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Abstract 

This study analyses the Actorness Cohesion (AC) of the EU’s foreign policy in the United 

Nations General Assembly First Committee by comparing the EU Delegation foreign 

policy-maker’s role conceptions to those made by the EU Member State (EU MS) 

Delegations on the same topic clusters. The concept of AC is developed from actorness and 

role theory as an ideational, constructivist measure of vertical policy coherence. AC 

represents the absence of ‘vertical conflicts’ between the EU and EU MS Delegation’s 

expressed role conceptions along four dimensions; Identity Cohesion, Goal Cohesion and 

Function Cohesion and Worldview Cohesion. This is studied by interpreting the role 

stability in the role-set; whether the contents are consistent, the EU role conception is 

central or whether the EU MS Delegations complement and/or are compatible to the EU 

role conception. Statements on topic clusters: ‘Disarmament Machinery’, ‘Conventional 

Weapons’ and ‘Outer Space (disarmament aspects)’ are analysed in order to determine the 

AC. The study concludes that whilst there is little evidence of the EU Delegation’s role 

conception being central to the EU MS Delegations, there is considerable consistency of 

contents. There are also indications of an emerging AC due to the EU MS Delegation’s role 

conceptions being complementary to that of the EU Delegation. The study calls for more 

research that will complement this plausibility-probe study and the concept of AC. 

 

Key words: actorness cohesion, role conceptions, vertical policy cohesion, European Union, EU unity, EU 

foreign policy, CSFP, UN General Assembly, UNGA First Committee 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background  

The Lisbon Treaty (2009) came with an ambition to create a more coherent and unified 

European Union (EU) on the global stage. Pre-Lisbon Treaties vaguely called for the EU to 

“assert its identity on the international scene”, whilst the Lisbon Treaty of the European 

Union (TEU) expressed “the global ambitions of the Union to become a security actor” 

(Larik 2013:65). Among the general objectives of the EU’s external action, the Union is to 

“safeguard its values, fundamental interests, security, independence and integrity” (TEU 

2012, Art.21:2a), as well as “preserve peace, prevent conflicts and strengthen international 

security” (TEU 2012, Art.21:2c). In particular, this was seen in the institutional changes 

relating to the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), initially established in 1993 

(European Parliament 2016). The TEU states that: 

 

Member States shall support the Union’s external and security policy actively and 

unreservedly in a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity and shall comply with the Union’s 

action in this area.  

(TEU 2012, Art.24:3, emphasis added) 

 

Ever since the Lisbon Treaty came into force, the interest for ‘EU unity’ and ‘EU policy 

coherence’ have increased rapidly, given that the EU explicitly wanted, and was expected 

to, speak with ‘one voice’ in external affairs. This ambition can be described as a kind of EU 

‘actorness’, having the ability to function “actively and deliberately in relation to other 

actors in the international system” (Sjöstedt 1977:16). The “legal personality” that came 

with the Lisbon Treaty (Keukeleire & Delreux 2014:57), enabled formal provision and a 

more complete presence, but does not guarantee the EU actually “speaking with one voice” 

and therefore “does not guarantee a truly effective performance either” (de Waele 

2013:242).  
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Studies on EU unity in the UN normally focus on determining the vertical policy 

coherence between the EU and EU Member States (EU MS), by studying voting coherence 

or resolution sponsorship (Luif & Radeva 2007; Rasch 2008; Holsti et al. 2010). Scholars 

have also tried to determine a unified international ‘EU identity’ in terms of power 

(Manners & Whitman 2003; Sjursen 2006; Tuominen 2013). Regarding EU actorness, 

studies tend to focus on the effectiveness of the EU as an international actor, by looking either 

at their performance, influence, authority or autonomy (Smith 2006; Groenleer & van 

Schaik 2007; Jørgensen et al. 2011;), or simply trying to determine the actorness from a legal 

perspective (Portela & Raube 2008; Wouters et al. 2012;). Instead of measuring vertical 

policy coherence through quantitative methods looking at effectiveness or voting coherence, 

this study tries to conceptualise a constructivist, cultural-cognitive ‘measurement’. Since 

coherence is a “formal, coordinative act of uniform implementation” (Koops 2011:125), and 

cohesion more easily can be connected to a certain level of “togetherness” and loyalty to the 

overall purpose and goals (Moody & White 2003:104), this study will investigate the level of 

vertical policy cohesion of the EU foreign policy. This study will therefore join scholars 

suggesting that actorness may enable influence, through cohesion (Jupille & Caporaso 1998; 

Thomas 2012; Groen & Niemann 2013; Delreux 2014) and scholars studying EU’s 

international role (Manners 2006; Elgström & Smith 2006a). A high level of cohesion can be 

defined as “the result of the emergence, over time, of a set of shared values and norms” 

(Groenleer and van Schaik 2007:975), which needs a high degree of social bonds, 

socialisation, solidarity and “identification with a collectivity” (Moody & White 2003:104). 

EU unity can therefore be ‘explained’ through a constructivist perspective, where the 

increased number of socialisation processes, brought on by the Lisbon Treaty, has enabled 

foreign policy-makers to be socialised into a common identity and role conception about the 

EU, and consequently also themselves (Smith 2006:115f). This explanation is further 

supported by sociological institutionalism, where the intended effect of the Lisbon Treaty 

institutional changes would be a more coherent and cohesive foreign policy over time as the 

norms and values digs deeper into the institutional memory (Smith 2006:115f; Guy Peters 

2012:139ff). This study will therefore attempt to determine whether the EU speaks with ‘one 

voice’ in the United Nations General Assembly First Committee (UNGA FC), 

conceptualised as them having Actorness Cohesion (AC); a kind of vertical policy cohesion. This 

will be investigated through comparing expressed role conceptions by foreign policy-makers of 

the EU Delegation and the EU MS Delegations. The possible lack of AC will here be 

ascribed to different frames, discursive subject positions, and conflicting underlying values, 
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meaning that the sociological institutional changes did not have the intended effect of creating a 

coherent and cohesive EU foreign policy. 

1.2 Research Problem 

The study of the EU actorness is not something new, and has been researched from a range 

of perspectives, attempting to pinpoint the characteristics of the EU as an international 

actor, within or outside international organisations (IOs) (see Delaere & van Schaik 2012; de 

Baere & Paasivirta 2013; Nedergaard & Dagnis Jensen 2014; Hettne & Ponjaert 2014). 

Koops (2011) argues that there are conceptual difficulties of “accurately capturing the EU’s 

ambiguous actorness status”, not being a fully-fledged state-like actor, but far more than a 

purely dependent phenomenon in the international arena (Koops 2011:107). Similarly, 

Groen & Niemann (2013) argues that the actorness concept “remains empirically 

underexplored” (Groen & Niemann 2013:309). This begs for further research in order to 

fully ‘capture’ the actorness of the EU, to which this study will contribute theoretically, 

providing further research of the ideational components of actorness through developing the 

concept of AC as a ‘measurement’ of vertical policy cohesion. 

The empirical contribution of the study is research on the EU foreign policy cohesion in 

the UNGA FC. Previous studies on this subject have focused on a specific topic or event in 

other bodies, for example environmental politics (Delreux 2014), the Kyoto Protocol 

(Groenleer & van Schaik 2007), or regarding human rights issues (Smith 2006). The First 

Committee has specifically received previous attention regarding the EU’s vertical policy 

coherence, gauged from a quantitative perspective looking at voting cohesion (Luif 2003; 

Holsti et al. 2010; Ojanen 2011). This study will thus ‘fill’ an empirical gap in studying 

statements in the UNGA FC from a constructivist, interpretivist perspective. 

More specifically, I will implement a modified version of the analytical framework for 

role analysis developed by Aggestam (2004; 2006), to operationalise and bridge the gap 

between identity and foreign policy, fused with components from actorness theory 

(Bretherton & Vogler 2006) and cohesion criteria of actorness (Jupille & Caporaso 1998), in 

order to determine the vertically cohesive ‘actor capability’ (Sjöstedt 1977) of the EU; their 

foreign policy AC. There being no single scientific way to correctly and comprehensively 

measure vertical foreign policy cohesion, this study takes an interpretivist approach in order 

to complement rather than contradict the existing research. The study also empirically 
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contributes to the use of role conceptions in foreign policy analysis, but in combination with 

actorness that has not been done before. 

1.3 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study is therefore to determine whether the EU speaks with ‘one voice’ 

in the UNGA FC through comparing the EU and EU MS Delegations foreign policy-

maker’s role conceptions when speaking on the same topic clusters, developing and using an 

analytical framework for AC. The AC cannot exist without legal and institutional provisions 

enabling a formal actorness, given by the Lisbon Treaty. The argument is, that as a result of 

the sociological institutional changes of the Treaty changes (increased foreign policy 

coordination), the EU MS have been further socialised into common interests and identities, 

accepting that the EU should act in unity in international politics. It is posited that this can 

be studied through analysing the foreign policy discourse in the UNGA FC, interpreting 

whether the EU (being both the EU Delegation and EU MS Delegations) act in cohesion or 

not, through the stability of their role conceptions. Since one cannot determine the 

dynamics of actorness by solely analysing the formal documents, this study concerns itself 

with the cohesion of the actor behaviour, enabling further insight into the concept of 

actorness. 

