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Summary 
This thesis explores how Norwegian actors navigate the EU’s Schengen institutional 

structures and how they choose to transpose EU immigration policy. The EU’s area of Justice 

and Home Affairs is an institutional setting where more and more internationally binding 

decisions regarding immigration and border control are taken. Norway, albeit not a member, 

has the opportunity to participate in EU policy making in this area but is faced with a dynamic 

institutional environment. The neo-institutional approach presented in this paper claims that 

by studying the logic of behaviour activated in different settings, including the domestic one, 

we can understand more of the underlying dynamics in multilevel policy making. Taking the 

EU’s Return Directive as a case, this study shows that Norwegian actors and interests are 

heard, but restricted by rules of appropriateness. In transposition, EU Schengen immigration 

related policy is implemented according to prevalent rules, a fact that is attributed to general 

governmental interests and congruence of legal provisions, but also a lack of timely public 

domestic debate on controversial EU issues like the Return Directive. 
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1 Introduction 
As a small country, a coordinated and harmonised global policy of migration is in 

Norway’s interest. In order to realise such an ambition, the EU will have to take on a 

key role. The government, thus, puts great emphasis on the strengthening of the 

cooperation with the EU in the area of refugee and migration policy. The Schengen- 

and Dublin-agreements form a natural framework for this.  

Minister of Justice and the Police, Knut Storberget, March 19th 2010 

This thesis is about Norwegian civil servants and their participation in the European Union’s 

Schengen policy making. More precisely, it is about the way in which they respond to 

institutional change within and resulting from this policy area. The aim of this chapter is to 

introduce the reader to an international institutional area which directly affects Norwegian 

domestic policy making. It will demonstrate how national migration institutions are actively 

participating in EU’s Schengen structure and that there has not been enough scientific focus 

on the actual behaviour of Norwegian civil servants engaged in policy creation. Subsequently, 

the chapter introduces Norwegian institutions connected to the EU’s Justice and Home Affairs 

sector and the empirical case for this study – the EU’s Return Directive 2008/115/EC. After 

discussing the state of the art of relevant theories, a neo-institutional approach is chosen to 

highlight the empirical findings. The end of the chapter provides a short overview of the 

structure of the thesis.   

1.1 EU’s Justice and Home Affairs – a dynamic area of policy making 

Commonly, ‘Schengen’ refers to the freedom of personal movement within the European 

borders. It also refers to a tight international policy cooperation in order to control the 

consequences of this freedom. As a functional result of the four freedoms (movement of 

goods, services, capital, and persons) in the Agreement on the European Economic Area 

(EEA), the Schengen cooperation is sometimes called its little brother (Borgvad 2007: 2.1). 

This little brother is, however, different. Schengen is the only part of EU governance where 

non-member states have direct access to the formation of the Union’s legal rules. Norwegian 

representatives and civil servants are allowed to sit in EU Council meetings and contribute 

actively to information exchange and debate between the member states. The Schengen 

‘Mixed Committee’ setting thereby offers Norway, Iceland, and Switzerland participation at 
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an early stage of policy development (Kvam 2008: 40; Bøckman Finstad 2008: 336, Borgvad 

2007: 2.5). On the other hand, Norway – if it does not want to jeopardize the whole Schengen 

agreement – is obliged to implement the resulting legislation. Formally speaking, the 

Schengen agreement is one of the best established links Norway has to the EU structure. It is, 

however, an area of strong institutional dynamics which is under-examined in the Norwegian 

debate (Bøckman Finstad 2008: 336). 

The EU field of Justice and Home Affairs (JHA), which subsumes Schengen, has experienced 

substantial changes in the past decade: common policies regarding visas, asylum, illegal 

immigration, border security and co-operation with non-EU states have been established and 

are meant to level out the great differences between member states (Geddes 2008:111). 

Norwegian policy regarding irregular immigration, being a part of Schengen, is directly and 

indirectly connected to this. Standards of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS)1 

and their implementation in other countries have implications for Norwegian policy makers as 

well (Vevstad 2006: 139). The Treaty of Lisbon abandoned the three-pillar system of 

Maastricht, where Justice and Home Affairs used to be subsumed under the 

intergovernmental ‘third pillar’. In 2005, the traditional unanimity voting process was 

exchanged with the ‘more effective’ qualified majority voting (QMV) and the introduction of 

co-decision with the European Parliament (Uçarer 2010)2

1.2 Norway and its EU Relationship – State of the Art 

. Although this is supposed to 

democratize the European Union, the associated states, among them Norway, Iceland, 

Switzerland, are not represented in the European Parliament. In addition, the EU has begun to 

construct policy packages which are not confined to one policy area alone (Bøckman Finstad 

2008: 337). It is therefore relevant to look at how Norwegian actors navigate this dynamic 

institutional context, especially in the field of migration.  

The extent to which Norwegian actors are involved in EU policy making has been looked at 

from several scientific angles. Some scholars analyse the possibilities of ‘outsider’ nation 

                                                 
1 In addition to the Schengen agreement, Norway forms part of the Dublin II agreement (Vigdis Vevstad 2006). 
This implies that asylum seekers who put forward a claim for protection in Norway, but have been apprehended 
in another EU country before, can be sent back and vice versa. This sets Norway into a connection to the other 
EU countries’ ways of handling asylum and refugee issues (Vevstad 2006: 58; St.meld.9).  
2 As of 2008, 22 states were participating in the Schengen free movement area. Of the EU’s member countries 
only Ireland, Great Britain, Cyprus, Bulgaria and Romania were not completely incorporated in the operative 
Schengen cooperation at the time when the negotiations on the Return Directive started. (St.meld.9: 18). 
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Norway to lobby its interests in EEA affairs (Andersen 2000). Others are concerned with the 

adaptation of bureaucrats to European committee structures (Trondal/ Veggeland 2003). 

Trondal (2002), inspired by March/ Olsen (1998) and Haas (1992), observes some tendencies 

for evocation of supranational loyalties of European expert representatives in EU committees. 

This 'esprit de corps' towards the other professionals they interact with is – according to 

Trondal – a supplement to “pre-established national and sectoral allegiances” (Trondal 2002: 

484). Egeberg and Trondal observe a certain stable degree of double-hattedness in the 

Norwegian central administration, where bureaucrats relate to Brussels and to national 

authorities (Egeberg/Trondal 2011: 5). Erik Fossum is concerned with domestic politic’s ‘gag 

rules’ which lead politicians from all parties to be silent about the ever closer entanglement of 

Norwegian policy making with the EU’s (Fossum 2009: 75). A Norwegian master’s thesis 

from 2007 addresses the question of how autonomous the European representation in Brussels 

acts in matters of security policy (Claussen 2007). Another master’s thesis at the institute for 

political science of Oslo analyses the Europeanization of the Norwegian migration 

administration following the Schengen agreement (Ruud 2003). But compared to this body of 

research on Norwegian EEA entanglement, there is not very much published literature on 

Norwegian Schengen participation (Egeberg/ Trondal 2011: 13). Norway’s relationship to the 

EU’s Justice and Home Affairs is characterized by change, legal complexity and, often, a lack 

of public debate (Sejersted 2008: 316, Vevstad 2006: 18). 

This is remarkable, because matters of migration control are sensitive sovereignty issues in all 

member states (Bøckman Finstad 2008: 337). If one takes into account that the EEA 

agreement has been described as a problem of sovereignty for the Norwegian state (Eriksen 

2008: 373), the ‘little brother’ agreement and the role government and administration play 

should be moved into the spotlight, too. Norwegian Studies which focus on the 

implementation of European legislation and its importance in the domestic Norwegian context 

describe Norway as an ‘enthusiastic’ adaptive outsider (Sverdrup 2000: 75). Does this hold 

for the Schengen context too? Some indications to this effect are there: in March 2010, the 

Norwegian government expressed the clear will to develop future domestic migration 

management in close cooperation with the EU (St. meld. 9 2009/ 2010). It is therefore 

relevant to look at the way Norwegian domestic civil servants handle developments in the 

EU’s JHA migration policy and how they act when ‘it hits home’ (Börzel/ Risse 2000).  
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1.3 Schengen – useful and relatively unobserved 

The initial Schengen agreement was signed in 1985. Five European countries decided to 

abolish their internal border controls and, in compensation for the inner security deficit, 

strengthen outer border control (Kvam 2008: 33). The Schengen Convention was signed in 

1990 and came into effect in 1995. When Sweden, Finland and Denmark showed the intention 

to join the area without inner border controls, this created a problem for Norway who had 

benefitted from the free movement of its citizens within the Nordic region since 1957 through 

the Nordic passport union (Kvam 2008: 36). The question of national sovereignty made an 

association to Schengen problematic. Norway’s 1996 association agreement to Schengen 

therefore established an Executive Committee structure in Luxembourg that should take the 

role of an external policy coordinator (Kvam 2008: 36f.). Because this structure implied no 

direct impact by an international body, it accorded with the Norwegian constitution (Kvam 

2008: 38). In 1999, the Treaty of Amsterdam incorporated the Schengen Protocol into EU 

structures. The Schengen Convention was expanded to include more countries and Norway 

had to negotiate a new association agreement (OJ 1999). Norwegian association was 

thereafter subsumed under the so-called Mixed Committee structure within the  Council, and 

the Luxembourg body was never formally established. After the Schengen protocol to the 

Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997, questions of visum, asylum, refugee an immigration were 

moved to the first, ‘supranational’ EU area of cooperation3

The opening of the inner borders between Norway and the EU countries led to a chain of 

compensating security measures, including the implementation of Schengen Information 

System (SIS) as well as ‘third-pillar’ police cooperation and judicial cooperation (Kvam 

2008: 33f.). Every time a rule in the Schengen Code is being developed further, modified or 

expanded, Norway is asked to participate in decision making (Kvam 2008: 18). There is 

almost always some discussion whether new EU rules are to be considered as Schengen-

relevant. The associated states (Norway, Iceland, Switzerland since 1.11. 2008) sometimes 

. As a consequence, the EU-

outsider Norway, in matters regarding the necessary coordination in questions of asylum, visa 

and border control, began to take part in supranational EU decision making procedures (Lie 

2007: 169). After this period, Schengen has become a rarely discussed commitment (Kvam 

2008: 17, Bøckman Finstad 2008: 345).  

                                                 
3 This shift was toned down by a lot of opt-out clauses and intergovernmental elements in the time to follow 
(Joppke 2002: 265). 
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have different opinions on this. But Norway, in general, is interested in having access to as 

many decision processes in the field as possible (Borgvad 2007: 5.1, St.meld. 23: 21). 

The Norwegian Schengen cooperation came into operative force on March 25, 2001 (UDI 

2009: 5). The Norwegian Ministry of Justice describes the cooperation in Schengen matters 

(in the institutional forum of the Mixed Committee) as good and respectful (St.meld 23: 21). 

Norway participates at all consultation levels: working parties, Strategic Committee 

Committee of Immigration, Frontiers and Asylum (SCIFA), permanent representatives 

(COREPER, the ambassador's level) and, finally in the top “Mixed Committee”, where 

ministers (from the Departments of Justice and/ or Interior) meet their counterparts (Bøckman 

Finstad 2008: 340). When the associated states (Iceland, Norway, Switzerland) are included 

in the meetings, they do not have voting, but full participation and speaking rights. The 

participation gives associated states a good overview over the process of Schengen relevant 

policy formation. Additionally, non-member states have the opportunity to lobby their cause 

before and while the Commission develops policy propositions. As long as decision making 

gravitates towards consensus, the lack of an actual Norwegian vote is considered as not as 

important. If one or several EU countries have contradictory interests to Norway, however, 

negotiating becomes more complicated (St. meld. 23: 21).  

Because the Mixed Committee at diplomatic and ministerial level is an institution that has a 

rather narrow agenda compared to the main Council JHA agenda, and it is not always clear 

which processes are Schengen relevant and which ones not, Norwegian representatives are 

formally excluded from some decision making developments (Borgvad 2007: 5.1). Norway is 

aware of JHA developments in the EU where more and more ‘policy packages’ across policy 

areas are developed and the Schengen cooperation becomes but one part of the deal, a fact 

which can be problematic for the associated states (St. meld 23: 21). This applies for instance 

to the external dimension of JHA policy making (Uçarer 2010: 319). Article 8.2 (a) of the 

1999 association agreement states that Norway and Iceland shall decide independently 

whether to “accept its content and implement it into their internal legal order”. If one of the 

associated states independently would decide not to implement part of the agreement, a 

process of scrutiny in the Mixed Committee would be initiated, in order to assess whether a 

termination of the whole agreement is necessary (Bøckman Finstad 2008: 341). This has, so 

far, never happened. In practice, the development of Schengen rules often implies 

administrative adaptations and can therefore be dealt with within the responsible ministries. If 
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a change of law is required, the EU directives need to be transposed into Norwegian law text 

and approved by the Storting (Kvam 2008: 41). This leads us to the first research question: 

 

RQ1: How do Norwegian actors adapt to institutional change in EU Schengen policy 

making? 

The area of Justice and Home Affairs has hereto mainly been the domain of students of law 

(Bøckman Finstad 2008, Kvam 2008, Vevstad 2006). This thesis argues that it is relevant to 

take a political scientist’s perspective on the actual work and perceptions of bureaucrats 

involved in policy creation. It takes as a point of departure the idea of multi-level government, 

inspired by the thought that Norwegian institutions are already solidly involved in a 

‘European administrative space’ (Hofman 2008: 662). If we want to study the behaviour of 

Norwegian actors navigating international institutional environments and their own domestic 

institutional settings, this approach carries several advantages. Instead of looking at only one 

stage of the European “policy cycle”, it is possible to analyse structures involving multiple 

levels of governance (Egeberg 2006: 1, Trondal 2010: 1). After all, “the transformation 

sparked off by Europe is an interactive process and not a one-way street in which European 

institutions impose their policy decisions upon member states” (Héritier 2001: 2). The field of 

migration within the EU has a strong multilevel governance aspect, with mixed 

responsibilities between European and domestic level (Lavenex 2001: 15). In order to fully 

illustrate the multilevel process of Norwegian influencing and implementing, we will follow a 

directive from its origin to its transposition.  

