Foreign Policy: Prevention 

and Intervention Strategies’, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 25-51. 

Weiner, M. and Stanton Russell, S. eds. (2001) Demography and National Security, 

Berghahn Books, New York and Oxford. 



410 

Weinert, M. S. (2016) ‘Recognition in and of World Society’ in Hayden, P. and 

Schick, K. eds. Recognition and Global Politics, Manchester University Press, 

Manchester. 

Weingart, P. (1999) ‘Scientific expertise and political accountability: paradoxes of 

science in politics’, Science and Public Policy, Vol. 26, Issue 3, pp. 151-161. 

Weiss, C. H. (1991) ‘Policy Research as Advocacy: Pro and Con’, Knowledge and 

Policy, March, Vol. 4, Issue 1-2, pp 37-55. 

Weiss, C. H. (1977) ‘Research for Policy’s Sake: The Enlightenment Function of So-

cial Research’, Policy Analysis, Vol. 3, No. 4, Fall, pp. 531-545. 

Welch, D. A. (1992) ‘The Organizational Process and Bureaucratic Politics Para-

digms: Retrospect and Prospect’, International Security, Vol. 17, Nr. 2, Fall, pp. 

112-146. 

Wendt, A. (2003) ‘Why a World State Is Inevitable’, European Journal of Interna-

tional Relations, Vol. 9, Nr. 4, December, pp. 491-542. 

Wendt, A. (1999) Social Theory of International Politics, Cambridge University 

Press, Cambridge. 

Wendt, A. (1998) ‘On Constitution and Causation in International Relations’, Review 

of International Studies, Vol. 24, Nr. 5, December, pp. 101-118. 

Wendt, A. (1987) ‘The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory’, 

International Organization, Vol. 41, Issue 3, Summer, pp. 335-370. 

Wesley, J. J. (2014) ‘The qualitative analysis of political documents’ in Kaal, B., 

Maks, I., and van Elfrinkhof, A. eds. From Text to Political Positions: Text anal-

ysis across disciplines, John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam and 

Philadelphia. 

White House (2021) Fact Sheet: President Biden Sends Immigration Bill to Congress 

as Part of His Commitment to Modernize our Immigration System, Briefing 

Room, January 20, 2021. 

WHO (2006) World Health Report 2006: Working Together for Health, World Health 

Organisation, Geneva. 

Wickramasekara, P. (2010) ‘Development, Mobility, and Human Rights: Rhetoric and 

Reality’, Refugee Survey Quarterly, Vol. 28, Issue 4, January, pp. 165-200. 

Widgren, J. (1993) The Informal Consultations, 1985-1992, unpublished paper. 

Widgren, J. (1990) ‘International migration and regional stability’, International Af-

fairs, Vol. 66, Issue 4, October, pp. 749-766. 

Wiener, A. (2018) Contestation and Constitution of Norms in Global International 

Relations, Cambridge University Press. 

Wiener, A. (2014) A Theory of Contestation, Springer Verlag, Berlin and Heidelberg. 

Wiener, A. (2009) ‘Enacting meaning-in-use: qualitative research on norms and in-

ternational relations’, Review of International Studies, Vol. 35, No. 1, pp. 175-

193. 

Wiener, A. (2001) ‘Crossing the Borders of Order: Democracy beyond the Nation-

State?’, in Albert, M., Jacobson, D. and Lapid, Y. eds. Identities, Borders, Or-

ders: Rethinking International Relations Theory, University of Minnesota Press, 

Minneapolis. 

Wiener, A. and Diez, T. (2004) European Integration Theory, first edition, Oxford 

University Press, Oxford. 

Wiener, A. and Puetter, U. (2009) ‘The Quality of Norms is What Actors Make of it: 

Critical - Constructivist Research on Norms’, Journal of International Law and 

International Relations, Vol 5, No. 1, pp. 1-16. 



411 

Więcławski, J. (2020) ‘Considering Rationality of Realist International Relations The-

ories’, Chinese Political Science Review, Vol. 5, February, pp. 111-130. 

Williams, A. M. (2006) ‘Lost in translation? International migration, learning and 

knowledge’, Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 30, Issue 5, October, pp. 588-

607. 

Williams, M. C. (2004) ‘Why Ideas Matter in International Relations: Hans Morgen-

thau, Classical Realism, and the Moral Construction of Power Politics’, Interna-

tional Organization, Vol. 58, Issue 4, Autumn, pp. 633-665. 

Winters, L.A., Walmsley, T. L., Kun Wang, Z. and Grynberg, R. (2002) ‘Negotiating 

the Liberalisation of the Temporary Movement of Natural Persons’, Economics 

Department Discussion Paper 87, University of Sussex, Brighton. 