1.4 Research Questions 

The research question is thus: Can the concept of Actorness Cohesion be used to determine the EU 

vertical foreign policy cohesion? In order to answer this, a number of sub-questions have been 

formulated:  

 

• To what extent is the EU Delegation’s role conception central to the EU MS 

Delegation’s role conceptions?  

• To what extent are the EU MS Delegation’s role conceptions complementary or 

compatible to the EU Delegation’s role conception?  

• Does this suggest that the EU have Actorness Cohesion in the UNGA FC?  
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1.5 Delimitations 

Due to the subjective and interpretivist approach, generalisations must be done with caution 

and so this study is not focused on determining the overall, comprehensive EU foreign 

policy actorness, foreign policy identity or its global role. Actorness and role conceptions are 

theoretical tools in order to determine and understand the EU Unity; the EU’s vertical 

foreign policy cohesion. This study is only concerned with how the EU and EU MS 

Delegations are expressing themselves and their role conceptions in the particular forum of 

the UNGA FC. The conclusions reached in this analysis are therefore not representative of 

their political standpoint and opinion in a larger perspective, and are only used in order to 

gauge the EU AC. Statements made by other external representatives of the EU will not be 

included, motivated by the purpose of comparing the EU in parallel to the EU MS, in order 

to determine the AC of the EU as a collective singularity (Ruggie 1993:172). 

Furthermore, this study will only analyse statements from meetings when the EU 

Delegation and EU MS both take the opportunity to express themselves on the same topic 

clusters. When the EU delegation have offered a unified, coordinated ‘EU statement’ 

representing their ‘cohesive voice’, one or more of the EU MS still chose to speak up, 

suggesting that their intention was either to reinforce and strengthen the EU Delegation’s 

statement (suggesting a converging role conception), or contradict or distance themselves from 

the EU Delegation’s statement (suggesting a diverging role conception). 

Additionally, this study does not make any claim as to thoroughly explain why there is, or 

determine the effectiveness of any possible AC, but rather if, and how this is expressed, 

through role conceptions. I do not try to fully explain or describe the sociological 

institutional changes of the Lisbon Treaty that provides the implicit argument of the study, 

or argue for any simple cause-and-effect relationship between the institutional changes and 

AC.  

Only the AC during the 69th Plenary Session of the UNGA (2014-2015) will be analysed. 

From this, I cannot argue that the results are representative for all statements made in the 

UNGA FC, or give any indication as to whether the institutional changes have increased the 

cohesion. The results will therefore be inherently contingent, and dependent on the chosen 

theoretical perspective. This will of course be a limitation, but still give insight to the 

possibilities of studying vertical policy cohesion through actorness using a constructivist and 

interpretivist perspective, with role conceptions as a ‘measurement’. 
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A number of rationalisations and assumptions have been made in order to perform this 

study. The institutional effects of the UN upon the EU MS itself is more or less assumed to 

be constant. This can be heavily criticised, since the EU actorness “does not exist in a 

vacuum” (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:22), and the EU MS have been promoting their 

national foreign policy agendas in the UNGA long before the Lisbon Treaty. To account for 

this, I am only studying statements given in one UNGA Committee, during one Session, 

attempting to keep other contextual and cultural variables constant. The statements given 

by the foreign policy-makers at the UNGA FC are also considered to be representative of 

the EU and the EU MS collectively. Through this, I argue for the existence, and importance 

of collective identities in affecting actor’s behaviour regarding foreign policy, both held by 

nation states and by institutions, such as the EU. This means that I am overlooking the 

individual identities of those actually taking the stand as having an impact on the EU and EU 

MS role conceptions. This must be done in order to reach the collective singularity-level of 

analysis. (Ruggie 1993:172). 

1.6 Definitions 

Actorness: can be defined as “an actor as an entity that is capable of agency; of formulating 

and acting upon decisions” (Bretherton & Vogler (2006:35) in the international system. 

Cohesion: is the “result of the emergence, over time, of a set of shared values and norms 

with regard to the basic goals and the means by which these goals are realized” (Groenleer 

& van Schaik 2007:975).  

Vertical policy cohesion: consists of disagreement and conflict between the EU MS 

Delegations and EU Delegation regarding policies, represented here by the stability of role 

conceptions, conceptualised as Actorness Cohesion. 

Actorness Cohesion (AC): a kind of vertical policy cohesion measured by the stability of the 

role conceptions expressed within the role-set. AC is a constructivist heuristic concept 

developed in this study, focusing on the ideational components of actorness.  

Collective identity: is defined as: “a form of self-understanding influenced by collectively 

held norms, values, ideas, shared historical experience, and accentuated by the process of 

‘othering’” (Koops 2011:135). 

Role conceptions: are “cultural norms and values […] translated into verbal statements 

about expected foreign policy behaviour and action orientation” (Aggestam 2004:82). 
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Norms: are the “intersubjective beliefs about the social and natural world that define 

actors, their situations, and the possibilities of action” (Farrell 2002:49) constituting a 

“shared expectation about behaviour, a standard of right or wrong” (Tannenwald 

1999:435f).  

EU foreign policy: represents the external representation (through statements) of the CFSP 

by both foreign policy-makers in the EU Delegation, and the EU MS Delegations to the 

UNGA FC. 

1.7 Disposition 

Section 2 presents the theoretical framework used in this study, along with the 

conceptualisation of AC. Section 3 includes the research design, method, operationalisation, 

and data selection. Section 4 will briefly outline formal and institutional provisions regarding 

the EU’s foreign policy and the EU’s position, status and priorities in the UNGA. Section 5 

constitutes the analysis of the data, divided up by the dimensions of AC. Section 6 present 

answers to the research questions, a reflection upon the results and a discussion regarding 

further research. 
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2. Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Actorness 

Sjöstedt (1977) defined the concept of ‘actor capability’ that can be connected to the extent 

to which the EU “stands out as a separate unit in the international system” (Sjöstedt 

1977:153). The actor capability becomes a “measure of the autonomous unit’s capacity to 

behave actively and deliberately in relation to other actors in the international system” 

(Sjöstedt 1977:16, emphasis added). In order to determine the actor capability, one needs to 

study the ‘actor behaviour’, with the basic condition being that it “should consist of some 

sort of action emanating from the Community system” and that “this action to a 

considerable degree is an expression of the identity of the EC as a whole” (Sjöstedt 1977:20, 

emphasis added). Sjöstedt’s (1977) actor capability has later been incorporated in theory on 

‘actorness’ by Bretherton & Vogler (2006), and one of the basic requirements for actorness is 

the articulation of general interests and specific goals for external action (Bretherton & 

Vogler 2006:30). These general interests and specific goals are specifically enshrined in the 

Lisbon Treaty, the CFSP and the ESS, as well as the EU priorities to the UNGA each 

Session. Actorness can also be described as a variable based on “conscious organized efforts 

to shape the external world in accordance with the values, interests and identity of the 

actor” (Hettne & Ponjaert 2014:119). Five requirements for actorness can be defined:  

 

(1) Internal identity/self-perception: shared values and principles;  

(2) Ability for formulate coherent policies;  

(3) International presence and external recognition;  

(4) Access to policy instruments and policy-making procedures; and  

(5) Some form of institutionalisation and legitimacy of decision process.  

 

(Bretherton & Vogler 2006:12ff; Wunderlich 2008:17ff). 

 

In this context, this study will focus on the internal identity/self-perception as well as the coherence 

criteria, referring to the “internal process of the Union” (Bretherton & Vogler 2006:32), 
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being manifested externally as an expression of the EU’s "identity as a whole” (Sjöstedt 

1977:20). 

To this study, perhaps the most relevant research and conceptualisation of actorness has 

been done by Jupille & Caporaso (1998). Their fourth actorness criterion is cohesion, since “to 

be an actor implies a minimal level of cohesion” (Jupille & Caporaso 1998:218f). They 

distinguish between four separate dimensions:  

 

(1) Value and Goal cohesion (referring to the compatibility of basic goals);  

(2) Tactical cohesion (actively making different goals fit with one another);  

(3) Procedural cohesion (consensus on rules steering how policies are made); 

(4) Output cohesion (the formulation of policies and collective positions).  

 

(Jupille & Caporaso 1998:218ff) 

 

The four interrelated forms of cohesion can be undermined by two types of conflict: 

horizontal and vertical (Jupille & Caporaso 1998:220). In this study, only vertical conflicts 

(between the EU and the EU MS) will be studied, since “where such conflicts are present, 

we expect to find the EU less able to act” (Jupille & Caporaso 1998:220). The vertical 

conflicts can be connected to the concept of vertical policy cohesion, and the dimensions of 

cohesion above will, in part, be incorporated in the AC concept presented below in Section 

2.3, modified to facilitate the ideational measurement of vertical policy cohesion.  