1.4 Masters of Schengen coordination – Norwegian ministries and 
directorates 

The Norwegian administration of immigration is split between several departments and 

directorates and has been subject to frequently shifting responsibilities from one ministry to 

the other (NOU 2006: 61). In the period relevant for this study, The Ministry of Justice and 

the Police was the primary responsible for developing new rules and regulations regarding 

Schengen relevant immigration, sharing some tasks with the Ministry for Local Government 

and Regional Development (KRD). In St. meld. 23 (2005-2006) on “gjennomføring av 

europapolitikken”, the third authority mentioned is the Ministry of Labour and Inclusion 

(AID),  at that time in charge of immigration policy and visas (St. meld 23: 21). In September 
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2009, the political responsibility regarding immigration was moved from the Labour and 

Integration Ministry to the Ministry of Justice and the Police. As of 2010, the former AID was 

renamed into the Ministry of Children, Equality and Social Inclusion.  

Throughout the period of negotiation and transposition of the Return directive, the governing 

coalition of Arbeiderpartiet (Ap), Sosialistisk Venstre (SV) and Senterpartiet (Sp) had a 

majority in the Norwegian Parliament, a fact that allowed for swift implementation of any 

policy that the governing parties could agree upon4. The Ministry of Justice and the Police 

(JD) was under the lead of Knut Storberget (Ap). This ministry was and is, in the Schengen 

context, the main responsible for coordination in visa questions, border control, SIS and 

return (St. meld. 9: 42). The Ministry of Foreign Affairs (UD), on the other hand, is 

responsible for the coordination of interior immigration matters affecting the foreign policy of 

Norway. It is supposed to be the ‘single voice’ of Norway when dealing with foreign 

countries and international organizations like the EU (www.regjeringen.no). In matters of 

return, this includes i.a. the responsibility for negotiating readmission agreements with third 

countries. The Norwegian state has the possibility to be included in the EU ones, but Norway 

often chooses to negotiate bilateral additional agreements with countries it shares a migration 

relation with (St. meld. 9: 48)5.  UD is also responsible for running the Permanent 

Representation of Norway to the EU in Brussels. Nevertheless, the majority of representatives 

are seconded to the Delegation by governmental bodies (ministries) in Oslo6

 

. UD also 

observes the formal process when Norway is faced with new legislation affecting the 

Schengen Code. The two Ministries JD and UD coordinate in a high official 

Koordineringsutvalget (Coordination committee) for matters of Justice and Home Affairs, 

parallel to the one for EEA-affairs (St. meld. 9: 42). The table on the next pages roughly 

illustrates the Norwegian administrative structure relevant to this research project. 

 

                                                 
4 Seat distribution after the 14 September 2009 Parliamentary election: Ap 64 (+3), FrP 41 (+3), H 30 (+7), KrF 
10 (-1), V 2 (-8), Sp 11, SV 11 (-4), total of 169 seats (www.regjeringen.no). 
5 In February 2010, Norway has agreements with 24 countries, 21 of which are in force (ibid.). 
6 http://www.eu-norge.org/Om_delegasjonen/delegasjonen.  
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Figure 1.1 Immigration administration concerned with return and readmission 

The Police Directorate (POD) under the Ministry of Justice is entrusted with the professional 

leadership, overview and coordination of national police administration. Its 140 employees 

view themselves as closely connected to Norway’s 27 police districts. POD has also a central 

role in the fight against international and organized crime and is therefore actively involved in 

Schengen related processes (www.politi.no). In practical terms, the subordinate foreigner’s 

unit of the Norwegian Police (PU) is entrusted with the registration of immigrants and the 

deportation of illegally staying persons7

The focus of this study lies on the efforts of the Ministry of Justice, its Immigration and 

Police departments and its subordinates to affect EU policy making and to transpose the 

Return Directive into the Norwegian body of law and practice. Apart from the newly 

incorporated immigration department, the preparations for this involved the Norwegian 

Directorate of Immigration (UDI). As the coordinative agency for all matters regarding 

immigration, it processes applications for visas, work and study permits, family immigration, 

citizenship and asylum, and it also decides on rejection and expulsion. Since October 2010, 

UDI is responsible for promoting voluntary return (a task that before lay with the Norwegian 

police) (Politiet 2010). UDI has also functions as a central ‘fagorgan’, providing practical 

expertise in the development of new rules (UDI 2008a: 2). It aims to incorporate research and 

. Utlendingsnemnda (UNE), the Immigration Appeals 

Board, created in 2001, is a court-like independent institution entrusted with processing the 

second appeals of asylum applicants.  

                                                 
7 PU was created in 2004 in order to provide a more specialized and effective workforce entrusted with the 
registration of asylum claims, identity issues and forced return (PU 2004). 
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international analysis into its work. It is in this function that UDI in 2008 commissioned a 

comparative study on entry bans in several other Schengen countries (UDI 2008a: 2).  

The administration of border control, inner security and immigration lie at the heart of a 

nation state’s sovereignty. Police departments are therefore inherently reluctant to admit 

international policy interference in very national affairs. But how do they respond to change 

when they have been a part of the actual policy creation? This thesis therefore has a second 

research question: 

 

RQ 2: How do Norwegian domestic actors respond to change resulting from EU Schengen 

policy?   

1.5 The Return Directive – A Case of Conflict and new Procedures 

The Return Directive, proposed in 2005 by the Commission, was the first directive composed 

under co-decision procedure within the field of asylum and migration. Co-decision introduced 

a stronger supranational element into the formerly “transgovernmental” area (Lavenex/ 

Uçarer 2004: 427). The directive’s content balances on the sharp edge between restrictiveness 

of the sovereign nation state and individual human rights, protected by international 

conventions. The directive was highly controversial at the European level, because it revealed 

strong tensions between the EU’s human rights ideals and the perceived need to prevent 

irregular immigration (Acosta 2009). Member states in Council were quite reluctant to accept 

‘rights’ based provisions in the Commission’s proposal, whereas the European Parliament 

demanded amendments to its ‘control’ features. Only in a series of informal trilogies, these 

inter-institutional tensions could be resolved (Lutz 2010). There has been discussion on 

whether EU migration policy is all about securitization, offering nation states an excuse and 

opportunity to pursue restrictive policies (Guiraudon 2001: 7, Guiraudon 2000: 256). Others 

would not go that far but acknowledge that there has been a certain movement into the 

creation of a multilevel system of governance which treats ‘third country nationals’ (TCN) 

differently than its own citizens (Lavenex 2001: 20, Geddes 2001: 13). For our purposes, the 

Return Directive offers a good illustration of inter-institutional change in a contentious policy 

environment directly concerned with national sovereignty. 
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1.6 Theoretical approaches to reality – a long search 

This thesis does not aim to test theory, but to shed light on a specifically dynamic as well as 

under-discussed element of Norwegian administrative involvement with the EU. Scholars 

often treat the two levels of EU policy making in different forums of discussion. It turned out 

that the greatest challenge of this empirical project was to find the theoretical approach that 

would allow me to look at the interface of European policy development: the people engaged 

in Brussels negotiations as well as in transposition at home.  

At first, policy network theories seemed the correct approach. The Advocacy Coalition 

Framework of Paul A. Sabatier and Hank Jenkins-Smith, developed in the field of 

environmental policy, analyses several stages of policy making. The main idea is that belief-

based coalitions of actor networks try to influence the policy process. (Sabatier/ Weible 2007: 

196, Sabatier 1998: 121). This theory is comparable to the approach of Peter M. Haas who, 

with his concept of ‘epistemic communities’8

The field of implementation, meaning “processes through which European norms are 

transposed, adhered to and enforced at the domestic level” (Sverdrup 2004), is equally 

difficult to pinpoint. Most of this field has a comparative angle to it, or is concerned with 

quality of implementation. Adrienne Héritier names the match and mismatch of European and 

domestic policy as a factor for national reaction patterns (Héritier 2001:5). Knill (1998) 

argues that effective implementation of European policy legislation depends largely on the 

'embeddedness' of national administrative traditions. Another factor, according to Knill, is the 

 tries to assess the role of policy-relevant 

technical information in a complex world of international interdependence. Haas argues that 

increasingly complicated societal processes and technical issues demand more and more 

specialized policy experts to solve them (Haas 1992: 1). Haas’ main hypothesis, namely that 

“the diffusion of new ideas and information can lead to new patterns of behavior and prove to 

be an important determinant of international policy coordination” (Haas 1992: 3), was an 

inspiration for this study. But since my case focused on a rather short period of time (2005-

2010), a special group of people (Norwegian civil servants participating in EU policy making 

and affected by Schengen changes) and included a strong bilateral perspective (Norway-EU), 

neither the Advocacy Coalition Framework nor the concept of an epistemic community could 

in the end meaningfully highlight my material.  

                                                 
8 “… a network of professionals with recognized expertise and competence in  a particular domain and an 
authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge within that domain or issue-area” (Haas 1992: 3) 
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national capacity for reform, a third national actor coalitions. According to the constellation 

of these factors, Knill predicts divergent degrees of implementation success (Knill 1998: 8). 

Falkner et al. argue that it is the cultural factor which determines how fast and well countries 

comply with EU legislation (Falkner et al. 2007: 410). 

All these findings are valuable contributions when thinking about implementation. But in 

order to connect the two levels of analysis and to try to cut through the dense net of 

theoretical approaches, I decided to focus on the civil servants themselves. This thesis 

therefore starts out from the assumption that institutional conditions frame the possibilities of 

individual human action. Inspired by March and Olsen’s seminal article on institutional 

dynamics (March/ Olsen 1998) as well as Risse’s article about arguing behaviour in world 

politics (Risse 2000), it further acknowledges that three ideal-typical rationalities of 

individual action are at play at any given moment. In the context of this study, these three are 

labelled the ‘logic of consequences’, the ‘logic of appropriateness’ and the ‘logic of arguing’. 

Depending on the surrounding institutional conditions, one of them is expected to dominate. 

In order to understand which contextual factor triggers which logic of behaviour, the study 

accompanies the historical process of the genesis and transposition of the Return Directive 

through the eyes of Norwegian civil servants. So, instead of theoretically separating steps of 

policy making, this study argues that a closely connected group of actors tends to adopt 

different logics of behaviour in different institutional settings and situations of interaction.  

In the process tracing project sketched above, this approach makes it possible to illustrate how 

the institutional structure affects actor’s behaviour and roles. Do procedures continue in their 

own, traditional paths like they used to (‘logic of appropriateness’ March/Olsen 1996)? Or is 

there a swift adaption with a new kind of levelled power game (‘logic of consequences’ 

Putnam 1988)? Where do small outsider actors like Norway find opportunities to 

constructively contribute with valid arguments (‘logic of arguing’, Risse 2000)? A special 

focus on the deliberative character of the process is relevant because a directive is ‘born’ in 

endless discussions. Civil servants are collecting and processing information, they discuss 

practical matters with their colleagues at home, they consult other experts from neighbouring 

nations and, in the end, either make a deal or comply with other actor’s wishes. How they go 

about in obtaining their goals and in which ways they communicate back home has 

implications for the policy that is realized later. This thesis takes the reader on a journey 

through the stages of EU Schengen policy making, with a special focus on Norwegian 
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behaviour and their reactions to institutional change. The matching of consequentialist and the 

more constructivist view of the logic of appropriateness is expected to grant as us a fuller 

picture of reality (Checkel 2001: 219). I will present more in-depth thoughts about my 

approach in chapter 3 on the analytical framework. The next part of the chapter describes the 

general set-up of the thesis. 

1.7 Structure of the thesis 

In order to prepare the ground for my analysis of how Norwegian actors approached the EU’s 

evolving institutional setting,  chapter 2 follows the directive through the different stages of 

EU decision making, explaining official frames for negotiation and informal approaches to 

finding agreement. It shows that the institutional conditions surrounding the Return Directive 

are good examples to illustrate recent dynamics in the field of Justice and Home Affairs: Its 

subject matter was highly contentious, the decision making path unexplored and the relations 

between the EU’s institutions evolving. 

The following chapter 3 presents the three theoretical ‘ideal types’ this thesis employs in 

order to guide the analysis. I argue for a neo-institutional approach to the empirical matter. 

Norwegian civil servants are expected to adapt to different institutional settings by reverting 

to either the ‘rational’ logic of consequence, the ‘sociological’ logic of appropriateness or the 

‘deliberative’ logic of arguing. Subsequently, I present my operationalization of six indicators 

as well as the methodological approach to this case study. 

Chapter 4 addresses the first research question: how do Norwegian actors navigate changing 

conditions in the EU’s institutional environment? The different institutional settings are 

described from a Norwegian point of view. The chapter recounts perceptions and reactions to 

changing dynamics within the Council/ Mixed Committee structure and matches them with 

the expectations derived from the three logics. It shows that Norwegians adapt to the EU 

Schengen setting by reverting to a cooperative logic of consequence framed by strong 

‘appropriateness’ expectations to their behaviour. It also illustrates that co-decision has 

considerable consequences for Norwegian participation in the Schengen context.  

Chapter 5 tends to research question 2: how do Norwegian civil servants respond to change 

resulting from a EU Schengen directive? The transposition process is described from the 

initial presentation of the Return Directive in the Storting to the adoption of the immigration 
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code amendments. Parallel developments in the Norwegian migration context are accounted 

for. The analysis shows that Norwegians strongly activated the logic of appropriateness in 

order to follow the directive’s demands. This general inclination to revert to standard 

operating procedures was intermingled with instances of arguing resulting in preference 

changes.  

The final chapter 6 sums up the findings of this thesis, acknowledges the merits and some 

deficiencies of the ‘three logics’ approach and sketches possible research gaps to be filled in 

the future. The conclusion is that the three ideal types yield valuable insights into human 

behavioural patterns, but that some elements of the process could not be shed light upon. The 

case of the Return directive is considered a good example of possible future developments 

within the EU’s field of Justice and Home Affairs and the Norwegian response to it. 
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2 The Negotiations on the Return Directive 
Norwegian participation in the negotiations on the Return Directive has to be analysed on the 

backdrop of continuous legal and institutional changes within the EU. The following section 

presents the legal foundations and decision rules applying to the Return Directive. We will 

see how co-decision is connected to EU actors treading new paths of decision making. 

Thereafter, the chapter sketches inter-institutional positions and dynamics from the 

publication of the Commission proposal in September 2005 up to the final adoption in 

Parliament in June 2008. The chapter shows that the Commission’s functional arguments for 

the harmonization of EU return policy did not fall on fertile grounds in all member states. 

Several presidencies tried to put their mark on the decision process, but only when Parliament 

pressured the Council into movement, informal negotiations between the institutions could 

begin. Consensus was reached in negotiations among a handful of policy specialists. Taking 

these developments into account, several specific research questions regarding Norwegian 

participation and transposition are developed. At the end of the chapter, I summarize the final 

content of the Return Directive. 