Wise, W. and Covarrubias, H. M. (2009) ‘Understanding the Relationship between 

Migration and Development: Toward a New Theoretical Approach, Social Anal-

ysis, Vol. 53, Issue 3, Winter, pp. 85-105. 

Wivel, A. (2005) ’Explaining why state X made a certain move last Tuesday: the 

promise and limitations of realist foreign policy analysis’, Journal of Interna-

tional Relations and Development, Vol. 8, pp. 355-380. 

Wivel, A. (2004) ‘The Power Politics of Peace: Exploring the Link between Globali-

zation and European Integration from a Realist Perspective’, Cooperation and 

Conflict, Vol. 39, Issue 1, March, pp. 5-25. 

Wivel, A. and Paul, T. V. (2019) ‘Exploring International Institutions and Power Pol-

itics’ in Wivel, A. and Paul, T. V. eds. International Institutions and Power Pol-

itics: Bridging the Divide, Georgetown University Press, Washington D.C.   

Wodak, R. (2015) The Politics of Fear: What Right-Wing Populist Discourses Mean, 

Sage, London. 

Wodak, R., KhosraviNik, M. and Mral, B. eds. (2013) Right-Wing Populism in Eu-

rope: Politics and Discourse, Bloomsbury. 

Wolff, S. and Mounier, G. (2012) ‘A Kaleidoscopic View on the External Dimension 

of Justice and Home Affairs’, European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol 17, Issue 

2/1, pp. 143-162. 

Wolff, S., Goudappel, F. and de Zwaan, J. eds. (2011) Freedom, Security and Justice 

after the Lisbon Treaty and the Stockholm Programme, TMC Asser Press, The 

Hague. 

Wong T. K. (2017) The Politics of Immigration: Partisanship, Demographic Change, 

and American National Identity, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Wong, T. K. (2011) Immigration Control in the Age of Migration, UC Riverside, Uni-

versity of California. 

Workpermit (2006) Spain to patrol coast of Senegal to control illegal migration, 13 

September 2006, https://workpermit.com/news/spain-patrol-coast-senegal-con-

trol-illegal-migration-20060913  

World Bank (2006) Global Economic Prospects 2006: Economic Implications of Re-

mittances and Migration, IBRD/The World Bank, Washington D. C. 

World Bank (2005) Global Development Finance report: Mobilizing Finance and 

Managing Vulnerability, Washington D. C. 

Wunderlich, D. (2012) ‘The limits of external governance: implementing EU external 

migration policy’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 19, Issue 9, pp. 1413-

1433. 



412 

Wunderlich, D. (2010) ‘Differentiation and Policy Convergence against Long Odds: 

Lessons from Implementing EU Migration Policy in Morocco’, Mediterranean 

Politics, Vol. 15, Issue 2, pp. 249-272. 

Yıldız, A. G. (2016) The European Union’s Immigration Policy: Managing Migration 

in Turkey and Morocco, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Young, O. R. (2004) ‘The Consequences of International Regimes: A Framework for 

Analysis’ in Underdal, A. and Young, O. R. eds. Regime Consequences: Method-

ological Challenges and Research Strategies, Springer Science + Business Me-

dia, Dordrecht. 

Young, O. R. (1989) International Cooperation: Building Regimes for Natural Re-

sources and the Environment, Cornell University Press, Ithaka and London. 

Young, O. R. (1980) ‘International Regimes: Problems of Concept Formation’, World 

Politics, Vol. 32, Issue 3, pp. 331-356. 

Young, O. R. and Levy, M. A. (1999) ‘The Effectiveness of International Environ-

mental Regimes’, in Young, O. R. ed. The Effectiveness of International Environ-

mental Regimes: Causal Connections and Behavioral Mechanisms, the MIT 

Press, Cambridge and London.   

Youngs, R. (2007) ‘Fusing Security and Development: Just another Euro-platitude?’, 

CEPS Working Document No. 277/October, Brussels. 

Youngs, R. (2004) ‘Normative Dynamics and Strategic Interests in the EU’s External 

Identity’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 42, Issue 2, June, pp. 415-

435.  

Zahariadis, N. (2016) ‘Setting the agenda on agenda setting: definitions, concepts and 

controversies’ in Zahariadis, N. ed. Handbook of Public Policy Agenda Setting, 

Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, UK, Northhampton, USA. 

Zahariadis, N. (2007) ‘The Multiple Streams Framework: Structure, Limitations, Pro-

spects’, in Sabatier, P. A. ed. Theories of the Policy Process, Westview Press, 

Boulder Colorado. 

Zaiotti, R. (2017) The elephant in Europe’s living room: why the EU’s crisis summit 

must tackle the root causes of migration, http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/eu-

roppblog/2015/09/11/the-elephant-in-europes-living-room-why-the-eus-crisis-

summit-must-tackle-the-root-causes-of-migration/ 

Zaiotti, R. ed. (2016a) Externalizing Migration Management: Europe, North America 

and the spread of ‘remote control’ practices, Routledge, Milton Park and New 

York. 