Collective identities can be seen as “an overarching policy-guidance that may influence an 

actor’s interests, preferences, and ultimately, its foreign policy decisions” (Koop 2011:132), 

and be connected back to one of Wendt’s (1994; 1999) three categories of social identity; 

being a mix of role and type identities, formed by institutional processes (Wendt 1994:385; 

1999:226ff). These collective identities “become internalised in the cognitive framework – or 

prism – through which foreign policy-makers interpret political reality.” (Aggestam 

2004:84). The ‘foreign policy-makers’ of the EU and EU MS are “agents collectively 

representing the state (or Union) as a social actor in foreign policy” that “learn and are socialised 

into playing roles through interaction within both domestic and international contexts” 

(Aggestam 2004:85f, original emphasis). This supports a theoretical connection between 

actorness, identities and role conceptions, upon which the analytical framework and the AC 

concept is built.  

In order to study the ideational components of the EU actorness one needs to adopt 

Ruggie’s (1993) “Multiperspectival Polity”-perspective. This means that the EU MS has (or 
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should have) adjusted their own national identities towards each other and formed a 

“collectivity of members as a singularity” (Ruggie 1993:172). The ‘collectivity as a 

singularity’ approach implies, according to Lewis (1995), that “participation in the EU has 

become inseparable from the process whereby European nation-states formulate their 

interests” (Lewis 1995:2).  

2.2 Role Theory 

Whilst identity relates to a self-understanding, “influenced by values, norms, principles or 

shared historical experiences and a demarcation from other actors” (Koops 2011:137), a role 

reflects a “partial implementation and the ‘acting-out’ of an actor’s identity in a given 

situation and context” (Koops 2011:137), in other words its concrete manifestation 

(Aggestam 2006:16). Roles are context-bound and a “product of an actor’s internal 

developments and external ‘opportunities’ at a given time” (Koops 2011:137). They provide 

“action guidelines” for an actor’s foreign policy behaviour (Aggestam 2006). This motivates 

the use of role conceptions as a measurement for AC, since “national role conception is one 

of the few conceptual tools we have for the study of how society and culture serve as a 

context for a nation’s foreign policy” (Hudson and Vore 1995:26). As noted above, the 

ideational factors of actorness are deeply connected to the concepts of collective identities 

and roles, which guide political action and basic worldviews and provide “cognitive mind-

maps with which policy-makers interpret their political ‘realities’” (Aggestam 2004:82).  

Role theory was first introduced by Holsti (1970) who “sought to explore the link 

between social context and foreign policy” (Aggestam 2004:88). Holsti (1970) distinguished 

between four concepts in analysing foreign policy, of which one is national role conceptions 

(Holsti 1970:240). 

 

A national role conception includes the policy-makers’ own definitions of the general kinds 

of decisions, commitments, rules, and actions suitable to their state, and of the 

functions, if any, their state should perform on a continuing basis in the international 

system or in subordinate regional systems  

(Holsti 1987:12, original emphasis). 
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Aggestam (2004; 2006) has since developed an analytical framework using role conceptions 

to understand how identities, both national and European, influences foreign policy 

perceptions. 

An actor conceives multiple roles at any given time, but they vary in importance and salience 

(Aggestam 2004:89). Role conceptions “provide an analytical and operational link between 

identity constructions and patterns of foreign policy behaviour” (Aggestam 2004:82). They 

also enable an application and analysis of both normative and rational logics, encompassing 

both the use of ‘logic of appropriateness’ as well as ‘logic of consequence’, that are 

simultaneously used (see March & Olsen 2004). Role conceptions are “cultural norms and 

values […] translated into verbal statements about expected foreign policy behaviour and action 

orientation” (Aggestam 2004:82, emphasis added). They allow us to “bridge the conceptual 

gap between the general beliefs held in a society and the beliefs of foreign policy decision 

makers” (Hudson & Vore 1995:26). Foreign policy action is not only guided by norms and 

values but “a mixture of political will and adjustment to structural factors” (Aggestam 

2004:86), encompassing the both a constructive and institutional perspective. The ‘EU 

foreign policy’, expressed by the EU Delegation and the EU MS Delegations, are not simply 

“a result of structural forces (determinism) or a function of political will (voluntarism)” 

(Aggestam 2004:82), but a combination of both.  

2.3 Actorness Cohesion 

The sections above have made it clear that actorness theory and role conceptions can be 

theoretically connected on an ideational level. Through interpreting foreign policy-maker’s 

role conceptions, I can make inferences as to the AC of the EU. The stability and cohesion 

of the EU as a foreign policy actor is therefore dependent upon the EU MS modifying their 

behaviour to the EU roles and expectations (Aggestam 2004:83). “Role theory applied to 

foreign-policy analysis stresses how foreign policy is both purposeful and shaped by 

institutions and structures” (Aggestam 2006:25). From Aggestam’s analytical framework, I 

have adopted the assumption of the situated actors being embedded in institutional 

structures, and their role conceptions as being influenced by the social processes of EU’s 

foreign policy coordination.  
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A role conception consists of a mixture of: 

 

(1) Norms (identity, appropriateness, social meaning, ‘othering’);  

(2) Intentions (objectives, goals, purpose, function, interests); and  

(3) Descriptions of reality (worldviews, perception of threats and security)  

 

(Aggestam 2004:89).  

 

It therefore answers which social collectives, interests and values the policy-makers see themselves 

representing and advancing. This makes it possible to form an analytical framework of 

questions to ‘ask’ to the text; the foreign policy-makers statements, in order to categorise the 

statements made by EU and the EU MS. The AC is dependent on convergent or conflicting 

role conceptions, interpreted through the ‘stability’ of the role conceptions. The stability 

depends on two propositions, the first being whether the role conception is “central and 

compatible with other roles within the role-set” (Aggestam 2006:24, original emphasis). A 

role’s centrality is therefore “indicative of the extent to which it has become broadly shared 

among policy-makers” (Aggestam 2006:23, emphasis added), suggesting cohesion. The 

second proposition is that the role will be unstable if “the contents, in terms of norms and 

objectives, are inconsistent” (Aggestam 2006:24, original emphasis). Combining theory on 

actor capability (Sjöstedt 1977), actorness (Bretherton & Vogler 2006), and the cohesion 

dimensions of actorness (Jupille & Caporaso 1998) with the analytical framework of role 

conceptions (Aggestam 2004; 2006), the concept of AC is can be developed as a vertical 

policy cohesion measurement. 

Actorness Cohesion consists of four non-mutually exclusive dimensions: 

 

(1) Identity Cohesion 

(2) Goal Cohesion 

(3) Function Cohesion 

(4) Worldview Cohesion 

 

The added dimension of Identity Cohesion is motivated by the attention given to identity by 

Sjöstedt (1977) as well as Bretherton & Vogler (2006), and the fact that “ideational aspects 

(i.e. identity, role and an actor’s underlying nature) are of key significance for understanding 

and analysing the EU as an international actor” (Koops 2011:130). All dimensions are also 

inherently related to the components of role conceptions, being Norms, Intentions and 
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Descriptions, allowing a connection between the contents and the AC. (1) Identity Cohesion 

relates to the Norms of the role conceptions, them being consistent and/or compatible when 

the actors are using similar norms and values in the social identity framing. (2) Goal Cohesion relates to 

the Intentions of the role conceptions, them being consistent and/or compatible when actors 

perceive themselves having the same goals and interests. (3) Function Cohesion relates yet again to the 

Intentions of the role conceptions, them being consistent when actors perceive themselves 

having the same function and purpose in the world. (4) Worldview Cohesion relates to the Descriptions 

of the World of the role conceptions, them being consistent when actors have the same threat 

and security perceptions. 

 

 
Figure 1. Analytical dimensions of Actorness Cohesion 

 

The role conceptions centrality is determined through interpreting the extent to which the 

EU MS’s role conceptions diverges from, or reiterates the role conception of the EU 

Delegation. The compatability is determined through interpreting the extent to which the 

EU MS’s role conceptions are not contradicting the EU role conception, and they are 

considered complementary when the EU MS are directly contributing to the EU Delegation’s 

role conception. The analytical framework and operationalisation of the variables is 

presented in Section 4.3. 

2.4 Theoretical Reflection 

The multitude of EU institutions active alongside the EU MS themselves inevitably means, 

that the EU’s “presence at the UN” can be seen as having “multiple faces” (Koops 

2011:108). Along this line, Christopher Hill (1993) has criticised the ability for the EU to 

even possess actorness, since the diversity of demands “pose a serious challenge to the actual 
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capabilities of the European Community in terms of its ability to agree, its resources and the 

instruments at its disposal” (Hill 1993:315, original emphasis). Hill (2002) argues that real 

actorness of the CFSP is “doomed to failure without some real movement towards and 

overall federal structure” (Hill 2002:4). Despite this, there are scholars noting that the 

cohesion levels have increased in the UNGA since the mid-1980s (Holsti et al. 2010), and 

that EU, when possible, has gradually moved to being an actor in its own right (Ojanen 

2011:74), as well as “occasionally even represents the Member States in areas where it lacks 

competences altogether, which suggests that even in the absence of formal authority, at least 

an impression of ‘European homogeneity’ can be conveyed” (de Waele 2013:244).  