2.1 Co-decision and migration– Treading a new path  

Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) had long been an area of legislation which lay under the 

intergovernmental ‘third’ pillar of the Maastricht Treaty on the European Union (TEU). The 

Treaty of Amsterdam of 1997 moved the cooperation in asylum and border control to the first, 

supranational pillar (Uçarer 2010: 311). In the spirit of an establishment of a common area of 

“freedom security and justice”, the Tampere European Council of October 1999 had called for 

a coherent approach in the field of immigration and asylum. This should comprise a common 

asylum system, legal immigration policy and a joint approach to combating illegal 

immigration (European Council 1999: 4). In 2002, the Commission’s Green Paper on a 

Community Return Policy (Commission 2002) had envisioned a better coordination between 

EU member states and thereby initiated a process of public consultation (Commission 2005b: 

3). The Brussels European Council of November 2004 called in its Hague programme for the 

establishment of common standards for an “effective removal and repatriation policy” with 

respect for fundamental rights and the dignity of individuals (European Council 2004). A few 
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months before the proposal for the EU directive was introduced, the Council of Europe9

In December 2004, the decision making procedure for measures regarding illegal immigration 

had been moved over from consultation (unanimity in Council and advisory role of European 

Parliament) to co-decision (Lutz 2010: 11). Parliament thereby formally became a legislator. 

Its opinion, other than in the consultation procedure, carried the same legal weight as the 

Council’s (Hayes-Renshaw/ Wallace 2006: 207f.). Co-decision follows several stages or 

decision ‘loops’. The first step of the decision-making process is the development of the 

Commission proposal (Stie 2010: 92). The Commission, in its executive function, starts 

internal and external consultation procedures and simultaneously presents the two legislators 

with the document. The two institutions subsequently work on the proposal and eventually 

present amendments to it. At the ‘end’ of the first reading, Parliament presents an opinion and 

the Council can either approve of the Parliament’s amendments or issue a diverging common 

position (Acosta 2009: 24). In this case, the second reading is initiated. The Parliament has 

now three months to make amendments to Council’s common position which, after another 

three months, can either be accepted or rejected. Should the second reading not lead to 

agreement between the two institution’s positions, a conciliation committee between the three 

institutions involved will try to find a consensus. This consensus text will need a qualified 

majority in Council and an absolute majority of members in Parliament to be adopted. In the 

first reading, Parliament only needs a simple majority to approve of a negotiated text (Acosta 

2009: 24). European institutions have therefore begun to explore informal ways to find 

consensus, namely informal trilogues (EP term) or trialogues (Council term). In these, each 

institution is represented by a few people in central positions. The triloges as inter-

institutional forums are considered efficient, though also less transparent than the formal 

procedure (Stie 2010: 90).  

 in 

Strasbourg had also issued 20 Guidelines on Forced Return (Lutz 2010: 453). The scope and 

formulation of these 20 Guidelines often acted as guideline and inspiration for the 

negotiations on the Return Directive.  

Q1: This raises the question of how a possible lack of transparency affected Norwegian 

participation in the Mixed Committee setting. 

 
                                                 
9 Not to be confused with the European Council or the Council of Ministers, the Council of Europe in Strasbourg 
is not an EU body, but comprises 47 member states. Founded in 1949, it is an institution rooted in the ideas of 
human rights and aims at the development of democracy in Europe (http://www.coe.int/). 

http://www.coe.int/�
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Figure 2.1 The co-decision procedure (source: EU 2011)  
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2.2 The Commission – Functional argumentation for the directive 

In the case of the Return Directive, the Commission, along with its proposal (Commission 

2005a), presented an impact assessment of the current state of affairs in member states. It 

stated that member states’ legislation differed widely and that legal terminology regarding 

return, removal, use of force, temporary custody and re-entry were creating problems in 

“situations involving more than one member state” (Commission 2005b: 1). For example, the 

understanding of the term “expulsion” was different from nation to nation. This state of 

affairs was perceived to have a “distorting effect” on the movement of illegal immigrants, 

leading to unequal distribution and maybe even “legal remedies shopping” (ibid.). A common 

return policy was also meant to reduce illegal human trafficking and weaken the anti-

migration arguments by extremists (Commission 2005b: 2). According to the Commission’s 

assessment, other reasons to initiate and work for this directive were the need to “increase 

mutual trust in each other’s systems” (Commission 2005b: 3), and to develop a common 

terminology in order to enhance information exchange. A directive - as policy ‘tool’ - 

gradually harmonizes procedures throughout the EU without regulating the way things are 

actually to be done. It allows for national adaptation to EU standards by a form of legal 

‘translation’ into the present institutional system. Taking into account the given circumstances 

at the national level, it was chosen as the most effective measure in order to reduce costs and 

time effort (Commission 2005b: 4). 

2.3 The Proposal -  between control and rights 

The Commission’s proposal of September 2005 was meant to introduce a horizontal set of 

rules “applicable to any illegally staying third-country national, whatever the reason of the 

illegality of the stay” (Commission 2005a: 1). This means that this directive addresses not 

only asylum applicants, but all people who do not fulfil the conditions for legal stay according 

to article 5 of the Schengen Border Convention (Commission 2005a: 2). According to the 

Commission representative, Fabian Lutz, the proposal was purposefully designed to contain 

protective ‘rights’ elements as well as restrictive ‘control’ elements (Lutz 2010: 79). On the 

protective side, the proposal aimed to assure procedural safeguards (for instance by 

prescribing a written return decision with a possibility for appeal). It introduced minimum 

protection for people rejected at the border or in transit zones, gave a priority to voluntary 

return and stressed the special needs of families and minors (Commission 2005a: 5). The 
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protective principle of non-refoulement was given special attention. On the restrictive side, 

the proposal introduced the obligation to return illegal immigrants and the idea of a universal 

entry ban applying to the whole Schengen area. It regulated the length of temporary custody 

to a maximum of 6 months, and instituted a removal order separate from the return decision 

(Commission 2005a: 4f.). In principle, more favourable provisions in member states should 

not be overridden by the directive (Commission 2005a: 13). The Commission’s role after 

issuing the draft proposal was to defend the legal quality and the ‘added European value’ of 

the text against the Council and Parliament, but also to function as a ‘mediator’ between the 

institutions (Lutz 2010: 83). 

2.4 Member states in the Council: Sceptical at first 

The Council had – in order to ease Schengen related co-operation - already addressed some 

issues of return10. Member States were, however, not easily convinced of the added value of 

this directive. Many of them principally saw the use of general guidelines for return, but were 

reluctant to give up their own way of dealing with things. Progress was therefore slow (Lutz 

2010: 17). Within the Council’s Mixed Committee structure – the relevant working group was 

Migration and Expulsion – EU member states had the opportunity to voice concerns and 

reservations. A whole range of elements of the directive triggered extensive discussions in the 

working group on migration and expulsion, e.g. the definition at what point exactly illegal 

stay began (Acosta 2009: 26). The Council minutes of the Working group on Expulsion and 

Migration reveal quite a large number of reservations and objections11

- Dividing the return and removal decision into two separate steps would entail great 

administrative costs / would likely turn out to be overly bureaucratic in practice. 

. The major technical 

concerns and arguments during the Migration and Expulsion working group negotiations were 

the following:  

- “Persons rejected at the border” / in a transit zone should be excluded from the scope 

of the directive. 

- People who entered the territory of the member state illegally in the first place should 

be excluded from the scope of the directive. 

                                                 
10 Council decision on Joint flights for removal (Decision 2004/573/EC), transit/ removal by air (Directive 
2003/110/EC), mutual recognition of expulsion decisions (Directive 2001/40/EC) (Lutz 2010: 12). 
11 The complete list of Mixed Committee negotiation documents on the Return Directive can be found at 
http://consilium.europa.eu/ under document search with the interinstitutional file number 2005/0167 (COD). 

http://consilium.europa.eu/�
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- Many member states were of the opinion that individuals falling under the scope of 

bilateral or European Community agreements should be excluded from the directive. 

- The legal remedies (like the envisioned possibilities for appeal) were too generous. 

- The proposed maximum detention period of 6 months was too short, especially with 

regard to people difficult to return to a home country which was not cooperating or 

documents identifying the person were lacking (Lutz 2010: 18). 

Q2: What was the Norwegian administration’s response to this proposal – and did its 

interests compare to other member states’ priorities? 

2.5 The Presidencies – Driving the Council negotiations 

The discussions on the proposal stretched the negotiations within the Council structure over 

more than two years and a total of six Council presidencies12(Lutz 2010: 17). In the second 

half of 2006, when Finland took over the chair from Austria, its representatives introduced a 

compromise paper modifying the initial Commission proposal. These papers were also 

discussed at SCIFA13

                                                 
12 2005: UK, 2006: Austria/ Finland, 2007: Germany/ Portugal, 2008: Slovenia (www.consilium.europa.eu). 

 (Directors level Council Committee) level. However, the Council did 

not arrive at a common position. The subsequent German presidency managed to promote its 

strong scepticism towards the directive, abandoning the Commission proposal completely 

(Franßen de la Cerda 2008: 379). In order to collect support for a more minimalistic approach, 

the presidency inquired as to the member states’ preferences and proposed its own list of 

necessary measures (Council 2007a: 2). The Commission representative was at this point 

(May 2007) doubtful that the directive would be realized at all (Lutz 2010: 21). But when the 

Portuguese presidency entered in the second half of 2007, a “very dynamic and energetic 

chairperson” was “sent into the battle of reconciling Member States interests in the Council 

working group and bridging the gaps with the emerging position of the EP” (Lutz 2010: 22). 

This presidency took up the initial Commission proposal again and proposed the idea of an 

accelerated procedure (including a standard form) for illegal entries at the border (Council 

2007c: 16). Commission representative Lutz names the Slovenian Presidency (beginning 

January 2008) as the next decisive factor. It was the Slovenian Interior minister, Dragutin 

13 Strategic Committee on Immigration, Frontiers and Asylum, positioned under COREPER (Committe of 
Permanent Representatives) and JHA (Justice and Home Affairs) Advisors/Counsellors (Hayes-Renshaw/ 
Wallace 2006: 71). Created after ToA (1997) to ensure coordination of preparatory work in matters relating to 
the free movement of persons (Hayes-Renshaw/ Wallace 2006: 86). 
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Mate, who could on June 17th present the Parliamentary plenum with a negotiated consensus 

paper (Lutz 201014

Q3: How did Norwegians approach the task of promoting their national interests vis-à-vis the 

different actors? 

: 407). This raises the following question for this thesis: 

2.6 From 2005-2007: Parliament - Advocating rights-based provisions 

The European Parliament (EP) ignored the control-oriented Council tendencies and aimed to 

introduce more human rights elements into the legal framework (Lutz 2010: 19). The 

responsible committee for dealing with the directive was the Committee for Civil Rights and 

Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE). Traditionally, the Parliament was known for its clear 

human-rights based approach to matters of migration (Acosta 2009, Ripoll-Servent 2010: 4). 

But the members of different groups approached the question of the Return Directive from 

different angles. The debate within Parliament was marked by a deep rift between idealists 

(e.g. Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists & Democrats (PSE), Greens/ European 

Free Alliance (EFA)) and pragmatists (Group of the European People’s Party (Christian 

Democrats) (PPE). Some members of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe 

(ALDE) formed part of this wing (Ripoll-Servent 2010: 4).  

The pragmatists approved the idea of a European directive with ‘control’ elements, but 

wanted to introduce more humanitarian standards. The idealists were more interested in 

designing a directive fully inspired by humanitarian principles (Lutz 2010: 19). This lead the 

discussions into the more protective direction of including protective elements like the 

“absolute prohibition to remove minors; suspensive effect15

                                                 
14 A full record of the Parliamentary Debate can be found at 

 of appeals in all cases; a 

prohibition to return persons to countries of transit; an absolute prohibition to remove persons 

who can get better medical treatment in the EU than in their home countries” (Lutz 2010, 

ibid.). These issues were, according to Commission representative Lutz, ‘no-gos’ for the 

Council. In its draft resolution on the Commission proposal, the LIBE committee presented 

73 amendments (European Parliament 2007a). One of its major modifications included the 

creation of a European Parliament Ombudsman for Return (amendment no. 68) as well as the 

www.europarl.europa.eu. For the sake of precision, I 
will refer to its content by citing the page numbers in Lutz 2010, where it is reprinted on page 407-450. 
15 This refers to the protection against removal when a legal appeal is in process 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/�
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institution of a monitoring by non-governmental organizations like UNHCR and IOM16

On the other hand, the Parliament also needed and wanted to prove that it could act as a 

reliable negotiation partner in sensitive migration issues like return (EP final debate, 

statement by rapporteur Manfred Weber, EPP, in Lutz 2010: 411). In order to facilitate inter-

institutional communication, the Parliament suspended the vote in the plenary until May 

2008, thereby allowing it to enter into direct dialogue with the Council (Lutz 2010: 23). As 

bargaining ‘chip’, the Parliament used its budgetary authority over the approval of the Return 

Fund, to be established in 2007

 in 

temporary custody facilities as well as removal procedures (amendments 65, 48 respectively)  

In the attached explanatory statement, the rapporteur, Manfred Weber, clarified the 

Parliament’s position: “One of the objectives of the amendments tabled by your rapporteur is 

to strengthen Parliament’s role as a champion of human rights and humanity.”  

17

2.7 November 2007: The trilogue Setting – Decisions behind closed doors 

. (European Parliament 2007b: 3).  

Up to the first trilogue contacts in the second half of 2007, communication and meetings 

between Parliament and the Council were practically non-existing18

                                                 
16 The Office of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees / International Organization for Migration 

. The crucial phase of 

negotiations began in October/November 2007, when the first trilogue at high official level 

took place (Lutz 2010: 23). In the following series of meetings, the Parliament was alternately 

represented by the rapporteur Manfred Weber and his LIBE staff assistant (both EPP). The 

Council participated with the respective responsible official in the chair, the Commission had 

two policy officers participating. The Commission dealt head-on with the most difficult points 

and composed a table of the most contentious issues. In the hot phase of the negotiations (end 

of 2007/ beginning of 2008), the meeting frequency at technical level increased (Lutz 2010: 

23). In this atmosphere, a “spirit of mutual trust” emerged which facilitated cooperation (Lutz 

2010: 86). At the end of the trilogue phase, the political level (Commissioner, chair of LIBE 

Committee, Interior minister) took over the last pieces of negotiation (e.g. legal aid) and, after 

some last hectic back and forth between EP and Council, came to a compromise in May 2008 

(Lutz 2010: 24). This leads to the following question: 

17 This return fund had a frame of 676 million Euro for the period of 2008-2013 (Norway EU delegation 2009: 2)  
18 Commission official Fabian Lutz attributes this partly to the fact that a rapporteur as a ‘contact point’ was only 
appointed at this time (Lutz 2010: 82). 
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Q 4: How did the different settings affected negotiation patterns – and how did Norwegians 

respond to the challenge of defending national interests in this co-decision context?  