Zaiotti, R. (2016b) ‘Mapping remote control: the externalization of migration man-

agement in the 21st century’ in Zaiotti, R. ed. Externalizing Migration Manage-

ment: Europe, North America and the spread of ‘remote control’ practices, 

Routledge, Milton Park and New York. 

Zaiotti, R. (2011) Cultures of Border Control: Schengen and the Evolution of Euro-

pean Frontiers, the University of Chicago Press Books, Chicago. 

Zambernardi, L. (2020) ‘The limits of power: Knowledge, ethics, and foreign policy 

in Hans J. Morgenthau’s international theory’, International Relations, online 

version, https://doi.org/10.1177/0047117820935621 

Zanker, F. (2019) “Managing or Restricting Movement? Diverging Approaches of 

African and European Migration Governance”, Comparative Migration Studies, 

Vol. 7, Article nr. 17, pp. 1-18. 



413 

Zanker, F., Altrogge, J., Arhin-Sam, K. and Jegen, L. (2019) ‘Challenges in EU-

African Migration Cooperation: West African Perspectives on Forced Return’, 

Policy Brief 2019/5, December, MEDAM. 

Zapata-Barrero, R. (2013) ‘The External Dimension of Migration Policy in the 

Mediterranean Region: Premises for Normative Debate’, Revista del Instituto 

Español de Estudios Estratégicos, Núm. 2/2013. 

Zehfuss, M. (2002) Constructivism in International Relations: The Politics of Reality, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Zelinsky, W. (1971) ‘The Hypothesis of the Mobility Transition’, The Geographical 

Review, Vol. 61, No. 2, pp. 219-49. 

Zimmermann, K. (2017) Migration for Development: From Challenges to Opportu-

nities, Global Labor Organization (GLO), Maastricht. 

Zimmermann, K. (2005) European Migration: What do we know?, CEPR, London. 

http://www.cepr.org/pubs/books/P111.asp.  

Zito, A. R., and Schout, A. (2009) ‘Learning theory reconsidered: EU integration the-

ories and learning’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 16, Issue 8, pp. 1103-

1123. 

Zolberg, A. (2003) ‘The Archeology of ‘Remote Control’, in Fahrmeir, A., Faron, O., 

and Weil, P. (eds.) Migration Control in the North Atlantic World. The Evolution 

of State Practices in Europe and the United States from the French Revolution to 

the Inter-War Period, Berghahn Books, New York. 

Zoomers, A., Adepoju, A. and Naerssen, T. (2007) ‘International Migration and Na-

tional Development: An Introduction to Policies in Sub-Saharan Africa’ in 

Adepoju, A., Naerssen, T. and Zoomers, A. eds. International Migration and Na-

tional Development in sub-Saharan Africa: Viewpoints and Policy Initiatives in 

the Countries of Origin, Brill. 

Zoomers, A. and Nijenhuis, G. (2012) ‘Does Migration Lead to Development? Or is 

it Contributing to a Global Divide?’, Societies, Vol. 2, Issue, 3, pp. 122-138. 

Zürn, M. (2018) A Theory of Global Governance: Authority, Legitimacy, and Contes-

tation, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



Migration Statecraft
 
The European Migration and Development Regime

 
Kristof Tamas

Kristof Tam
as    M

igration
 Statecraft

Stockholm Studies in Politics 197

Doctoral Thesis in Political Science at Stockholm University, Sweden 2022

Department of Political Science

ISBN 978-91-7911-944-7
ISSN 0346-6620

Kristof Tamas
Kristof Tamas is senior adviser at the
Ministry of Justice, Sweden, where
his responsibilities include global
migration cooperation and the
migration-development nexus. He
combines this work with research on
international relations and
international political economy.

States remain key actors in the European Union's external relations
while they also constitute a unitary actor together with the EU
Commission and other EU institutions. They are influenced by
domestic and global normative structures that provide resasons for
statecraft. This is how the EU engages in specific patterns of
cooperation with third countries in regard to the migration-
development nexus.
   This thesis argues that such cooperation forms a regime with two
incompatible norms. Migration policy is focusing on the norm of
reducing the root causes of migration, while development cooperation
aims to promote a norm through which migrants are regarded as
agents of development.
   The novel theoretical approach of realist constructivism is applied in
order to both explain and understand this regime. The EU performs
strategic social construction through the externalisation of migration
control, mainstreaming of migration in development policy, and
conditionality of practices in its external dialogue processes. In search
of leverage, the EU is pursuing power and ideas in an amalgamated
way through migration statecraft.