One fundamental question is whether you can treat the CFSP and ESS as constituting a 

‘EU foreign policy’, when the concept of foreign policy is inherently connected to the 

sovereign state and a national identity (Aggestam 2004:83). I will be ascribing a political identity to 

the EU, conventionally held by only nation states. In response, there are scholars suggesting 

that the EU integration has been accompanied by multiple identities emerging on regional, 

national and European levels resulting in a “decline in the political salience of national 

identity” (Aggestam 2004:84; see also Brantner & Gowan 2009) In regards to identity, the 

EU can also be seen as becoming a “fully-fledged security policy actor, arguably surpassing 

NATO” (Larik 2013:46). This would further give support to my approach in treating the 

EU as a ‘collective singularity’.  

The EU foreign policy coordination mechanisms that precede the UNGA FC statements 

are assumed to encourage a process of social learning, and enhance the contextual AC. This 

does not, however, enable us to say anything about their “complex learning” in that they 

reassess their fundamental beliefs and values (Aggestam 2004:86). Furthermore, studies 

implementing role analysis often finds out, in line with the original assumptions on role 

theory (Holsti 1970), that actors have multiple roles. In order to overcome this, I focus on the 

dominant role conceptions expressed in a specific context. This can be connected to 

determining the ‘core’ or ‘node’ of a discourse (Bergström & Boréus 2012b:373). 

Furthermore, I cannot be entirely certain that any role conflicts between the EU 

Delegation and the EU MS will become explicitly manifest, since this is “dependent on the 

skill of the foreign policy-maker” (Aggestam 2006:24). This is a complication inherent to 

studying foreign policy statements, that will be a relevant topic when discussing the results. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1 Research Design 

This study adopts a qualitative case study design, including a comparative element to probe 

the AC. The units of analysis are the foreign policy-maker’s statements, representing the EU 

and the EU MS to the UNGA FC. Their statements are analysed using a structured and 

focused comparative method (George & Bennett 2005:67ff), steered by theoretical 

assumptions. The theoretical chapter presented a variable relationship, where the AC is 

dependent upon convergent and stabile role conceptions. Given that this is a complex 

interactions case, there is no clear-cut cause-effect relationship between the dependent and 

independent variable. Instead, I am assessing whether a variable is a necessary of sufficient 

condition for a certain outcome (George & Bennett 2005:25). The study is a “plausibility 

probe” (George & Bennett 2005:75), attempting theory development as well as performing a 

preliminary study of the concept of AC, in order to provide insight into the EU unity.  

The study posits that: stabile role conceptions are necessary for AC (for the ‘collective EU’ 

in the UNGA FC), which means that the absence of stabile role conceptions is sufficient for 

the absence of AC. The argument is built upon sociological institutionalism and 

constructivist theory through inference logic where institutional socialisation of identity and 

role conceptions explains AC. This, however, cannot leave certain that the socialisation 

process actually cause AC or how much, but it can serve to orient in the understandings of the 

actorness concept, which is in line with the purpose of this study. 

The reason for comparing the statements is to determine the stability and convergence of 

the role conceptions between the foreign policy-makers. To do this, I need an ‘action-arena’ 

that allows the EU Delegation and the EU MS Delegations to act in parallel. Since there is no 

way to beforehand know if there actually exists AC in the UNGA FC, and choose the ‘case’ 

based on the dependent variable (Dion 1998), I have to choose the action-arena based on 

where EU foreign policy AC would occur, given the theoretical explanation for EU unity. 

One could argue that the UNGA is traditionally state-centric and that it is impossible to 

treat the EU as a coherent actor in this forum (Brantner & Gowan 2009:38). Nevertheless, 

the EU has gained an upgraded observer position, and been granted full voting member of 

three other UN bodies (European Council 2016). Additionally, previous studies argue for 
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the emerging coherence in the UNGA; the EU voting unanimously on four out of five 

resolutions (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:27), and that the EU is seen representing an 

“ideological influential, united bloc” (Smith 2006:132). It might not be fully representative 

for the entire AC of the EU’s foreign policy, but determining that, lies outside the scope of 

this study.  

The proposition of the research design is thus: 

 

• EU foreign policy AC occurs when there are converging and stabile role 

conceptions between the EU Delegation and EU MS Delegations foreign 

policy-makers. 

• If there exist conflicting and unstable role conceptions, there would be less 

support for EU foreign policy AC. 

• Since the EU has received an ‘actorness-status’ in the UNGA, and previous 

studies have found support for ‘EU unity’ in this action-arena, it would be a 

more or less representative case where this AC would occur. 

• The action-arena would also have to enable the comparison between role 

conceptions of the actors constituting the collective in order to determine AC. 

The UNGA FC is one such arena. 

 

Since a qualitative case study approach has been undertaken, I cannot claim, and do not 

aspire to, that the results will be representative of the all-encompassing EU foreign policy 

actorness. One cannot “render judgements on the frequency or representativeness of 

particular cases” (George & Bennett 2005:22). The study can however, be seen as somewhat 

representative of the ‘collective EU’ in the First Committee; due to relatively unbiased data 

selection criteria, presented below. As such, it favours high internal validity of a particular 

case instead of “making generalisations that apply to broad populations” (George & Bennett 

2005:22). Considering the epistemological and ontological assumptions originating from 

theory and methodology, this study cannot claim to represent any general knowledge about 

the EU foreign policy AC, since constructions about the world are always changing, and 

dependent upon, a social context. The study instead tries to achieve a high conceptual and 

contextual validity, even if this means that we will produce narrower generalisations (George 

& Bennett 2005:20ff). It will generate further insights into the concept of actorness, as called 

for by previous research, as well as allow a probing of a new ‘measurement’ of vertical policy 

cohesion. 
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3.2 Method 

The method is qualitative text analysis, asking structured and focused questions to the 

material, enabling a focus on the latent message in the text. This can further be described as a 

discourse analysis, since I am concerned with the verbal statements given by the foreign policy-

makers. Discursive action, making a statement, contributes to the construction of the social 

world, our knowledge about it, identities and relations to ‘others’. Laclau and Mouffe (1994) 

argues that everything is either a political or objective discourse (Bergström & Boréus 

2012b:364). The discourse in the First Committee is a political one, where fundamental 

things such as values, norms and worldviews are constantly contested. From Laclau and 

Mouffe’s perspective, and in relation to the theoretical framework, I am studying the subject 

positions in the discourse and how these relate to each other in order to determine the 

stabilisation in the discourse (Bergström & Boréus 2012b:371f). Different subjects and actors 

will take different subject positions in a discourse, which is consistent with the concept of role 

conceptions, being either central, compatible or complementary. 

There are a number of relevant considerations when studying political statements: (1) the 

message of the text is often found ‘under the surface’; (2) the speaker is not always interested 

in expressing themselves with clarity; (3) the speaker might not have in-depth knowledge of 

the subject we are investigating; and (4) what the text meant to the speaker and what it 

means to be as a researcher are not always the same (Bergström & Boréus 2012a:30ff). I am 

therefore using an inductive and interpretative approach in order to find the latent message, 

accounting for characteristics of a political discourse being vague, and realising that I might 

not even find answers to the questions asked. Ultimately, I cannot ‘relive’ what the foreign 

policy-maker was experiencing or what preceded the statements. Therefore, the statements 

will be interpreted by me as a researcher, which is affected by my preconceptions of the 

context, and the sender’s ideas and language (Bergström & Boréus 2012a:39). Since it is not 

possible to go back in time, the text analysis approach is the most relevant one. 

Furthermore, the relatively ‘open’ and general operationalisation and analytical 

framework will ensure the intersubjective reliability of the study, enabling others to perform 

a similar analysis on the same material. The intrasubjective reliability is a bit more tricky, 

due to the inherent contextual and interpretative nature of both the theory and method. In 

order to improve this, I will include excerpts and references to the text when appropriate. 
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3.3 Analytical Framework and Operationalisation 

Identities and roles are inherently contextual, which mean I cannot define or categorise the 

role conceptions of the EU beforehand; needing an inductive process. The open questions 

can focus the analysis on what is ‘found’ in the empirical material, and since the questions 

are formulated from the basis of theory I avoid losing focus from the purpose of the study. 

Role conception analysis illuminate the contents and allow for comparison between the EU 

and EU MS Delegations. This gives the basis to determine the role conceptions centrality 

and compatability and connect them to the four dimensions of AC, presented in Section 3.3. 

The role conceptions centrality is determined through interpreting the extent to which the 

EU MS’s role conceptions diverges from, or reiterates the role conception of the EU 

Delegation. The compatability is determined through interpreting the extent to which the 

EU MS’s role conceptions are not contradicting the EU role conception, and they are 

considered complementary when the EU MS are directly contributing to the EU Delegation’s 

role conception. From role theory, it is anticipated that every actor will perceive and take on 

several role conceptions, and the operationalisation is meant to capture the dominant ones in 

order to facilitate a comparison. This connects to the discourse analysis and finding the 

‘core’ or ‘node of the discourse (Bergström & Boréus 2012b:373). 

Figure 2 presents the operationalisation of role conceptions in the form of questions to 

capture the contents. Figure 3 presents the operationalisation of the AC, in the form of 

questions directly related to the components of role conceptions. 