The most contentious elements in the trilogue were the directive’s scope, the compulsory 

nature and length of the entry ban, detention (especially its length), return and its monitoring, 

substantive safeguards (i. a. the protection of minors) as well as procedural safeguards (the 

possibilities for appeal and free legal aid) (Lutz 2010: 27). On all points, the Parliament 

defended more rights-based provisions and the Council more control-oriented elements 

(Acosta 2009). In a tight technical level series of meetings from January to April 2008, single 

issues were taken up and slowly resolved. Due to space restrictions, it is not possible to 

recount all elements of the discussion, but one example can highlight the way things were 

dealt with: 

The Commission proposal had provided for an exemption to the protective scope of the 

directive, namely people who had been refused entrance in a ‘transit zone’. This created a 

difference between “in” and “not fully in” (Lutz 2010: 30)19

“… a clearly designated and limited area located in an airport, in a port or at the 

external land borders on the territory of a Member State, where a third-country 

national, who has not crossed a border control and has not yet passed a 

checkpoint, is temporarily placed until a decision concerning the entry or the 

refusal of entry into the territory of the Member State in question is taken by the 

competent authorities of that State.” (EP 2007a, amendment no. 16) 

. The EP wanted to define the 

term ‘transit zone’ more narrowly in order to prevent extensive use of this clause by the 

member states (Lutz 2010: 30). It proposed an amendment to the proposal’s article 3 

specifying a ‘transit zone’ as  

The Council, on the other hand, intended to exclude from the scope of the directive also 

individuals that had crossed the border illegally. The proposed formulation targeted 

individuals “apprehended in circumstances where there are reasons to believe that they have 

illegally entered within a period of no more than 72 hours the territory of the Member States” 

(Lutz 2010: 31). This lead to a discussion on the definition of border and border-like cases. A 

                                                 
19 Also these individuals should be provided with minimum safeguards, and the Commission made a connection 
to the directive’s safeguards applying in articles on the  postponement of removal (article 9), removal (article 8), 
safeguards pending return (article 14) and detention (article 15). 
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compromise on ‘border-like’ was finally found in lending the wording from the Eurodac 

Regulation: “apprehended in connection with the irregular crossing by land, sea or air of the 

external border of a Member State” (article 8(1), and with referring to Article 13 of the 

Schengen Borders Code for the definition of ‘border’ (Lutz, ibid.). The final content of the 

directive as published in the Official Journal of the European Union can be summarized as 

follows: 

General 
provisions 
 

Directive 20087115/EC of the EP and of the Council 
 

Article 1 declares the subject matter: common standards and procedures for returning 
illegally staying third country nationals 

Article 2 sets out the scope of the directive, possible exemptions for border and border-
like cases, subjects of criminal law sanctions 

Article 3 defines the terms third country national (TCN), illegal stay, return, removal, 
entry ban, risk of absconding 

Article 4 ensures that the directive shall not override more favourable 'rights' provision 
already existing in national law and bilateral agreements 

Article 5 recounts fundamental rights principles like non-refoulement, best interests of the 
child, family life, state of health 

Article 6 introduces a compulsory, administratively separate return decision (6.6: option 
for a one-step/two-step procedure)  

Article 7 sets a period of 7-30 days for voluntary departure (with some exceptions) 

Article 8 regulates removal and the proportionate use of force, introduces monitoring 
system 

Article 9 gives substantive reasons for the postponement of removals 

Article 10 addresses safeguards for the return and removal of unaccompanied minors 

Article 11 introduces a Schengen-wide entry ban of minimum one to max. five years if the 
TCN to be returned did not receive a period for voluntary return or did not 
comply with it 

Article 12 introduces procedural safeguards, prescribes a written return decision and entry 
ban with information on legal remedies (including translation if requested) 
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Article 13 prescribes legal remedies for subjects of return (appeal, free legal aid if 
necessary) 

Article 14 sets out safeguards postponing return (family unity, health care, minors) 

Article 15 regulates the detention of illegally staying third country nationals, orders 
periodical administrative or judicial reviews, determines its maximum length to 
6, exceptionally 18 months 

Article 16 sets out the conditions of detention in specialised facilities  

 

Table 2.2 General provisions of EU Directive 2008/115/EU (OJ 2008) 

We can conclude that this directive was a special case in several respects: it was the first 

opportunity for Parliament and Council to experience co-decision in the field of migration 

policy. It was also exceptionally controversial, because the two legislators had developed 

fairly different opinions. And third, the directive stretched over a wide field of immigration 

policy, addressing ‘control’-oriented security issues – like border control and the compulsory 

entry ban – as well as ‘rights’ provision like legal remedies and procedural safeguards. In the 

Norwegian domestic context, it thereby affects several institutions: the Ministry of Justice and 

the Police (Immigration and Police department), which was responsible for writing the new 

legislation and instructions resulting from it, the Police directorate which registers 

immigration (POD), the Foreigner’s Unit of the Norwegian Police (PU), concerned with the 

administration of e.g. detention, identification and forced return, the Department of 

Immigration (UDI), as well as the Norwegian Directorate of Immigration and the Immigration 

Appeals Board (UNE). The question that arises from this condition is: 

Q 5: How did the Norwegian administration and the politicians in the domestic Parliament 

react to the challenge of transposing this directive into Norwegian law?  

The next chapter presents the theoretical approach which will highlight my analysis of 

empirical events. 
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Year Month/Date Event Function/Result 
2005 September 1st Commission proposal 

COM (2005) 391 
Presented to Parliament and WP 
Migration & Expulsion 

2006 
Austrian/ 
Finnish 
presidency 

January-June First series of readings WP/MixCom discussions 
September-
December 

Finnish presidency puts 
forward several 
compromise papers 

No agreement in Council at this 
point 

2007 
German / 
Portuguese 
presidency 

February German presidency 
proposes a ‘phased’ 
approach  

Exclusion of e.g.voluntary 
departure, length of re-entry ban, 
legal remedies and legal aid 

May Stand still in negotiations  
September 12th EP Civil Liberties 

Committee (LIBE) 
presents its draft report 

73 ‘rights’ amendments to 
Commission proposal 

October Agreement on 
preliminary draft Council 
position at SCIFA level 

First informal trilogue meeting at 
high-official level 

November Informal trilogues Presidency, EP and Commission 
December 7th Portuguese Presidency 

presents SCIFA with 
results of meetings 

 

December 18th First ‘political’ trilogue Cion Vice-president Frattini & 
Portuguese and Slovene ministers 

2008  
Slovenian 
presidency 

January - 
February 

Series of informal 
trilogue ‘staff’ meetings 

Accompanied by parallel JHA 
counsellor meetings 

February 20th & 
28th 

COREPER and later 
ministers discuss results 
of trilogue 

Scope, voluntary return, re-entry 
ban, remedies and unacc. minor 
issues close to agreement 

March 7th JHA Counsellors Discussion of compromise prop. 
throughout March Series of trilogues Followed by JHA Counsellors 
April 1st Presidency submits 

compromise suggestions 
 

April 18th JHA Council at 
ministerial level 

Ministers indicate that more work 
is required 

April 23rd First trilogue compromise 
between presidency and 
rapporteur 

Presidency forwards compromise 
paper to COREPER (April 25) in 
order to ‘test’ it 

May 7th Discussion within 
COREPER 

Voluntary return, re-entry ban and 
legal aid still debated 

May 16th Compromise amendments 
to the proposal forwarded 
to trilogue partners 

Voluntary return period, length of 
re-entry ban and costs of legal aid  

June 2nd New compromise 
suggestion by Slovenian 
Presidency 

Article 12(4), free legal aid to be 
implemented with one year’s 
delay 

June 5th  Text politically endorsed 
by Council 

Luxembourg ‘A’ point for JHA 
ministers 

June 18th   Plenary vote in 
Parliament  

369 in favour, 197 against and 
106 abstentions  

Table 2.2 The timeline of EU negotiations (content based on Acosta 2009 and Lutz 2010) 
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3 Responses to Change - Three Logics of Action 
Science rests on the assumption that a smaller set of critical relationships underlies the 

complexity of this world (Sabatier 2007: 5). In this spirit, most theories regarding social 

processes try to simplify a complex reality by highlighting its inherent rules. This chapter 

presents the theoretical approach which shall guide me through the analysis of Norwegian 

civil servants’ behaviour. Generally, I assume a modest realist perspective, arguing that valid 

insight into human action is possible (George/ Bennett 2005: 130). In order to determine how 

Norwegian actors responded to change in institutional settings, this thesis relies on the 

analytical tools of neo-institutionalism. This chapter will first present three relevant 

theoretical approaches for the interpretation of human behaviour. It argues that these 

perspectives can be analytically combined in order to understand patterns in the reactions of 

EU negotiators and EU policy implementers to changes in their environment. Based on the 

assumptions derived from the three approaches, this chapter develops six guiding hypotheses 

on how Norwegian interaction with the EU’s changing Schengen environment and policy 

output takes place. 

3.1 Social interaction in institutions - Three ideal typical approaches 

A neo-institutionalist approach claims that human agency is influenced by the institutional 

setting it takes place in. Institutions can be defined as a relatively stable collection of 

practices, routines, understandings and rules prescribing appropriate behaviour for specific 

groups of actors in specific situations (March and Olsen 1998: 944, March/Olsen 1989: 21 

ff.). If we acknowledge that “institutions matter” and that they structure human behaviour 

(Aspinwall/Schneider 2000: 3), we can try to detect behavioural patterns emerging from 

different constellations of factors, or institutional scope conditions. A neo-institutional 

perspective also acknowledges the importance of an institution's environment and the 

influence of individual decision making (Olsen 1992: 248). Several branches of neo-

institutional theory coexist. Depending on the logic of action they emphasize and on the focus 

of their studies, these can be subsumed under different categories (Aspinwall/ Schneider 

2000: 7; Hall/ Taylor 1996: 955). This study is not concerned with an in-depth discussion of 

these theories, but forms rather an empirical illustration of their heuristic value. Together with 

March/Olsen (1998) and Risse (2000: 18), we can assume that different logics of actions are 
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present in all social situations but that, depending on certain conditions, one of them can 

dominate and put its mark on the actual outcome.  

“The descriptive question is whether (or when) one logic is more likely than the other 

to be observed as the basis for actual behavior.” (March/Olsen 1998: 949)  

In the realm of this thesis, we will be considering three different kinds of logic of action. The 

first, the logic of consequences, is loosely based on the idea of Weber’s “zweckrationales 

Handeln”, the second, the logic of appropriateness (March and Olsen), on his idea of 

“wertrationales Handeln” (Aus 2007b: 7), the third on Habermas’ normative idea of 

“verständigungsorientiertes Handeln” which presupposes the search for a reasoned consensus 

among equals (Habermas 1984: 285f.; Risse 2000: 9). This variant can ontologically be 

subsumed under the logic of appropriateness, but for the purpose of defining institutional 

scope conditions for the different logics, this chapter will present it separately as the logic of 

arguing. All three logics of action consist of several currents of discussion. As we will see, 

some of these strands of theory approach one another, especially if one takes the more 

moderate proponents of each (Risse 2000: 3). If understood as ideal types in the Weberian 

sense, they can serve as heuristic tools to enhance our understanding of an empirical process. 

I argue that whether and how one of these logics of action marks a context, is dependent on 

the setting actors encounter.  

3.2 The logic of consequences: Acting in our best interest 

“Those who see actions as driven by expectations of consequences imagine that 

human actors choose among alternatives by evaluating their likely consequences 

for personal or collective objectives, conscious that other actors are doing 

likewise” (March/Olsen 1998: 949).  

Ontologically, rational choice theory is based on an idea of methodological individualism. 

Human action is explained by looking at individual preferences and the calculative process of 

weighting opportunity costs. The goal for individuals is the maximization of their utility 

functions (Aus 2007b: 8). Rational choice inspired institutionalists do recognize that 

individuals act within institutional frames. In general, institutions are seen as a collection of 

rules and incentive structures that restrain and enable individual action (March/ Olsen 1996: 

251). Whereas sociologically inspired scholars look at institutions as structures of identity 
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formation, rational choice scholars usually emphasize the regulative aspects of institutions 

(Peters 2005: 51). Intergovernmental meeting places are expected to be institutions conducive 

to bargaining behaviour. This means that the governmental representatives arrive with a set of 

fixed preferences and a certain amount of assets they can use for their negotiations. 

Agreements are negotiated along constellations of priorities, means, ends and (often) short-

term strategies (Risse 2000: 3). The outcomes of a process of negotiation can be interpreted as 

equilibriums, or attempts to maximize aggregated welfare (Scharpf 1994: 35). In the EU 

context, governments are expected to represent the interests of their constituents 

(governments, ministries, voters).  

Neo-institutionalists have also proposed theories for the interplay of domestic structures with 

the international level, the most prominent probably being Pollack’s principal agent approach 

(Pollack 1997), Putnam’s two level game theory (Putnam 1988) and Scharpf’s concept of a 

joint decision trap (Scharpf 2006). If we follow for instance Scharpf, governments are not 

only representing the aggregated interest of their constituents, but represent an institutional 

self-interest in power and influence. Although in need of efficient international coordination, 

governments will therefore always be expected to be very reluctant to give up their 

competencies (Scharpf 2006: 849). If nations and their representatives insist on defending 

purely national interests, and are not willing to budge on their positions, negotiations can take 

a long time. It is therefore possible to assume that it is in the common interest of all states to 

seek a co-operative consensus that every nation can live with, especially if consecutive games, 

side-payments or parallel games promise a pay-off in other policy areas (Scharpf 1994: 31)20

3.3 Hard bargaining and soft bargaining behaviour 

. 

On the domestic side, rational actors within the administration would aim at a swift 

transposition of a directive, especially if it is supported by the government (Falkner et al. 

2007: 399). 