 

 
Figure 2. Operationalization of Role Conceptions 
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Figure 3. Operationalization of Actorness Cohesion 

3.4 Research Material and Data Selection 

Primary data of official verbatim meetings coverage from the UNGA FC is analysed, 

provided by the UN Official Database System (ODS) and UNBISnet, sources that are 

considered to be reliable. Since the discursive text analysis is in need of a context, I have 

used previous research as a form of secondary material in providing an overview of the EU’s 

international role, their status and engagement in the UN, as well as looking at official 

documents and Treaties. The result from this is presented throughout the study, but also 

specifically in Section 4. Since I am implicitly investigating the effects of sociological 

institutional change and socialisation, the AC would manifest and increase over time. I would 

therefore not gain much from analysing statements given in 2009, and given that the EU 

received an updated observer position 2011, I would have to allow them time to be socialised 

into that role. Considering this, and in an attempt to make this study as relevant as possible, 
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I will study statements in the 69th UNGA Plenary Session (2014-2015). The primary data 

has been selected using a conscious and strategic sampling method in order to limit the 

scope of the analysis, include an unbiased selection of EU MS, as well as enable a 

comparison between the statements; seeing as they were given on the same topic clusters; a 

formal division of subject items in the UNGA. The sampling includes characteristics of the 

‘general population’, being the EU and its Member States, and certain expectations about 

the results; being that they either converge or conflict in their statements on these topics 

(Teorell & Svensson 2007:230). In order to isolate the relevant political discourse, I am: 

 

• Only focusing the topic clusters on which both the EU and EU MS 

Delegations made statements; ‘Disarmament Machinery’, ‘Conventional 

Weapons’ and ‘Outer Space (disarmament aspects)’ 

• Not including topic clusters ‘Nuclear Weapons’ or ‘Other Weapons of Mass 

Destruction’, due to their inherently complex nature, which would require 

additional historical contextualisation to interpret the discourse sufficiently. 

• Only statements made in the thematic discussion in the UNGA FC, between 

16th-28th October 2014. Not including the general debate or the explanations 

of vote, in order to be able to compare statements in parallel. 

 

These strategic data selections have obvious implications; I will naturally miss out on the 

statements given during other meetings, on other topics, by both the EU and EU MS 

Delegations. One reason for this selection was, as mentioned above, to try to eliminate 

selection bias of statements and EU MS and account for any North-South and Small-Big 

state divide. Alternatives would have been to look at all statements during one Session, or 

choose a few EU MS to analyse in parallel to the EU Delegation. There would be obvious 

scope problems with including all statements, and selection bias and generalisation issues 

would arise by having to motivate and choose EU MS. 19 statements are included in the 

analysis, listed in Figure 3 below. 



 

 

21 

 
Figure 3. Overview of statements in the UNGA FC included in the analysis. 
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4. The EU’s Foreign Policy  

The execution of ‘EU Unity’ has proven to be difficult, especially in regards to the division 

of competence and responsibilities between the EU and the EU MS (Bindi & Angelescu 

2012b:331; de Waele 2013:243f; Delaere & Van Schaik 2012:3, 15f). “While non-

Europeans were expecting a single EU voice in foreign policy after the Lisbon Treaty, the 

reality is that EU voices have multiplied, leaving partners more puzzled than ever” (Bindi & 

Angelescu 2012b:331). As a response to the “deep divisions with regard to foreign policy 

goals” (Boin, Ekengren & Rhinard 2013:58), the second High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy (HR) Javier Solana, initiated the formulation of the 

European Security Strategy (ESS) (2003). The ESS enshrined the ambition to “play a role 

on the world stage” (Boin, Ekengren & Rhinard 2013:58), and includes the norm of 

‘effective multilateralism’, that has served as an important “summary-slogan”, developing 

into a key guiding foreign principle of the EU (Koops 2011:152). This strategic objective 

builds upon an ambition to form the international order, through “upholding international 

law and strengthening the United Nations” (Smith 2014:6, emphasis added) 

 

Member States […] shall refrain from any action which is contrary to the interests of 

the Union or likely to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive force in international relations 

(TEU Art.24:3, emphasis added). 

 

The EU MS are obliged by formal provisions to act in unity, for solidarity. Even so, the EU 

MS retain their sovereign rights and have the capacity to conduct their own foreign relations 

and veto against adoption of a common strategy, as long as they respect the principle of 

“loyal” and “sincere cooperation” (TEU 2012, Art.4:3), and act within the scope of the 

Treaty (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:26). 

4.1 The EU at the UN 

In 2011, the EU obtained an expanded observer status in the UNGA (United Nations 2011), 

which allowed the EU Delegation to “present common positions, make interventions, 

present proposals, and participate in the general debate each September” (EU @ the UN 
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2016a). The EU became the “first non-state actor to enjoy permanent observer status at the 

UN” (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:34). A Council Decision in 2011 clarified practical 

guidelines, enabling statements “on behalf of the European Union” when referring to 

responsibilities of the EU, “on behalf of the EU and its Member States” regarding shared 

responsibilities, and finally “on behalf of the Member States of the European Union” when regarding 

solely national competence (Council Decision 2011:3f, emphasis added). The EU and the 

EU MS have since developed a “sophisticated process to coordinate their views in order to 

reach an EU position in the UN” (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:28). This coordination 

process, has “intensified, and become entrenched in the diplomatic practice of EU Member 

States” (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:28, see also Wouters et al. 2006). The outcome of the 

coordination shows that the EU takes a common position on almost 95% of resolutions, and 

unanimously votes on four out of five UNGA resolutions (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:27). 

Since “many of EU policies and competences are impacted upon matters decided at the UN 

level” and many of the areas “reflect its own values” (de Baere & Paasivirta 2013:31), it is 

clear that that the EU would want to be present, and have actorness at the UN.  

The UNGA itself is one of six principal organs of the UN representing the only one 

where all member nations have equal representation (UNRIC 2016). The permanent First 

Committee, one of six, has dealt with matters of disarmament and international security 

since the establishment of the UNGA in 1945 (United Nations 2016; NE 2016). The issues 

addressed at the First Committee meetings are of general concern to the EU MS and of the 

Union as a whole; making it relevant in studying the ‘cohesive force’ of the EU. 

4.2 The EU’s priorities to the 69th UNGA Session 

The EU defines its priorities to the UNGA every Session, including those relating to 

international peace and security. The priorities to the 69th Session, the EU and its Member 

States should, inter alia, focus strongly on promoting peace and security with “a firm 

understanding that respect towards the spirit of the fundamental principles of the UN 

Charter is what holds the existing international system together”, promote “Human Rights, 

democracy and the rule of law” as well as strengthen the “effectiveness of the UN”, and the 

“international humanitarian system” by promoting humanitarian principles and 

international law (EU @ the UN 2016b). 
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Regarding the Disarmament Machinery, the EU and its Member States should support 

making the UN disarmament machinery “properly functioning” and revitalise the 

Conference on Disarmament (CD) and “working towards its enlargement” as well as call for 

a “treaty banning the production of fissile material for use in nuclear weapons or other 

nuclear explosive devices” (EU @ the UN 2016b).  

Relating to Conventional Weapons, they should also “promote the Convention on 

Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW)” and 

work through its “universality”, as well as promote the “effective implementation” of UN 

Security Council (UNSC) Resolution 2117 (2013) on Small Arms and Light Weapons 

(SALW), as well as of the “Outcome Document of the Second Review Conference on the 

Programme of Action” on SALW (EU @ the UN 2016b).  

Additionally, relating to Outer Space, they should promote further “consensus-building 

on an International Code of Conduct” as measure building transparency and confidence, 

endorsed in the UN Group of Governmental Experts (GGE) (EU @ the UN 2016b). The 

above-mentioned topic clusters are broad, including various specific Treaties, Conventions 

and regimes. The focus of the analysis will be to interpret the role conceptions in relation to 

the context in the UNGA FC, incorporating the EU and the EU MS Delegation’s perceptions 

and views regarding own role, function, purpose and identity. 
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5. Analysis 

This section will present the analysis of the EU’s foreign policy AC as a result of the 

expressed role conceptions during the 19 meetings of the 69th Session. Below, the EU 

Delegation will be denoted as the ‘EU’ and the EU MS Delegations will be denoted as the 

‘EU MS’. 

5.1 Identity Cohesion 

• Are the EU MS Delegation’s identifying with the same ‘we’ as the EU 

Delegation?  

 

This question relates to how the Delegations use the wording of ‘we’ to denote their own 

opinion, tasks and purposes. The EU makes statements “on behalf of the European Union 

and its member States” regarding the ‘Disarmament machinery’ and ‘Conventional 

Weapons’ topic clusters, and “on behalf of the European Union” on the ‘Outer Space 

(disarmament aspects)’ topic cluster. The EU repeatedly switch between the ‘collective EU’ 

and representing the ‘international community’ in dealing with “our collective security” 

(United Nations 2014a:20ff), sometimes making it unclear as to whom they refer to. This 

suggests that the EU is identifying with the international community, being an independent 

actor in that collective. The EU is also referring to the UN and its member nations 

representing another ‘we’, connected to the “crucial and irreplaceable” contribution of the 

UN’s role on strengthening the credibility and legitimacy of IOs (United Nations 2014a:20ff), 

implicitly promoting their own actorness. Additionally, the “EU member States” have “made 

a significant contribution to the global effort” (United Nations 2014c:30f), representing a 

collective of Member States.  

The EU MS are also identifying with the international community and the UN member 

nations as representing their ‘we’, but it is striking how little they refer to the EU as being 

their own collective. This is of course affected by them speaking in their national capacity, but 

it nevertheless, it gives an indication as to how central the EU identity is to the EU MS. 

There are only a few examples of the EU MS denoting EU as ‘we’; for example, when Spain 
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acknowledges the efforts by the EU with the international code of conduct and that “we 

believe the code of conduct would be a valuable step forward in strengthening 

understanding among various actors” (United Nations 2014e:25f), appreciating the EU for 

the drafting, complementing the EU role conception, and promoting their collective efforts. 

Similarly, Finland promotes the collective effort regarding disarmament enabled by IOs 

(United Nations 2014d:19f). There are far more examples of denoting themselves as the 

collective ‘we’; for example, when the Netherlands intends to start a “multi-year research 

programme to develop our own national perspective”, regarding the definition of “meaningful 

human control” in weapons systems (United Nations 2014d:14f, emphasis added). Austria 

stress that the “heart of our efforts” must remain the “prevention of human suffering and 

assistance to victims of armed conflict and armed violence” (United Nations 2014d:29f, 

emphasis added), focusing on the international community as a ‘we’. The Czech Republic 

also identifies with the UN, stating that their own expectations are connected to the “vast 

majority of States Members” of the UN, working towards shared and collective goals (United 

Nations 2014b:27f). 

The most diverging statements were given by France and the United Kingdom (UK) 

when denoting the five permanent members of the UNSC, and the five nuclear-weapon 

states as another important ‘we’ in solving the global issues at hand (United Nations 

2014b:5, 23f). However, the UK also identifies with the UN wanting to contribute to the 

collective “united voice”; showing an ambition for a united EU as well as UN (United 

Nations 2014b:23f). Spain instead mentions Latin America and Colombia as connected to 

their ‘we’, which is not something done by the EU (United Nations 2014d:31ff). Similarly, 

Lithuania lists the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) as their 

collective, focusing on upholding the European sovereign order (United Nations 2014d:16f).  

This means that the EU role conception cannot be considered to be central, but instead, 

the EU MS role conceptions are compatible and sometimes complementary to the EU role 

conception. 

 

• Are the norms and values identified with by EU MS compatible and/or 

complementary to those of the EU Delegation?  

 

Since the EU can be said to be built upon a normative foundation (Sjursen 2006), this 

element should present rather consistent contents. Furthermore, a normative basis for the 

EU’s foreign policy to the UNGA are stated in their priorities, clearly connected to the EU’s 
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role conceptions. These are specifically: humanitarian principles, human-rights for all, 

human security and a gender-perspective, as well as promoting universalisation, 

responsibility and transparency, but first and foremost ‘effective multilateralism’. These are 

combined with the EU taking a civil society standpoint, advocating for the values of 

socioeconomic development (see in particular United Nations 2014c:30f). Given that the EU 

norms are reflected by the UN, it becomes clear in their statements that the EU MS are 

sharing and complementing the EU role conception. One cannot easily determine if this 

comes from the EU role conception being central, or if it is a reflection of the UN.  

EU MS adds to the EU’s normative repertoire by Portugal’s equality amongst states, as 

well as pushing for the right of states to be included in negotiations (United Nations 2014b:22f), 

and Spain’s “mutual predictability” (United Nations 2014d:31ff). The EU MS are unitedly 

promoting the norm of effective multilateralism; a clear indication of the EU role conception 

being central. However, the statements are given in a multilateral forum, diminishing the 

weight of this centrality. Furthermore, the EU MS are reiterating humanitarian principles: 

Spain believes that humanitarian considerations should prevail over “any possible military, 

economic or industrial advantages provided by these weapons”, being anti-personnel mines 

and cluster munitions (United Nations 2014d:31ff). These are, however, sometimes 

overshadowed by national concerns: France, for example, do mention the “unacceptable 

humanitarian consequences” of cluster munitions and anti-personnel mines, but focus on the 

“profoundly destabilizing effect” of SALW creating “highly fragile States” (United Nations 

2014d:7f, emphasis added).  

Only a few EU MS (Austria, Finland, Netherlands) are explicitly reiterating the 

importance of a gender-perspective, suggesting that EU role conception not being exhaustively 

central on that respect (United Nations 2014d:14f, 19f, 29f). Additionally, the by EU 

perceived negative “human-rights, humanitarian, development and socioeconomic consequences” 

(United Nations 2014c:30f, emphasis added), created by SALW are not as vigorously 

reiterated by the EU MS, only a few is mentioning this dimension as being important to 

reach common goals. One of these is Austria, who believes the use of explosive weapons in 

populated areas is a “huge concern for the international community” that create “civilian 

casualties”, together with negative effects on infrastructure, socioeconomic development (United 

Nations 2014d:29f). In contrast, Spain specifically looks forward to the Meeting of 

Governmental Experts, suggesting that progress is reached government-to-government, not as 

strongly emphasising the civil society (United Nations 2014d:31ff). This inconsistency of 

contents suggests that the EU role conception is not as central or complementary to the EU 

MS as initially thought, but only compatible. 
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Nevertheless, the EU stated norms of universalisation, transparency and responsibility 

are frequently reiterated by EU MS, in particular in relation to the enlargement of the CD, 

the code of conduct in outer space, the ATT, as well as the Ottawa and Cluster Munitions 

Convention. The EU welcomes the ATT enabling “more responsible and transparent” trade, 

and “contribute significantly to international peace and security” (United Nations 

2014c:30f). Spain supports “all measures agreed at the multilateral, regional or subregional 

levels that foster confidence, transparency and mutual predictability” (United Nations 

2014d:31ff), and France “shares the goal” of preventing an arms race in space, and to the 

drafting of an instrument in achieving that aim by the CD that is “complete, precise, 

universal and credible” (United Nations 2014e:24f). Finland is also reiterating the norms of 

responsibility and transparency surrounding the ATT that is improving respect for human rights 

and international humanitarian law, which will have an impact on the lives of “men, women 

and children” (United Nations 2014d:19f). 

Through this, it becomes clear that the EU and the EU MS Delegation share basic 

values and norms on how to reach international peace and security and effective 

multilateralism. However, the role conceptions can only be seen as complementary at best 

rather than central, earning to the EU MS not explicitly connecting their norms to the EU, 

the UN norms and values, and the inconsistency of contents regarding gender-perspective, 

civil society, and socioeconomic development. 

5.2 Goal Cohesion 

• Is the goal implementation of the EU MS Delegation’s connected to the EU?  

 

The EU specifically mentions the “ratification race” of the ATT as being a united EU effort, 

since the EU MS have “made a significant contribution to the global effort to reach the 

threshold of the 50 ratifications needed for the Treaty’s entry into force” (United Nations 

2014c:30f), as well as the EU being “united in pursuing the objectives of the Ottawa 

Convention” since all 28 EU MS are States parties to the Convention (United Nations 

2014c:30f). The EU also collectively presented a draft of the international code of conduct in 

outer space in Vienna 2012, promoting transparency and confidence-building measures 

(United Nations 2014e:15f).  
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In contrast, the EU MS are for the most part promoting their own, national contributions, 

indicating that their objectives and goals are met through independent actions. For example, 

having their own experts in the GGE, the Czech Republic is contributing to the peace and 

security of the world, enabling the fissile material banning treaty as a goal (United Nations 

2014b:27f). France push for their coordinating role in organising a “seminar, in partnership 

with African countries and regional organisations” on the ATT implementation (United 

Nations 2014d:7f). Nevertheless, Spain recognises the initiatives and efforts made by the EU 

to establish a code of conduct for outer space activities, and describes it as “clearly very 

important” appreciating the EU for the drafting, complementing the EU role conception, 

and promoting their collective efforts (United Nations 2014e:25f). 

The EU MS repeatedly fail to acknowledge the EU’s collective efforts, save for a few. In 

relation to the CCW and the ATT, Finland, Romania and Spain explicitly emphasises 

efforts facilitated and done by the EU as an actor and institution (United Nations 2014d:19f, 

29, 31ff). Spain, for example, both acts bilaterally as well as in “close collaborations with 

international organisations such as the European Union” (United Nations 2014d:31ff, 

emphasis added). Romania stresses their own experience and expertise regarding the ATT 

implementation, but through EU projects and institutions (United Nations 2014d:29). 

There are other examples, where EU MS’s appreciate the work done by IOs, which 

could be interpreted as they are including the EU in this mix; being an international, or 

regional organisation. Slovenia stresses their own loyalty and solidarity to the work of IOs in 

“assisting Member States to make the world a better place” (United Nations 2014b:9f). 