Interpreting this in the context of the Return Directive, we can assume that the member states, 

as often in the JHA context, were highly reluctant to give up on their sovereign border 

management (Uçarer 2010: 310). The same assumption counts for the Norwegian 

government. The reason for this is, apart from the principle of national sovereignty, often 

                                                 
20 This tendency towards more effective tit-for-tat co-operation can be strengthened by the presence of an 
‘honest broker’ that acts as a mediator between member states (Scharpf 2006: 850). 
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purely financial – adaptation and restructuring are costly. Roughly relying on the logic of 

two-level games (Putnam 1988), we should expect that national executives aim to minimize 

the costs arising from a strong mismatch between their domestic institutional practice and an 

EU norm like a directive (Börzel 2002: 194). The representatives in negotiations face two 

kinds of pressure: at home, the executive is supposed to give way to societal demands. And in 

Brussels, the national government must negotiate as effectively as possible to circumvent 

policy misfit (Börzel 2002: 195, Putnam 1988: 434). So the general assumption is that the 

higher the stakes for the involved institutions are, the stronger the classic bargaining 

behaviour. The bargaining is being done by actors representing their home government and/or 

their institution. Every negotiating party has a certain range of possibilities, and the more 

these ‘win-sets’ overlap, the easier opposing parties can come to an agreement (Putnam 1988: 

438)21

As stated in chapter 1, the overall first research question of this study is how Norwegian 

actors adapt to institutional change in EU Schengen policy making. Based on the theoretical 

approach just presented, the following hypothesis arises:  

. To understand the Norwegian position and strategies vis-à-vis EU institutions, this 

thesis will therefore identify national priorities, institutional traditions and policy interests 

from the viewpoint of Norwegian institutions (Börzel 2002: 195).  

H1: If Norwegian actors adapt to institutional settings in EU policy making by following the 

logic of consequence, we would expect them to revert to strategic behaviour using means (like 

information, arguments and short-term alliances) to obtain ends (e. g. avoidance of policy 

mismatch), because protection of national priorities is their primary driving force. 

The second research question is how domestic Norwegian actors and institutions respond to 

change resulting from EU Schengen policy. The answer, according to rational choice oriented 

institutionalists, would be: 

Hypothesis 2: If the dominant logic of action at the home level is the logic of consequence, we 

would expect civil servants to observe transposition pursued in a strategic way, because we 

assume the actors to be driven by institutional efficiency goals as well as political priorities 

responding to aggregated voter’s preferences. 

                                                 
21 In two-level games, a smaller win-set can also mean a better negotiating position at the international meeting 
arena. As Putnam puts it: “I’d like to accept your proposal, but I could never get it accepted at home” (Putnam 
1988: 440). 
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Sketching this approach against the logic of appropriateness, the decisive moment of 

trespassing over from one logic to the other is hard to pinpoint (Lewis 2010: 650). The 

borders between hard bargaining and more cooperative styles of interaction (based on the 

norm of reciprocity) are fluid. Generally, the preferences of actors are seen as externally 

fixed, but some scholars acknowledge that strong institutions can shape the preferences of 

actors to a certain degree, so that a form of collective rationality can emerge (Peters 2005: 

48f., Ostrom 1998). Since the focus of this study lies on institutional contexts affecting 

behaviour, this thesis draws the line where group processes and norms put restrictions on hard 

bargaining and the pursuit of self-interest. Social norms are defined as “an injunction to act or 

to abstain from acting” (Elster 2007: 354).  

If there is a clear self-interest which cannot be realized because of normative, value-laden 

prescriptions to the situation, the logic of appropriateness comes into play. We will therefore, 

at the EU level, work with the two concepts of ‘hard’ bargaining and ‘soft’ or ‘cooperative’ 

bargaining (Lewis 2010: 648). We expect that Norwegians, as representatives of a small, 

outsider state, profit from institutional conditions conducive to cooperative behaviour, 

meaning ‘soft bargaining’. Cooperative bargaining is characterized by an emphasis on mutual 

trust, norms of reciprocity and the importance of personal reputation. The EU institutional 

context has often been described as prone to these developments (Lewis 2010: 649). In the 

terms of institutional rational choice theory, certain kinds of adaptation to an institutional 

situation can be seen as part of rational behaviour. In the long term, net benefits of 

participants are expected to rise. Shared norms can therefore develop, also in a ‘rational’ 

environment (Ostrom 1998: 13). This abandons the methodological individualism of rigid 

rational choice accounts for a more ‘bounded rationality’ (Simon 1957) and leads us towards 

the mutual constitution of social norms and human agency, the realm of the logic of 

appropriateness (Risse 2000: 4). 

3.4 The logic of appropriateness: The proper thing to do 

A more sociological perspective on politics assumes an independent and dominant role for 

institutions and organizations (March/ Olsen 1998: 17).  

“Action involves evoking an identity or role and matching the obligations of that 

identity or role to a specific situation. The pursuit of purpose is associated with 
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identities more than with interests, and with the selection of rules more than with 

individual rational expectations” (March/Olsen 1998: 951). 

More specifically, interests are “not pre-set but rather the product of interaction between 

actors” (Rosamond 2010: 112). Individuals affect structures and are influenced by them 

(Risse 2000: 5). In this ‘cultural’ understanding of institutions, actors prefer applying their 

usual routine and opt to follow already established role perceptions (Hall and Taylor, 1996: 

939). Acting ‘appropriately’ entails fulfilling a social contract out of a sense of duty (March/ 

Olsen 1998: 957). Roles, communication, argument and persuasion are central to this 

approach (Rosamond 2010: 112f.). In the Schengen Mixed Committee setting, this viewpoint 

would highlight the importance of collective expectations directed at people. According to 

this logiv, the representatives of Norwegian institutions would encounter formal and informal 

restrictions to their behaviour, the crossing of which could entail certain sanctions. Their 

discourse would be expected to meander between normative borders, setting limits to the 

discussion (Risse 2000: 23). The stronger and more engrained the institution, the stronger and 

often more implicit (internalized) its norms become.  

Institutions therefore differ in the informal ways they impose role prescriptions (Hayes-

Renshaw/ Wallace 2006, Egeberg 2006). In the European context, we would expect the 

different institutions of Council, Commission and Parliament to follow their own logic and 

way of thinking. The Council is described as being an intergovernmental structure with an 

unusually strong effect on individual identities. Participants in negotiations are strongly 

accepted to surrender to the all-prevailing norm of consensus finding (Hayes-

Renshaw/Wallace 2006: 303). This kind of cooperative negotiating behaviour is expected to 

depend on an institutional setting with a high density of norms (Lewis 2010: 656). Norwegian 

actors would be expected to adapt to the Council setting and pursue their objectives within the 

frame of obligations with a certain meaning to them.  

On the level of organizations, the logic of appropriateness presupposes that institutions and 

identities as entities often evolve in rationally unpredictable, but historically path-dependent 

ways. They are robust bodies of rules and procedures, in constant interaction with their 

environments. Changes are therefore expected to be incremental (March/Olsen 1998: 959). 

Since the co-decision procedure was new to the actors involved, we could anticipate adaptive 

behaviour – and this behaviour might not necessarily correspond to the procedure written 

down in law. Since the co-decision procedure in migration matters was relatively new to the 
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JHA and migration counsellors (as well as to the Commission representative), a certain inertia 

in adapting to the new procedures is to be expected (March/Olsen 1998: 968). This ‘inherent 

inertia’ expectation also applies to institutions at the national level, like for instance the 

Norwegian Ministry of Justice and the Police (JD) or the Directorate of Immigration. If we 

accept that Scandinavian politicians and administrators are, by tradition and culture, inclined 

to comply with EU rules once they are adopted, Norwegian administration should have a 

tendency to follow the same pattern (Falkner et al. 2007: 404, Sverdrup 2004: 39).  

Hypothesis 3: If Norwegian actors react to change according to a logic of appropriateness, 

they would be expected to follow inherent moral expectations directed at them in the EU 

context, because they and their counterparts would interpret this behaviour as adequate and 

desirable.  

Hypothesis 4: If domestic actors, reacting to change resulting from a EU directive, follow the 

logic of appropriateness, they are expected to revert to their standard operating procedures, 

prevalent norms and conceptions of what is ‘right’ and ‘wrong’, because their role and 

culture prescribes them to do so. 

An interesting element of the logic of appropriateness is its focus on inter-institutional 

collisions and conflict (Aus 2007b: 10). Since institutions develop different normative 

systems or cultures, and have an interest in preservation if not expansion of competences, new 

conditions of policy making will lead to minor or major frictions. Existing tension and 

competitive tendencies between EU institutions do often result in changes of the power 

balance (Aus 2007a: 23f.). Power balance shifts, on the other hand, would lead again to 

adaptive behaviour.  

3.5 The logic of arguing: What happens when norms collide 

The logic of appropriateness is not only about ‘written’ and engrained rules. It can also be 

understood to include the situations where there is actual debate about rules and interests 

(Risse 2000: 2). If we subsume the logic of arguing under the logic of appropriateness, it is 

expected to be encountered under processes of institutional and normative re-structuring 

(March/Olsen 1998: 966, citing Habermas 1996: 468). Arguing behaviour is more likely 

“whenever roles, preferences and identities are in conflict or in doubt” (Risse 2000: 6). The 

Return Directive offers several opportunities to observe rules and identities in flux: co-
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decision as a novelty in inter-institutional relations and, on the other hand, a policy content 

which meanders between the juxtaposed JHA values of ‘control’ vs. ‘rights’. As other 

Schengen related policy products, it was modelled against the backdrop of two conflicting 

values: the normative expectation of respect for and protection of individual human rights, as 

inscribed in the European treaty, as well as the national and regional norm of efficient 

protection of the sovereign state’s territory (Aus 2007a: 23)22

This logic is particularly relevant in the context of this study, because Norwegian (and other 

EU outsider’s) negotiation position in the Schengen Mixed Committee relies on the power of 

argument. In order to promote its own goals, the Norwegian participants of meetings need to 

convince another EU member state – or the Commission - of their national preferences. At 

home, legal transposition and practical implementation of a EU directive involves discussion 

and debate how to best interpret it. If social interaction is defined as a process by which 

interests and/ or identities change, this interaction is marked by argumentation (Checkel/ 

Moravczik 2001: 220). A deliberative atmosphere, where arguments flow freely and power 

relations seize to determine the outcome of a decision process, can be a sign for democratic 

quality. Although this thesis will not try to assess the democratic quality of the Schengen 

structures, it is very aware of the idea that open access to deliberative processes is an 

important feature of democratic participation (see for example Stie 2010: 7, Dryzek 2000: 22, 

Eriksen/Fossum 2000: 1).  

. Reason-giving and the referral 

to higher principles should therefore be present. The new situation of co-decision between the 

European Parliament and the Council also points in this direction. There are different kinds of 

arguing: deliberation can circle around the rules underlying procedures (pre-bargaining) as 

well as be conducive to problem solving by agreeing on a common normative framework 

(Risse 2000: 2). 

3.6 Scope conditions for deliberation: When is it likely to happen? 

According to Habermas, there are several preconditions for the initiation of truth-seeking 

behaviour: Actors should be sharing a ‘common lifeworld’ (Habermas 1984: 13). This 

lifeworld can be defined as culture, or a common system of legitimate norms. Power relations 

are assumed absent or recede into the background (Risse 2000: 10). In the arguing mode, 

                                                 
22 Or, as Joppke puts it: “immigration and asylum policy are based on fundamentally different principles. The 
principle of immigration policy is state interest, the principle of asylum is the right of individuals for elementary 
protection (Joppke 2002: 267).” 
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representatives of smaller states and/or formally ‘subordinate’ (domestic) institutions should 

be listened to as if they were equals. True ‘truth-seeking’ behaviour aims to arrive at a 

reasoned consensus which can constitute the basis for mutual understanding 

(verständigungsorientiertes Handeln) (Risse 2000: 2, Habermas 1984: 307f.). If agreement is 

found, preference structures are altered and identities changed. In order to persuade, actors 

have to give good reasons for their preferences (Naurin 2010: 32). Interlocutors would be 

expected to refer to commonly accepted validity principles (like, for instance the assumption 

that a lax return policy will lead to more illegal migration) or commonly accepted norms (like 

e.g. the belief that Europe should become an area of freedom, justice and security)23

The scientific discussion on deliberative democracy is mainly normative and relies on 

reasoning for an ideal world free of coercion and manipulation (Dryzek 2000: 22). The 

empirical turn in deliberative research, however, relaxes the assumptions somewhat (Naurin 

2010: 31). If we conceptualize the EU setting as a ‘common lifeworld’, where shared rules 

and beliefs exist and define situations, we can apply the tools of deliberative theory in 

defining scope conditions conducive to persuasion and, possibly, a reasoned consensus (Risse 

2000: 15). At the Norwegian domestic level, a ‘common lifeworld’ or common frames of 

reference are highly likely. But deliberation does not happen everywhere: The circumstances 

surrounding the decision making create the opportunity structures or institutional agora for 

truth seeking (Risse/Kleine 2010: 713f.). Since we are focusing on a concrete historical chain 

of events, it becomes very hard to reconstruct the actual character of argumentation. This 

thesis therefore does not directly address the question of discourse quantity or quality 

(Steenbergen et al. 2003: 21), but is rather concerned with detecting institutional scope 

conditions under which deliberative behaviour happened (Naurin 2010: 34).  

. This 

focus on the dynamics of communication and its interaction with cultural elements makes this 

approach a constructivist one (Ruggie 1998: 868).  

“We are looking for environments where individuals are more likely to change their 

minds, abandoning the strategic exchange of benefits (Naurin 2010: 36)” 

Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace report that, within Council, the institutional conditions for 

communication and persuasion change considerably from the working group level to SCIFA, 

                                                 
23 The validity claims that can be challenged in a discourse are: 1) truth (does illegal immigration really endanger 
the asylum institute?), 2) moral rightness of norms underlying arguments (does border protection count more 
than individual rights?), 3) the speaker `s authenticity (does the rapporteur really mean what he says?) (Risse 
2000: 10). 
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COREPER and the level of ministers (Hayes-Renshaw/ Wallace 2006: 72). The character of 

interaction evolves from presentation of rather technical, national positions to wider, strategic 

issue negotiation and more ‘esprit de corps’ thinking at the ambassador level (Lewis 2010: 

655). At this point, the logic of consequences and the logic of appropriateness move in the 

same direction: more cooperative styles of bargaining as well as deliberative behaviour are 

depending on similar institutional conditions (Lewis 2010: 651, Risse 2000: 9). Interaction 

intensity, the density of informal norms, the presence of ‘honest brokers’ and issue scope all 

play a role in facilitating cooperative behaviour (Lewis 2010, Risse/ Kleine 2010: 714). This 

question is relevant for Norway and its representatives in the EU context, because as a small 

actor, Norwegian authorities heavily rely on cooperative and deliberative inclusion into the 

Schengen system.  

Hypothesis 5: If the dominant logic of action in EU policy making is the logic of arguing, we 

would expect Norwegians to approach inter- and inner-institutional change in an 

argumentative way, because they and their negotiation partners are searching for a reasoned 

consensus. 