Whilst emphasising fundamental EU norms as guiding principles, this also denotes the 

purpose of IOs being assisting its member states, rather than Slovenia identifying with the 

EU.  

The above supports the notion that the EU role conception is not central in relation to 

the EU MS reaching their goals and objectives, but the EU MS role conceptions are 

complementary at best. 

 

• Are the goals and objectives of the EU MS Delegation’s compatible and/or 

complementary to those of the EU Delegation?  

 

At a first glance, all EU MS seem to have a similar approach to the main topics discussed. 

These objectives are related to the UNGA in general, and cannot be not truly indicative as 

to whether the EU role conception is central or not. The EU role conceptions can however, 
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with ease, be considered as complementary, save a few exceptions. The EU for example, 

supports the “humanitarian goal” of the Cluster Munition Convention (United Nations 

2014c:30f), the need for addressing the “humanitarian, socioeconomic and security impact 

of conventional weapons” (United Nations 2014c:30f), and CD enlargement with engaging 

the civil society “allowing a broadened contribution” (United Nations 2014a:20ff). 

EU MS are reiterating this in slightly different manners – most notable is the emphasis 

on state inclusion regarding the CD, omitting the importance of the civil society. Spain argues 

that disarmament institutions “have to be open to favour the participation of States” (United 

Nations 2014b:17f, emphasis added). Spain also believes that humanitarian considerations should 

prevail over “any possible military, economic or industrial advantages provided by these 

weapons”, being anti-personnel mines and cluster munitions, complementing the EU goals 

(United Nations 2014d:31ff). Nevertheless, Portugal strongly push for the right of States to be 

included (United Nations 2014b:22f). 

Furthermore, national interests are specifically emphasised by France and Austria in 

promoting their suggestions for an ATT secretariat in Geneva and Vienna, enabling their 

influence having such a regime in their own proximity (United Nations 2014d:7f, 29f). This 

could also be seen as actually advocating for the EU being a neutral and peaceful location; 

Vienna for example being a “global hub for security, legal export control and development 

issues” (United Nations 2014d:29f), and, implicitly, promoting the Unions legitimacy and 

credibility in regards to the emphasised norms. 

The reason some of these EU MS’s goals and objectives are not considered to directly 

contribute to those of the EU depend on how they are framed by EU MS. This means that 

they are not directly relating to the interests of the EU, global common goals or even the 

UN community, but rather motivated by their own national interests, framed to be slightly 

diverging from the ‘common perspective’. This is particularly clear when looking at 

Portugal’s national goal of being included in the CD (United Nations 2014b:22f), the code of 

conduct in space being related to France’s right to self-defence (United Nations 2014e:24f) and 

the emphasis laid by Romania on promoting their own national expertise and experience rather 

than acknowledging the success owing to the international community (United Nations 

2014d:29). Nevertheless, Portugal strongly believes in a “non-discriminatory, fully inclusive, 

multilateral approach” as essential to addressing “globally shared concerns” and that these 

are “unquestionable principles” (United Nations 2014b:22f, emphasis added). This is directly 

complementary to the EU stated goals, norms and values. 

Summarising, most of the general goals and objectives are consistent and compatible, but 

the centrality of the EU in the framing of these goals are not very prominent. 
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5.3 Function Cohesion 

• Do the EU MS Delegations take on the same function and purpose in the world 

as the EU?  

 

This question relates to what function and purpose the Delegations view themselves having 

in the world; how they explicitly define their role. The EU repeatedly claims to have a 

financial role in promoting peace and international security; having a “support programme 

for third countries” regarding the ATT implementation as well as supporting outreach 

projects in mine clearance and victim’s assistance (United Nations 2014c:30f). This is also a 

receipt on the fact that the EU is acting unilaterally as a foreign policy actor towards third 

countries. They are also taking an enabling or facilitating role when the “EU and its member 

States” have contributed financially to mine-action projects, “paving the way for 

reconstruction and economic and social development” (United Nations 2014c:30f). 

The EU MS can be seen to reiterate this role on several occasions, suggesting centrality. 

Finland, for example, contributes annually with with €6 million to humanitarian mine 

action (United Nations 2014d:19f). In particular, the Netherlands also frame themselves as 

“a major donor for mine-related assistance” and that they are “willing to do its share” 

(United Nations 2014d:14f), urging the international community to do the same, promoting 

their own responsible role, and a similar role as the EU, making it complementary. 

The supporting role, where the EU claims to give mine clearing assistance as well as 

victims’ support, is also reiterated. Finland takes on a role aimed at alleviating the 

“humanitarian consequences of anti-personnel mines, cluster munitions and explosive 

remnants of war”, indicating a focus on humanitarian security, rather than the protection of 

States (United Nations 2014d:19f). Slovenia is working toward the international community’s goal 

of “a world free of anti-personnel mines and the suffering caused by them” through well-

established regional players in mine clearance and victims’ assistance, focused on a human 

security approach (United Nations 2014d:8). They do not specifically mention working in 

collaboration with the EU, but their function is consistent with the EU perspective; focusing 

on the human security being a noble goal, making it complementary. 

There are some exceptions to this, in particular France, who is also taking a supporting 

role, but emphasises another kind of support suggesting a military dimension. They are 

helping by “securing arms and destroying excess munitions” (United Nations 2014d:7f), 

rather than supporting the victims’ and communities in their socioeconomic development 
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(United Nations 2014c:30f). This is relevant because of the countries named by France; 

being old colonies (Mali, Côte d’Ivoire and Guinea), suggesting they are taking a special role 

in advancing their own national interest or influence (United Nations 2014d:7f). This role 

conception might not be directly central or complementary to that of the EU, but it could be 

seen as compatible, since the overall function and purpose taken by the EU MS is indeed 

supporting. 

Furthermore, the EU also expresses a leading and coordinating role, drafting the 

international code of conduct for outer space and enabling the ATT and CCW success (see 

United Nations 2014e:15f; United Nations 2014c:30f). This role, while not entirely 

expressed as central to EU MS, is reiterated by several EU MS from their national 

perspectives. France promotes their own seminar regarding the ATT implementation 

(United Nations 2014d:7f), the UK takes the “role of coordinator” in informal discussions 

regarding outer space, providing solutions, having special responsibilities and influence 

(United Nations 2014b:23f), and Austria means that the “international community should 

step up its efforts” in relation to the use of explosives in populated areas, calling for a joint, 

cooperative, international solution, themselves hosting a side event on this issue, enabling 

such cooperation (United Nations 2014d:29f). Another example is Romania, one of few 

making it clear that they consider the EU role conception to be central to their own role, in 

promoting their own active and leading role through the EU institutions in relation to the 

ATT implementation (United Nations 2014d:29).  

The EU takes a significant civilian power role, which is not vigorously reiterated by all EU 

MS. This civilian power role is focused on a human security, humanitarian and gender-

related approach, The EU wanting to “strengthen international humanitarian law” and the 

“strong linkage” between the CCW and the ATT with the “Convention on the Rights of 

Persons with Disabilities”, providing a “wider framework for comprehensively addressing 

the needs of survivors, realising their political, social and economic rights and ensuring 

respect for their inherent dignity” (United Nations 2014c:30f). The EU furthermore 

supports the humanitarian goal of the Cluster Munition Convention and claim to have 

consistently supported international efforts addressing the “humanitarian, socioeconomic 

and security impact of conventional weapons” (United Nations 2014c: 30-3f). The 

contrasting role conceptions of some EU MS’s are instead focusing on “State security and 

stability” by Spain (United Nations 2014d:31ff), the States “right to participate in 

disarmament negotiations” by Slovenia (United Nations 2014b:9f), and the “threat to the 

European sovereign order” by Lithuania (United Nations 2014d16f, emphasis added).  
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There are a few EU MS that do reiterate the EU’s human security and gender-related role 

with emphasis, suggesting an emerging consistency of contents and EU centrality. Austria 

for example, as the current Chair of the Human Security Network, stress the need for a 

“people-centred, gender-sensitive, comprehensive, context-specific and prevention-oriented” 

approach to international peace and security (United Nations 2014d:29f).  According to 

Austria, the ATT is considered to contribute to “human security, human rights and 

development, and contribute significantly to countering gender-based armed violence” 

(United Nations 2014d:29f). The Netherlands frame SALW as being the “real weapons of 

mass destruction” and also stress the importance of gender-related aspects and wider-security 

(United Nations 2014d:14f). Finland states that “the important inclusion of gender-based 

violence in the [ATT] Treaty must now be implemented” which will have an impact on the 

lives of “men, women and children” (United Nations 2014d:19f).  

The perceived function and purpose is related to threat and security perceptions (which 

will be discussed below), but is also indicative as to the compatability of the role conceptions, 

which cannot be seen as comprehensive relating to the civilian role. Nevertheless, it is fruitful 

to recognize that the EU MS are in fact taking a similar role to that of the EU, which makes 

the EU role conception central in its inherent meaning. But, since the EU MS Delegation 

are promoting their own national role in favour of the EU’s collective role, this suggests that 

even though taking on similar roles, there being a consistency of contents and a general 

compatability towards similar goals and methods, the EU role conception cannot be 

considered to be fully central. 

5.4 Worldview Cohesion 

• Are the EU MS Delegations relating to threats and security in the same way as 

the EU Delegation?  

 

The EU is framing threats to be global, framing their goals being related to collective interests. 

For example, SALW are framed as “a threat to global and regional security” (United 

Nations 2014c:30f). But the EU are also framing threats to be towards women and children, 

in gender-related violence and that the effects of SALW are creating negative “human-

rights, humanitarian, development and socioeconomic consequences” (United Nations 

2014c:30f) 
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This is, as has been noted, not framed in the same way by all EU MS’s, even though they 

frame SALW as being the ‘real WMD’s’ in the world due to their devastating effects. Spain 

believes that conventional arms “without a doubt” constitutes the greatest of the WMD used 

against human beings, that their consequences have “far outgrown the military sphere”, 

affecting “State security and stability” (United Nations 2014d:31ff). Spain is framing these 

effects as having a negative impact on state stability, rather than focusing first-hand on the 

humanitarian consequences. Additionally, Lithuania frames the threat of Russia’s actions in 

Ukraine, together with enabling proliferation of weapons as a threat against the “European 

sovereign order” (United Nations 2014d:16f). France furthermore condemns the “use of 

incendiary and cluster weapons in Syria” (United Nations 2014d:7f), taking a stronger 

position than EU. The EU takes a rather passive role relating to this, not giving the Ukraine 

or Syrian threats priority, referring to solving those issues in the Cluster Munitions 

Convention Conference in Croatia next year, even though they are “deeply concerned” about 

the situation (United Nations 2014c:30f). This incongruence between the role conceptions is 

a clear example of the priorities being different between the EU and the EU MS, indicating 

inconsistent contents and a non-central EU role conception. In contrast to this, the issue of 

gender-related violence and the security for women and children is reiterated with emphasis 

by Finland, Austria and the Netherlands, as already noted, indicating some consistency of 

contents and an emerging centrality of the EU role conception. 

Another security issue that are brought up by a few EU MS’s but omitted by the EU, is 

the use of explosives in populated areas. Austria frames this as a “huge concern for the 

international community” creating civilian casualties, together with negative effects on 

infrastructure, socioeconomic development (United Nations 2014d:19f). This could be interpreted as 

some kind of centrality in that they emphasise the effects upon civilians, but it is framed by 

other EU MS as something legitimate to use by the state; the Netherlands stating that 

“much will depend on the exact circumstances and the context in which the weapons will be 

used” (United Nations 2014d:14f). 

The worldviews are generally quite liberal, the EU and EU MS promoting solutions built 

on as trust, and transparency (United Nations 2014b:23f), and following a similar universal logic 

of appropriateness steered by responsibility (United Nations 2014b:22f). Nevertheless, there 

are some incongruences in what threats are emphasised, even if the manner and 

mechanisms suggested to reach solutions and progress are similar. The most divergent 

examples of this being the focus on national security and the rights of states. Furthermore, one 

clear incongruence relates to the framing of outer space activities by the EU and EU MS. 

The contents are somewhat consistent, with the main threats thought to be orbital debris, 
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crowding of satellites, and saturation of the radio frequency spectrum; needing “serious and 

timely involvement of States”. (United Nations 2014e:15f). However, France emphasises the 

need for a civil-military approach (United Nations 2014e:24f), even though they promote 

peaceful development, as opposed to an arms race. They stress the need to respect “the right 

of States to self-defence” (United Nations 2014e:24f), as being guiding in developing a 

universal mechanism for space development, suggesting their perception of security is 

national rather than collective, being either the EU or the international community. The EU 

does not explicitly mention a civil-military approach or principle, suggesting that their role 

conception is not central to the EU MS. Spain also points out their own sponsorship of this 

year’s draft resolution on transparency and confidence-building measures in outer space 

activities, promoting their own national influence and actions taken (United Nations 

2014e:25f). This suggests that the EU role conception is not particularly central regarding 

outer space, even if the contents are relatively consistent suggesting compatible role 

conceptions, complementary at best.  
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6. Conclusion 

6.1 Research Questions 

• To what extent is the EU Delegation’s role conception central to the EU MS 

Delegation’s role conceptions? 

 

The EU Delegation’s role conception cannot be considered to be particularly central to the 

EU MS Delegations, due to diverging framing and a focus on national goals, objectives and 

interests. The only AC dimension where the EU role conception is remotely central, is the 

Identity Cohesion. But since many of the norms and values expressed and promoted are also 

reflected in the UN institution, the weight of this argument is weakened. The EU role 

conception is central for some of the EU MS Delegations, but not enough to interpret it as 

being dominant among them all. This would suggest that the institutional changes of the 

Lisbon Treaty did not come with the sociological effects intended; of creating a more 

cohesive EU foreign policy.  

 

• To what extent are the EU MS Delegation’s role conceptions complementary or 

compatible to the EU Delegation’s role conception?  

 

The EU MS Delegation’s role conceptions can be considered to be highly compatible to the 

EU Delegation’s role conception. This means that there is a consistency of contents, but the 

framing of mechanisms, purpose, norms, values and goals are not always the same. What 

the analysis also shows, is that the EU MS Delegation role conceptions are, in fact, 

frequently complementary to the EU Delegation’s role conception. There is considerable 

evidence that the EU MS Delegations are promoting the same norms, values, and goals 

directly complementing the EU stated priorities, suggesting the role conceptions being 

complementary, even if no considerable centrality could be determined. In relation to ‘EU 

unity’, this would suggest that the institutional changes of the Lisbon Treaty in fact had 

some impact on the contents of the role conceptions; indicating an institutional-structural 

effect rather than a social effect.  
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• Does this suggest that the EU have Actorness Cohesion in the UNGA FC?  

 

AC is dependent upon convergent and stabile role conceptions; they are necessary for AC and 

so their absence is sufficient for the absence of AC. Given that the role conceptions cannot be 

considered to be central, there is scarce support for EU AC in the UNGA FC. One could 

however detect an emerging centrality, given the strong compatability between the role 

conceptions, and the complementary role conceptions by the EU MS Delegations. Even 

though the EU Delegation’s role conception is not always central to the EU MS 

Delegations, the EU MS are reiterating a similar role, relating to the Function Cohesion 

dimension, taking on the same function. This could be an indication that the EU role 

conception is indeed central, but not particularly in the UNGA FC. Therefore, the EU 

cannot be considered to be speaking with ‘one voice’ in the UNGA FC, from the perspective 

of the AC concept, but this does not mean that they cannot do so in other forums.  

 

• Can the concept of Actorness Cohesion be used to determine the EU vertical foreign policy 

cohesion? 

 

The concept of AC can be said to at least shed some light upon the vertical policy cohesion 

of the EU’s foreign policy, and certainly provides an empirical contribution illuminating the 

possibilities of considering the EU as a cohesive actor; having actorness. Since this is only a 

‘plausibility-probe’ study, there is an apparent need for further research in order to develop 

the real potential of the AC concept and determine its exact contribution to the scholar of 

actorness, vertical policy cohesion, and role theory. The analysis does show that AC can be 

the beginning of a concept in determining and understanding vertical policy cohesion of a 

collective actor, and offer an ideational understanding as to their actorness. Being an actor, 

implies having an identity and therefore also a role conception. Seeing as support for EU 

MS Delegation’s role conceptions being complementary to the EU Delegation’s role 

conception, the AC concept seems to ‘open up’ a constructivist ‘measurement’ of vertical 

policy cohesion. The concept is contextual and contingent, but enables deeper understanding 

of the actorness of a collective actor, such as the EU. 
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6.2 Reflection and Further Research 

This study has focused on comparing the EU MS Delegation’s role conceptions ‘as one’ to 

the EU Delegation’s role conception. Since the EU MS are speaking in their national capacity 

it is becomes difficult to treat and interpret the statements fairly disconnected to their 

national context. I have nonetheless tried to keep a focus only on their perceived role conceptions 

in order to ‘test’ the AC concept, and analyse the EU as a ‘collective whole’. In order to 

overcome these difficulties, further research could apply the concept only comparing 

between EU MS, since it has not been done previously using AC as a concept. Furthermore, 

the concept would stand to gain from a more limited topic, since the broad topic clusters of 

the UNGA proved to be difficult, and the analysis might have gained more from deeper 

contextualisation of the discourse.  

The dimensions of the AC concept are not mutually exclusive, which one could argue 

makes it a ‘vague’ concept, but since identities, foreign policy and role conceptions are 

mutually constitutive this is an inherent characteristic. The ‘vagueness’ is, however, 

prominent in interpreting the dominant role conception when only having UNGA statements 

to analyse, partly overcome by determining the discursive ‘core’ or ‘node’. Further research 

would benefit from including foreign-policy makers ‘data’ from a range of forums in order to 

really be able to determine the dominant role conceptions. This is also connected to the 

inherent characteristic; that any role conflicts are “dependent on the skill of the foreign 

policy-maker” (Aggestam 2006:24). Including different sources would then also include 

different foreign policy-makers, increasing the validity. 
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