In the domestic setting, this inquisition is of importance, too. When and how were Norwegian 

Parliamentarians, the public and representatives of civil society involved in deliberations on 

the re-adjustment of migration administration? Who was participating in the formulation of 

rules guiding return? How was the change resulting from the Return Directive legitimized 

(Risse 2000: 7)?  

Hypothesis 6: If the dominant logic of action at the domestic level is the logic of arguing, we 

would expect civil servants and politicians to respond to the task of transposing the Return 

Directive by deliberating on its normative and practical content, because they were searching 

common understanding in order to redefine Norwegian institutional structures. 

More about operationalization follows in the next section. 

3.7 Operationalization of the three logics  

Since the three logics are understood as ideal types guiding the analysis, none of them will be 

‘tested’. We must rather picture them as end poles of a continuum, or, as Risse describes it, a 

triangle with one of the logics at each of its ends (Risse 2000: 2). Operationalizing norms, 

beliefs and motivations of actors and persuasion is very difficult (Checkel 2001: 221). In the 
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next section, I will pinpoint the most important indicators which were used in the 

development of the interview guides as well as analysis of the document and interview data. 

No. Indicators Consequences Appropriateness Arguing 

1 
Situational 
Constraints  Rules of the game 

Norms and role 
expectations 

Common (cultural) 
lifeworld 

2 
Principal 
orientation 

Bringing through own 
preferences Role fulfillment 

Openness for 
persuasion, searching 
understanding 

3 Reason giving Strategic / rhetorical Norm adherence 

Reference to beliefs of 
truth and ‘right & 
wrong’ 

4 Cooperation Short term alliances 

Long term 
commitments, cultural 
closeness Reasoned argument 

5 
Resources for 
influence 

Voting power, tit-for-tat, 
information 

Allocated authority, 
legitimacy 

Reference to commonly 
accepted principles 

6 
Result of the 
interaction 

Negotiated equilibrium, 
'haggled' compromise 

Contract, consistent 
with prevalent norms 
and rules 

Reasoned consensus, 
preferences altered 

 

Table 3.1 Indicators for the three logics 

3.7.1 Situational constraints 

Since the rational agent is expected to perceive the interactive situation within a set of rules 

that constrain his (institution’s or government’s) self-interest, but would not identify with any 

of its norms, we would expect him or her to perceive of institutional change as change of 

opportunity structure. In general behavioral terms, there would be swift adaptation to a new 

situation (March/ Olsen 1996: 255). The question in the context of this thesis would for 

example be whether Norwegian actors in Brussels quickly utilize new channels of lobbying 

when the opportunity structures changed. In interviews, this can be revealed for instance by 

statements like: “We saw the possibility to act in Norwegian interest, and we did so.” Or, 

speaking of strong constraints, “In this situation, it was simply impossible to do that.” If we 

take the other ideal type, the logic of appropriateness, there would be internalization of the 

shared norms ruling the social situation (March/ Olsen 1996: 249). In order to distinguish this 

kind of logic from the other two, it is important to probe whether Norwegians as EU 

‘outsiders’ question the norm of consensus. In interviews, one can probe for normative 

prescriptions to behaviour: “What is the right thing to do in this situation?” or “How do you 
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usually approach this kind of job?” At the national level, an institutional ‘situation’ includes 

the formal and informal rules guiding Norwegian transposition of EU documents. In 

documents, politicians and civil servants could for instance refer to founding principles, 

prevalent norms or standard operating procedures. Interview partners, on the other hand, 

would refer to situations in terms of “one should never” or “my position demands of me”. The 

logic of arguing, last but not least, emphasizes the common lifeworld of interlocutors. This 

lifeworld is based on shared understandings of a situation and allows participants of a 

dialogue to approach each other’s views through reasoned argumentation. In documents, this 

logic can be detected when participants of an interaction describe incidences of free exchange 

among equals. In the context of the Return Directive, we expect argumentative rationality to 

emerge in contexts where established norms are in motion, mutual trust has been established 

and the stakes in the discussion are not so high as to prevent free exchange of thought.  

3.7.2 Principal orientation 

In rational choice, the principal orientation of actors is the maximization of their own utility 

function. They would therefore care about other state’s interests and preferences only if they 

correspond to their own and / or can be instrumentalized. The logic of ‘games’ and outplaying 

others has been formalized in many ways (Ostrom 1998, Peters 2005). But in the context of 

this study, we will focus on the clearness and stability of preferences: how strongly stood the 

Norwegian government’s instructions and the political will against the Council norms? Where 

Norwegian actors inclined to engage in ‘outplaying’ other states or institutions in order to 

achieve their goals? In the document and interview context, this is tapped by checking for 

how fixed the positions of the involved institutions were – did Norwegians budge on their 

position, and why? If we relax the assumption on fixed preferences, actors can also be 

conceptualized as looking for an agreement satisfying, not optimizing their outcomes (Putnam 

1988: 437). 

Expressions like “country X wanted this, we wanted something else and started negotiations” 

are taken as indicators for the logic of consequences. At the national level, government and 

opposition preferences and the ministry’s interaction with its partners in transposition are 

checked for this kind of rationality. A misfit between EU policy and domestic rules can also 

be used to initiate politically opportune restructuring (Falkner et al. 2007: 399). 
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The logic of appropriateness, on the other hand, is encountered when interview partners stress 

the social expectations prevalent in an institutional setting: “in this context, it is expected of 

us” or “I felt responsible of”. The logic of arguing, being subsumed under the logic of 

appropriateness, comes into play when the roles and rules are shifting and people within 

institutions, instead of strictly opposing each other, express a readiness to discuss and to learn 

from each other (March/ Olsen 1996: 252; Hall/ Taylor 1996: 950). 

3.7.3 Reason giving 

Reason giving, in the sense of explaining one’s priorities, is prevalent in all three logics, but 

with a very different character. On the very far end of the logic continuum, reason giving is 

pure threats or power play (“if you do not budge on this, we will not pay for…”). In 

interviews, this kind of ‘rational’ reason giving is seen as prevalent when civil servants stress 

that they propose their arguments in terms of mutual benefits: “this is how it works for us, and 

it could work for you, too”. Other rational choice theories acknowledge reason giving which 

takes place in order to strategically convince others by norm-based arguments but without the 

inclination to self be persuaded – rhetorical action (Schimmelfennig 2001: 47). Compared to 

the logic or arguing, it is not ‘honest’, truth-seeking behavior. The logic of appropriateness is 

more engrained and not easy to detect in terms of reason giving, but it could for instance 

appear when role bearers have to be explicitly ‘reminded’ (or remind themselves) of what 

appropriate behavior is (“the right thing to do would be”). In indication for this is e.g. the 

reference to institutional traditions or legal documents. The logic of arguing is seen as 

prevalent when respondents stress the importance of free argumentative flow and/ or the 

reference to commonly accepted higher ranking norms – like human rights or the founding 

principles of the EU. At the domestic level, this logic would – ideally - translate into a free 

and open debate on the merits and pitfalls of transposition. The line between arguing and 

rhetorical, manipulative action is a fine one (Risse 2000: 6). Cooperative bargaining 

behaviour and arguing can approach each other as well. In all three instances, actors give 

reasons for their standpoint in order to persuade. Exactly why actors give reasons for their 

arguments is hard to ascertain often even for themselves (Risse/ Kleine 2010: 711). Instead of 

trying to measure motivations of actors (for a methodological argument, see Naurin 2010), 

this thesis follows the idea that sudden persuasion and surprising outcomes indicate 

deliberative behaviour, leading to results that would not have been expected from a process 

dominated by bargaining or rule following (see indicator 6). 
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3.7.4 Cooperation 

As one would expect from a logic of consequences, cooperation happens along interest 

structures. Alliances are means (exchange of assets) to an end (goal attainment) and can shift 

quite swiftly (March/ Olsen 1996: 248). In interviews, this is taken to be the case when 

interview partners recount considerations like “countries with our kind of provision could not 

accept the proposal’s article X, and therefore we started looking for possible partners.” At the 

domestic level, this could for instance be detectable in a power game between parties or 

within the government coalition. This kind of behavior also includes giving and receiving 

something in return. The line to the logic of appropriateness is fuzzy, because ideas of 

reciprocity and consensus seeking also emerge in consecutive bargaining games.  

We therefore conceptualize only a clear cultural and normative alliance as an element of the 

logic of appropriateness. This could for instance be detected when civil servants first and 

foremost consult with cultural neighbors or ally – against their own interest – along traditional 

lines. At the home level, the analysis focuses on influences from the European realm: If 

implementers at home interpret the norms originating from the European setting as 

appropriate, the implementation should happen without normative conflict. If however, the 

content of the Return Directive seems unclear, the civil servants would be expected to turn to 

higher normative principles or the established domestic way of doing things ‘appropriately’. 

Coalitions and cooperation, according to the logic of arguing, also emerge along shared 

validity claims and ideas of truth. It would follow from this logic that Norwegian actors who 

have been involved in negotiations at the EU level (and persuaded by certain arguments) 

would defend or explain the normative content of its provisions. This highlights the important 

factor of reasoned argument: if some other party has been convinced by the ‘good’ reasons 

behind a position, and afterwards sticks to this new opinion, this is taken as an indicator for 

the logic of arguing.  

3.7.5 Resources for influence 

March and Olsen mean with resources “assets that make it possible to do things or to make others 

do things” (March/Olsen 1995: 93). These can be money, property, time, information, facilities 

and equipment, and can be ‘owned’ by single persons or institutions (March/ Olsen 1995: 94). In 

the Council context, much of the ‘rational’ resources for influence rely on voting power and 

information about the position of other countries. Large member states have more voting 
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weight and therefore, more influence. In the terms of the logic of appropriateness, resources 

are allocated by the institution. There can for instance lie authority in the Commission’s 

position and role, even though it has no voting voice after it has presented its proposal. If 

Norwegian actors accept e.g. the presidency in the Mixed Committee setting as an authority, 

this can be taken as an indication for the logic of appropriateness. In the national context, 

references to legal authority and obligations resulting from the ‘usual way of dealing with 

this’ indicate the logic of appropriateness24

3.7.6 Result of interaction 

. If, on the other hand, smaller actors in the 

interaction by the power of their argument and the virtue of their knowledge and expertise 

manage to persuade larger actors to alter their own preferences, this is taken as an indication 

for the logic or arguing. Argumentation could happen along the line of “if we all agree on 

principle X, we must agree on derogation Y.” Also practical considerations can be subsumed 

under this kind of argumentation, if the persuader is considered an expert in his or her field. 

This kind of reason giving is checked for in documents, interviews as well as Parliamentary 

debates at both levels, the European and the domestic one. 

The perceived result of the interaction is a central indicator for all three logics, because here, 

the three logics differ fundamentally from each other. Actors driven by the logic of 

consequence perceive it as a negotiated equilibrium among overlapping interest structures 

(Putnam 1988: 437). The outcome of the ‘deal’ is often not optimal for everybody, but 

satisficing certain objectives. The better the match with initial preferences, the better the 

outcome, even if it only could be achieved by a long series of tit-for-tat exchanges. If 

Norwegian civil servants frame the policy result as a ‘haggled’ compromise between 

themselves and others, this indicates the logic of consequences. If, on the other hand, they 

perceive it as a social contract resulting in mutual obligations, consistent with prevalent 

norms, rules and standard operating procedures, this is taken as an indication for the logic of 

appropriateness. The logic of arguing, on the other hand, is encountered when there is a 

certain surprise element to the outcome, a consensus that could not have been anticipated by 

looking at preference structures and institutional resources alone. Chapter 5 and 6 will go 

                                                 
24 It is important to note that, ideally, these rules are unquestioned and perceived as part of an institution’s and 
actors identity. Mere adherence because of possible legal sanctions can be part of it, but is not enough to 
determine normative appropriateness (Elster 2007: 357).  
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through empirical material addressing the questions which were raised to this point. The 

remaining paragraphs of this chapter will present how my data was gathered and analysed.  

3.8 The selection of case and data – Return Directive 2008/115/EC 

In order to understand how the Schengen participation affects Norwegian actors and 

structures (and vice versa), this thesis employs the qualitative methods of a case study. The 

assumptions of the three logics of action act as a 'template' compared to the empirical results, 

structuring and shaping my analysis (Yin 2009: 38). This method offers several advantages, 

such as the possibility to arrive at strong conceptual validity and gaining insight into causally 

complex processes (George/Bennett 2005: 19). The Return Directive was chosen because it 

represents a case of institutional adjustment to the conditions under co-decision and a 

normative discussion in the JHA policy area. Because the analysis included several levels of 

observation, I gathered data from the national as well as the international context that dealt 

with the directive. My initial analysis of the EU level rested mainly on Council Mixed 

Committee minutes. These documents display the Commission proposal in detail. National 

comments and reservations regarding the directive are noted at the foot of every page. An 

initial 2005 Commission impact assessment and proposal formed also part of the data. In 

order to understand the position of the European Parliament, I reviewed the draft proposals of 

the LIBE-committee, some committee minutes and the final debate before the adoption of 

directive 2008/115/EC. The trilogue tables used in the informal meetings between 

Commission, Parliament and Council presidencies (published in Lutz 2011) highlighted the 

otherwise ‘inaccessible’ discussions in this negotiation process.  

 

At the domestic level, official government documents like Soria Moria I & II as well as 

Storting notifications and propositions related to migration policy and Norway’s EU were the 

starting point for my analysis. General indications on Norwegian preferences and reflections 

on the subject of return and Schengen participation were derived from official notifications to 

the national Parliament (St. meld. 9 and St. meld 23) as well as some media articles from 

aftenposten.no. A list of these documents is attached in the annex to this thesis. In general, EU 

documents as well as Norwegian papers connected to the discussion of the transposition of the 

Return directive (Parliamentary hearings, committee positions and debates) were easily 

accessible via the internet. This applies also to many return and migration related UDI reports 

as well as circulars regarding new rules following from it. Still, documents can only lead us so 
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far. Although Norwegian government documents are often instructively written, an additional 

perspective by the people who have participated in writing them makes it easier for an 

outsider to understand the processes and reasoning going on within institutions. Meeting the 

people who were actually involved in the process was essential to understand the behavioural 

side to it. I therefore interviewed Norwegian participants in the negotiations on the Return 

directive as well as central people in the EU administration. 

3.9 Searching and finding the right interview partners 

The Return Directive was negotiated in the years of 2005-2008 and transposed into 

Norwegian law in 2010. I noted, if possible, authors of the documents or contacted the 

institution in order to find out who could tell me more about the decision and transposition 

process. In studies of small numbers of cases, random selection can result in stronger bias 

than intentional selection (King et al. 1994: 124-127). The processes of snowball sampling 

(which started at different angles, beginning with different people and at different institutions) 

lead me often to the same people. Nevertheless, obvious time restrictions and some actors 

being too busy or otherwise unavailable resulted in a sample of 15 relevant actors 

representing the Commission, the Council secretariat, the Norwegian delegation in Brussels, 

the European Parliament, the German presidency, JD (immigration & police department), 

UDI and the Norwegian Parliament (Tansey 2007: 770).  

 

If some members of my target population were too busy to make time for an interview, I 

resolved to either phone conversations or interviews with close collaborators, for instance the 

LIBE staff assistant of the Parliamentary rapporteur Manfred Weber. Some people from the 

Commission’s Directorate General (DG) Home as well as the Council secretariat granted me 

time for conversation. This triangulation greatly enhanced my understanding of the situation 

(Yin 2009: 70). In the Norwegian domestic realm, interview partners included employees of 

the department of Justice (including former AID), UDI and a member of Parliament. Some of 

them were directly involved in both negotiations and the coordination of implementation, 

some of them only in one of these steps. In both contexts, there was hardly any time to talk to 

every country representative involved. In Brussels, Slovenian and Portuguese representatives 

unfortunately left my query unanswered, so my analysis did also rely on secondary, 

interpretative material on the Return directive. Most prominently, this list included the book 

of Commission representative Fabian Lutz (2011), as well as a reflective report on the 
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Norwegian Schengen cooperation, authored by Norwegian former JHA counsellor Anne 

Marie Borgvad (Borgvad 2007, unpublished), articles of German administrators (Franβen de 

la Cerda 2008) and other political scientists and international observers (Acosta 2009; Ripoll 

Servent 2010). Naturally, these documents were analysed with special care (who is talking to 

whom, how and why?) (Kjelstadli 1992: 162). Time restrictions also hindered me to contact 

all relevant institutions in the Norwegian context (notably, POD, PU and UNE), but since my 

analysis focuses on transposition only and there was a large amount of written information 

obtainable on this part of the process, I left it at that. 

3.10 Approaching the interview situation 

In process tracing research, data collection techniques are not standardized. The method is 

comparable to detective work, relying on the sometimes failing memory of the researcher or 

of respondents. This lack of established routine requires special alertness - at every step of the 

case study, new information or a re-evaluation of findings can be required (Yin 2009: 68, 

George/ Bennett 2005: 219). The actual “design work” of this case study has therefore 

continued throughout the research process. (Yin 2009: 40/41). On the basis of the documents 

and the suggestions by the three theoretical approaches, a loosely structured interview guide 

(see annex) was developed, but adapted under each conversation to its own dynamic, new 

relevant information and the special informant qualities of the interview partner. Naturally, 

the actual questions posed were second-order 'translations' from the actual research questions 

(Yin 2009: 87). In order to assure concept validity and reliability, most of the interviews were 

conducted in English, although in some instances Norwegian or German was more 

appropriate and therefore chosen as a means of communication. Respondents’ comments were 

as far as possible counter-checked with the views of other colleagues involved in Schengen 

matters as well as representatives of EU or national institutions.  

 

According to Rubin and Rubin (Rubin/ Rubin 2005: 79), it is best to see the interview 

partners not as subjects, but as partners in research. A certain degree of mutual trust is 

necessary to establish an informative conversation, so I tried to make the interview partners 

feeling as ‘safe’ as possible. Most of the interview situations were marked by an open and 

friendly, if somewhat initially reserved atmosphere. This is understandable, especially for the 

people busily involved in EU policy making or currently working with the implementation of 

the Return directive. In Norway, the subject of return of illegal immigrants had, quite 
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independently from the Return directive, just undergone a massive media discussion in 

January/February of 2011, and representatives of Norwegian immigration authorities were 

still apprehensive of this. When the subject of the Maria Amelie case25

3.11 Inner and outer validity of the findings 

 was set aside, the 

conversations returned to the questions at hand. The interviews were conducted in two 

rounds, the first in March, the second in April 2011. Eventual clarification questions were 

sent via email and (mostly) answered by phone conversations, the transcripts of which were 

double-checked by the respondents. In general, my interview partners tended not to diverge 

from the statements they had made in the live encounter, which makes these (longer and 

recorded) conversations the central source of information on communicative dynamics at 

hand. To protect the privacy rights of informants, citations to illustrate the analysis are 

anonymous. This is of special importance because the case is very contemporary (Yin 2009: 

73).  

This study tries to establish a causal connection between human behaviour and changing 

institutional structures. It is therefore important to elaborate on the notion of causality (or 

'inner validity'). Studying a single case makes it difficult to determine the relative causal 

weight of several variables. But process tracing and the attempt to match three different 

theory-induced predictions with social reality can indicate certain 'contributing causes' and 

favourable factors (George/ Bennett 2005: 27). Spurious factors, like for example general 

international developments in the asylum and migration field (or national events, for that 

matter) were as far as possible controlled for (see narratives in the following chapters). To not 

overstate the influence of the European ‘Schengen’ factor, I have tried my best to include 

institutional, national and international backgrounds in the analysis (Goetz 2001: 217). This 

allows for a contextualisation where European influence is but one of several drivers of 

change of national structures and Norway only one of many countries in the Schengen Mixed 

Committee context (Goetz 2001: 225). George and Bennett emphasize that within-case 

comparison can compensate for lack of comparison to other cases (George/ Bennett 2005: 

111). But since the single case of the Return directive presents many more possible factors 

than variables, the results do not allow for universal conclusions (Aus 2009: 174). Norwegian 

responses to institutional developments in other areas regarding the EU’s Justice and Home 

                                                 
25 Aftenposten 22.1.2011: “EU kan nekte Maria Amelie innreise.” 
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Affairs might differ from my findings. Since I was working with guiding hypothesis on the 

three logics of behaviour, I did not interpret the data completely freely but matched ideal 

types and real events, according to different indicators (see table 3.1). In order to keep track of 

exact formulations and enhance reliability of the data, the main interviews were taped – even 

if this meant that some things remained unsaid. Transcription and analysis began immediately 

after the interview was completed, in order to capture the mood of the conversation as well as 

undertones (Yin 2009: 70). Afterwards, I categorized evoked concepts according to the three 

theoretical templates (Rubin/ Rubin 2005: 202). The next two chapters present my narratives 

and analysis of the way Norwegian actors adapted to changes in EU and national policy 

making, highlighted by the case of the Return Directive. 
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4  Norwegian Participation at the EU level 
This chapter will describe the institutional changes and settings encountered by Norwegian 

representatives in the negotiations on the Return Directive and their way of approaching them. 

In order to do this, it presents chronologically the formal and informal venues relevant to 

decision making. The way in which Norwegians tried to adapt to change in EU policy making 

is highlighted by focusing on which logic of action dominated the setting and which logic of 

action Norwegian actors adopted in return. This chapter will show that Norwegians are well-

integrated in the Council’s Mixed Comittee setting and participate actively in opinion 

formation. Nevertheless, they are bound by a strong sense of appropriateness when pursuing 

national objectives. In order to show this, every paragraph will first describe the setting and 

then match the expected behaviour with empirical findings from documents and interviews. 

Because Norwegian representatives – like the representatives of most member states - were 

not direct participants of the decision process in the informal triloges, some parts of the 

chapter will discuss the behaviour of Commission, Parliament and Council representatives as 

well, but afterwards return to the task of answering my two research questions.   

4.1 Norwegian Actors navigating the Council setting 

According to Norwegian JHA and migration counsellors, the Norwegian involvement with 

the Return Directive began when the Commission presented its proposal in Council 

(interviews 3, 1). Representatives of national administrations are, according to a logic of 

consequences, expected to defend current practice in order to avoid costs of adaptation and 

loss of sovereignty (Hypothesis 1).  Generally, the working group setting is a forum for 

information exchange on each other’s policy practice (interview 7). In the case of the return 

directive, it was a ‘reservation taking exercise’ against the Commission’s formulations: The 

Commission explained and defended the proposal and member states came with objections or 

other comments (interview 5, Commission representative). A logic of consequence would 

therefore expect the Norwegians to act accordingly, to try to maximize their ‘profit’ by 

minimizing EU policy impact (hypothesis 1). In order to obtain this goal, they would be 

expected to gather information instrumentally in order to develop short-term alliances with 

other member states. In the Soria Moria Statement of 2005, the Norwegian government had 

stated that it considered a “quick return” of rejected asylum seekers as central to the 

legitimacy of the institution for asylum Soria Moria I. On the basis of this principle, the 
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coalition of Labour party (Ap), Socialist Left (SV) and Centre Party (SP) intended to 

“strengthen the efforts to evict foreigners who are residing illegally in Norway” and “intensify 

the effort to draw up return agreements with more countries” (Soria Moria I: 75). Norwegian 

participants in the negotiations confirm that the Norwegian government was generally 

interested in achieving a better level of European coordination (interview 2). Simultaneously, 

the government expressed the need for a humane treatment of those residing illegally in the 

country (Soria Moria I, ibid.). This indicates that Norwegian priorities corresponded on the 

‘control’ side to mainstream Council ones, but that they also included ‘rights’ elements.  

Norwegian ministry representatives as well as the JHA and migration counsellors at the 

permanent representation in Brussels nevertheless had the clear instruction to avoid a strong 

mismatch with current Norwegian immigration practice regarding return (interview 7). One of 

the main reasons given is that the Ministry of Justice and the Police (JD) was about to 

introduce the new ‘utlendingsloven’ (UDI 2008b), and feared costs of adaptation.  

“It has been a central principle that we just had introduced a new immigration act 

and we do think that Norway has very good practices for the return of third 

country nationals and good legal safeguards for foreigners. So the continuation of 

the rules we had was a main goal.” (interview 11, immigration department JD) 

According to a logic of consequences, the principal orientation of the representatives of 

Norwegian authorities should be to promote the self-interest derived from this position. 

Examining the data, we can see that when Norway made remarks on the ‘control’ side, it was 

usually in relation to practical reservations. One example was the restricted length of the re-

entry ban – which used to be unlimited in Norway (Council 2007b: 19; Council 2007d: 8). 

Also on the practical ‘control’ side, Norway objected strongly to the two step differentiation 

between “return decision”, and “removal order” (Prop 3 L: 21). Together with Iceland and 

Switzerland, Norway expressed practical concerns about the scope of the directive and that its 

own citizens should not fall under the definition “third country national” (Council 2006b: 4). 

Norway also issued reservations (together with Belgium) on the automatic, compulsory 

character of the entry ban, “on the grounds of proportionality and compatibility with the 

Schengen Borders Code” (Lutz 2010: 200, footnote 91). It was equally sceptical towards the 

idea of a short, limited period of detention. This position resulted from practitioner’s 

experiences with people who had been denied asylum (interview 3). It was strongly suspected 

that these individuals, once released, would abscond instead of returning home (Council 
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2006b: 3). Another point was the suspected increase in administrative workload by handing 

out written confirmation of delays in the return process (Council 2006a: 7; Council 2007d: 

26). The Norwegian position therefore, along with other Council member states, proves a 

strong interest in keeping its own measures. On a few occasions, Norwegians also issued 

reservations in accordance with human rights principles, for instance by supporting the 

Finnish presidency in matching the proposal’s article 10 on removal safeguards with the 

guidelines put out by the Council of Europe (Council 2006a: 4).  

According to a logic of consequences, the alliances in which rationally inclined Norwegians 

engaged should be instrumental and short-term. In issues of national concern, Norway 

cooperated with other countries, and according to respondents, these alliances were not fixed 

(interview 2). The main alliance was member states against Commission (interviews 3, 7). 

There were, naturally, countries which were much more exposed to irregular border crossings, 

like Spain, Malta, Greece and Italy. These tended to be more sceptical towards rights-oriented 

elements like e.g. the possibility of providing free legal aid (interviews 3, 2). But according to 

several people involved in the process, the reservation towards the protective elements (e.g. 

possibilities for appeals) also came from countries that actively returned a lot of people, for 

instance the Netherlands, Belgium and Germany (interview 4, German representative). These 

had, in their own opinion, procedural and substantive safeguards that worked just fine and 

were not interested in a directive that introduced extra protective elements (Council 2007a)26

Regarding resources, the logic of consequences presupposes a rational information seeking 

behaviour. The collected information could then be used in order to form strategic alliances. 

In the Working group on Migration and Expulsion, Norway was represented in the same way 

as the member states: with policy experts from the capital (in this case, coming from POD and 

AID’s immigration department) as well as Brussels-based counsellors. In order to support the 

coordination of the growing policy field, in 2004, the Norwegian representation had 

introduced the position of a counsellor for migration issues. At the permanent representation, 

a total of three officials (the two others being entrusted with JHA and police affairs) were 

responsible for keeping up the communication with Oslo. The JHA and migration counsellors 

. 

Norway was, according to its interests, always part of a majority or large minority (interviews 

3, 2). This indicates, in practical and ‘control’ matters, shifting cooperation along interest 

structures and therefore a prevalence of the logic of consequences. 

                                                 
26 Compare for instance also to the note from the Dutch delegation (Council 2006d). 
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– as all other representatives in the Norwegian permanent representation - were expected to be 

actively involved in information gathering (interview former migration counsellor 3). 

In order to acquire as much information on current debates and the priorities of other 

countries as possible, all Brussels-based representatives were expected to directly approach 

colleagues from the member states to find out more about policy preferences and 

developments. This information gathering indicates rational collection of means to achieve 

ends. In the same line of thought, they describe how they meticulously went through the 

current EU migration programmes (Tampere, Hague) in order to understand the underlying 

ways of thinking in the Commission: 

“That’s the key to working in Brussels, to understand the Commission. Because if 

you understand how they think and the logic of their thinking, then you can to a 

large degree predict how they are going to reason when they go into the subjects.” 

(interview 3, Norwegian migration counsellor) 

Working at the representation also involved establishing direct contacts with EU institutions, 

most importantly with the Commission:  

“People of the Commission, there are so many things they do not say in the 

meetings, so you try to small talk with them and ask questions so you get a better 

understanding of what they really think.” (interview 1, JHA counsellor) 

This indicates that formal contacts with the institutions and their representatives had to be 

supplemented by informal personal contacts at all levels. The Norwegians were conscious of 

this fact and went about it systematically. Contacts by Norwegian representatives into 

Parliament were in this period still sporadic (interview 1). All of this indicates a rational and 

functional orientation towards being well-informed and equipped with the necessary 

information before entering the actual meetings in the Mixed Committee. The information 

exchange with the domestic institutions was also high: contacts with the ministry of Justice 

and AID in Oslo were frequent, via daily email contacts and updates. When meetings at 

working group level were scheduled, the ministries JD and AID (and, on fewer occasions, the 

directorate of immigration, UDI) would send policy experts to Brussels, where coordination 

meetings before and after the actual working group meeting would take place (interviews 3, 

7). Although the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was the employer of Brussel-based JHA- and 
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migration counsellors, most of their reporting and communication was directed towards the 

Norwegian justice and migration authorities27

According to the logic of consequence, the constraints on Norwegian argumentation and 

action should be perceived as rules of the game, without ‘moral’ impact on the personal 

identities of the people exposed to the EU context. The logic of appropriateness, on the other 

hand, would expect a certain internalization of prevalent norms. In the case of the Council, 

this should be the informal norms and ways of doing things established by years of European 

cooperation. The general expectation towards the representatives of associated states would 

be to comply with the informal rules about proper way of argumentation and consensus-

oriented negotiation in the Council setting.  

.  

All respondents recount the very open and cooperative atmosphere within the EU institutions 

(interviews 3, 1, 2, 11). The attitude of EU member states and the Commission towards the 

Norwegians is described as positive and polite, but the counsellors who were there before EU 

enlargement acknowledged that the sudden presence of 10 additional member states at the 

table did make a difference (interview 3). From the standpoint of the Commission and 

Council secretariat, the associated states are considered the few among the many. As long as 

they did not step outside of their ‘expected’ roles and came with comments that were 

considered ‘unreasonable’, they were accepted as equal partners in dialogue (interviews 6, 5). 

Norwegians were perceived as active participants under the whole negotiations of the Return 

Directive (interview 6, Council secretariat). According to Norwegian representatives, they 

were contacted by and discussed things with other member states in advance of meetings, 

probing possible multilateral alliances.  

“So you would get these mini-negotiations ahead of meetings which could be on 

very minor, but also bigger points. And as a Norwegian, we would always have to 

remember that the only weight we could carry was the weight of the argument and 

certainly not the weight of the body count.” (interview 3) 

This indicates that Norwegian actors are conscious about their role as Schengen associates 

and representatives of a small state. Especially the Norwegian counsellors based in Brussels 
                                                 
27 This is due to the fact that the law governing the Norwegian foreign service (utenriksloven) and ist guidelines 
(utenriksinstruksen) define special representatives as a category separate from other categories of staff in its 
diplomatic missions (diplomats; administrative envoys, and other personnel). It is recognised that these special 
representatives take instructions from both their line ministries and from the ministry of foreign affairs (through 
the ambassador or head of mission) (UD 2002). 
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perceived an expectation to behave according to the ‘unspoken’ diplomatic rules of politeness 

and patience. They were themselves very conscious of their role as ‘associates’ and aimed to 

be extremely well-prepared (interview 3). Norwegian comments were appreciated, but 

especially so if they were constructive and to-the-point (interview 1, confirmed by 3, 2 and 

Commission/ Council secretariat interview 5, 6). Their inclination towards couching their 

language in normative terms understandable for the interaction partner indicates a strong 

frame of ‘appropriateness’ to Norwegian strategic bargaining behaviour. Another expectation 

derived from the perspective of appropriateness would be that Norwegians should be inclined 

to ally themselves with cultural neighbours like for instance Sweden. One occasion where 

Norway stood together with its Nordic neighbours was when Norway could not accept a 

derogation of the principle of non-refoulement. Here it opposed, together with Sweden, 

initiatives by bordering Southern states to dilute this element of the directive. The reason 

given for this was Norway’s general standing in human rights issues (interview 3). This can 

be interpreted in terms of the logic of appropriateness: the Norwegian role as a defender of 

human rights would not allow a behaviour supporting these kinds of dilution. 

According to the logic of arguing, the exchange of truth-seeking arguments implies a common 

lifeworld – understood as ‘common context-forming horizon’ (Habermas 1984: 337) and the 

normative re-evaluation of validity claims based on common norms, like for instance the 

norm of protecting European borders (‘control’) or vulnerable groups (‘rights’). There were 

special consultations with Scandinavian countries ahead of working group meetings, where 

Norwegian ministry officials invited their colleagues to the representation in Brussels in order 

to exchange thoughts and experiences (interview 7). The subject of this meeting series was 

the one-step / two- step return decision procedure: 

“I had a contact in Sweden and I suggested that the Nordic countries should have 

common preparatory meetings in 2006. There were three Nordic meetings under 

Norwegian leadership in our permanent representation, in the mornings before the 

meetings of Migration and Expulsion. And there, we had an exchange of views. 

This was not to coordinate a Nordic approach, but to exchange opinions. In the 

end, we actually achieved coordination. And that was very useful for us.” 

(interview 7, JD Police department) 

As a result of this interaction, the Finnish delegates changed views. The emphasis on the 

‘usefulness’ of this argumentative process indicate that the outcome of this meeting was based 
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mainly on practical arguments. This indicates rather a logic of consequence than of 

appropriateness. According to the data, in the context of the Return directive, most, if not all, 

member states in the working group context had similar sets of values: The underlying norm 

interpretation was to prevent misuse of immigration and asylum systems, and to reduce illegal 

immigration (interviews 3, 6). This positioned the Norwegians in the mainstream of Council 

thinking. 

4.2 The year 2007: Different logics at action in different settings 

The name of the SCIFA committee indicates its function: Strategic Committee on 

Immigration, Frontiers and Asylum. It is in this forum that alliances sounded out at the 

working group level should induce persuasive action into one or the other direction. 

Norwegians participated with representatives from the Immigration and Police departments 

(interviews 7, 13). Participants at these meetings come from the higher level of national 

administration (director general or directly under) and have more room for manoeuver than 

the working group participants (interview 2). Nevertheless, witnesses recount that SCIFA was 

rather undecided in the case of this directive (interviews 6, 13). That there was no more 

movement in the SCIFA context indicates that the positions of countries against the 

Commission proposal had hardened and persuasive compromise attempts by presidencies like 

Finland (second half of 2006) were unsuccessful. One of the Norwegian representatives 

describes the situation as a constant back and forth between the levels of Council:  

“And that went on for quite some time, because it was going from the working groups 

to SCIFA, from SCIFA to working group. And then, as time went by, and the 

Parliament started to get impatient, it was clear that the Council would have to move 

and quit playing ping-pong between SCIFA and working groups.” (interview 3) 

When the Parliament took the initiative to contact the (then German) presidency, the two 

institutions had already developed into opposite directions (interviews 12, 4). As it became 

clear how far the positions of the two co-legislators were from each other, the Commission, 

the following Portuguese presidency and the rapporteur jointly began to sketch possible ways 

of meeting each other (interview 12). According to the logic of arguing, truth seeking and 

openness for argumentation are connected to a situation where roles and norms of interaction 

are contested (Risse 2000). It also assumes that a common lifeworld is a precondition for an 

exchange of reasoned arguments. In the case of the Return Directive, participants of the new 
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and informal meetings stress that they soon succeeded to create an atmosphere of mutual 

understanding (interviews 6, 5, 12). This common frame of reference was facilitated by the 

fact that basic conceptions of the problem to be approached were similar: The EPP and ALDE 

agreed with the underlying idea (or ‘validity claim’) of the Commission proposal that 

inconsistent return policies in Europe would lead to unwanted spillover effects in illegal 

immigration (interview 12). Since there was only one representative of the presidency, a 

member of the Council secretariat, a Commission representative with one staff assistant and 

the Parliamentary rapporteur with his staff assistant involved in this period of argumentative 

re-definition, the member states including the associated states were, as a group, only 

indirectly linked with this decisive moment. The sudden progress in the Fall of 2007 indicates 

that the first period of the informal trilogues was marked by arguing and mutual agreement. 

4.3 Spring of 2008: Informal staff-level negotiations 

After the grounds for this new negotiating forum were laid, a new round of negotiation could 

start. The meetings at technical level took place in embassies or at the Parliament (interview 

12). All participants and close observers of the informal trilogue meetings stress the 

importance of trust and reciprocity. Frequent contacts enabled the bureaucrats to develop a 

common code of communication and made agreement possible (interview 6, Lutz 2010: 63). 

According to both the logic of consequence and arguing, the presence of a mediator or ‘honest 

broker’ can facilitate cooperative behaviour in negotiations. Both the presidency and the 

rapporteurs stood for the positions of their own institutions. The Commission acted as a 

“secretaire”, lending its legal expertise to the negotiating parties, all the while interested in 

bringing the directive through (interviews 6, 5). According to a logic of arguing, a cooperative 

spirit and open atmosphere surrounding argumentation can result in sudden, suprising 

outcomes. But, according to interview partners, the time pressure and political sensibility of 

the subject let the conversations often circle around the ‘nitty gritty’, technical language 

issues (interview 6). The results of the trilogue were, in Council, presented by the Presidency, 

with a clear margin on what Parliament was not going to accept (interview 3). Within EP, 

there were frequent meetings of the shadow rapporteurs. Weber also made sure to inform 

relevant NGOs in debriefing meetings (interview 12).  

The Norwegian counsellors, along with the member states, experienced this bargaining 

process through indirect presidency reports (interviews 3, 2, 7). The Parliamentary rapporteur 
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Manfred Weber faced strong opposition by some shadow rapporteurs in the LIBE committee. 

But, along with his staff assistant, he apparently managed to convince the member states that 

he represented the whole scope of opinion in Parliament:  

“He was obviously doing his rapporteur work well, so the committee was always 

standing behind Weber. When the Council met Weber, they knew, here’s the 

Parliament. A person like this gets to have an enormous amount of power.” 

(interview 3) 

This indicates that, as soon as the legal texts had to be agreed upon, that participants to the 

discussion returned to the logic of  - albeit cooperative – consequentiality. Norwegians were, 

by virtue of their representation in Council, indirectly involved in this. 

4.4 Bargaining among JHA Counsellors: Cooperation under pressure 

Norway, participated actively in the Council groups, represented by two JHA and migration 

counsellors in the informal JHA counsellor’s group. In this intense negotiation period, the 

Brussel-based counsellors would get a central role since they had participated at all levels of 

Council meetings: working group, SCIFA and COREPER. While at the working group level, 

they had taken the floor and directly contributed to the discussion, they acted as information 

provider and advisors to the permanent representatives (ambassador) at the COREPER 

meetings (interviews 3, 1). Since most of the information exchange at working group level 

was of fairly technical character, they themselves perceived their own ‘value added’ more in 

following the issue through the stages and sitting with the overview on the dynamics of 

discussion at all levels (interview 1, former JHA counsellor).  

According to the expected scope conditions for cooperative bargaining, the propensity to 

engage in more constructive kinds of interaction rises with the scope of the issue, the 

interaction intensity of the group as well as the density of informal norms. Within the Council 

structure, these conditions are more prevalent at higher levels (Hayes-Renshaw/ Wallace 

2006, Naurin 2010, Lewis 2010). 

“At the ambassador’s level, you start to get considerations of: if we do this and 

this area, they might oppose us in that other area, which is also of importance to 

us. So you get sort of lateral considerations to a much larger extent. And this kind 

of political consideration also opens up for more compromises.” (interview 3) 
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In addition, the external negotiating with Parliament raised the pressure for achieving 

consensus within Council: “It would get much more complicated for one member state to act 

difficult. Because you would be driving the whole group into a difficult situation.” (interview 

3) This indicates that the ‘hard bargaining’ logic of consequences was abandoned by 

conceding to the general EU rule of consensus (appropriateness). The Norwegian participants 

recount that, also in this phase of the process, the prevalent ‘spirit’ in Council was of “making 

everybody as happy as possible” (interview 3). The presidency, although conscious of the 

relative voting power of each country, would try to accommodate the views of smaller 

member states, including Norway. Voting was rarely observable, but, according to Norwegian 

representatives, the introduction of co-decision and qualified majority voting had changed the 

tone (interview 3). After the introduction of qualified majority voting, it was more about 

building coalitions, outmanoeuvring others, “until you are put into a corner alone, and then 

you’re out.” (interviews 3, 1, 2) Anticipation of possible developments was therefore a crucial 

priority for Norwegian migration and JHA counsellors. If strong majorities of opinion would 

emerge, the countries in the minority would have to have very convincing arguments in order 

to not lose their voice (interview 3). The JHA counsellors had the mission to facilitate 

communication between the capitals. As opposed to SCIFA participation, the JHA meetings 

were conducted with people based in Brussels, “used to the compromise making business 

(interview 6)” and in direct connection with the COREPER ambassador’s level. High meeting 

frequency, informal setting and common experience characterized the meetings of the JHA 

counsellors group, linking COREPER and home administrations by keeping everybody 

updated. According to several interviews, this forum cleared the way for important steps 

forward. 

“The friendly atmosphere the JHA counsellors maintain among themselves plus 

their experience during the COREPER negotiations etc. give them the tools in 

order to get to a compromise. Of course, they always wait for the instructions 

from their capitals. But they are sometimes more proactive, more prone to try to 

convince their capitals.” (interview 6, Council secretariat) 

Norwegian participants of the JHA counsellor’s group confirmed this view (interviews 3, 2). 
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4.5 Turning to instructions from home: Appropriate procedures 

The JHA counsellors never act on their own accord, but based on instructions from the 

domestic ministries. In the Norwegian case, these JHA counsellors took precautions in order 

to ensure that these positions were “open for compromise” (interviews 3, 2). Since they were 

the ones knowing the subject from ‘both sides’, being informed about the positions of the 

other countries in Brussels, they were actively persuading into two different directions: 

“We would have to anticipate the big discussions and then we would make a 

memorandum to the minister stating that on this and this point, the discussion 

goes in this and this direction and the most likely outcome is this and that. And we 

would do that point after point and then we would ask for a mandate from the 

minister to go for these and these solutions.” (interview 3) 

At the home level, general developments of the Schengen association are usually discussed in 

a ‘spesialutvalg’ among high-ranking civil servants of JD, UD, UDI, POD and UD, the 

customs authorities, the prime minister’s office (interview 3, 15). This group corresponds to 

the special coordination group entrusted with strategic discussion of EEA matters (UD 2004: 

4). The Norwegian administration of EU and Schengen matters is therefore, formally, 

designed to accommodate a high degree of coordination and informational exchange between 

different branches of government. But in ‘clear’ immigration cases, the migration authorities 

draft the Schengen rammenotat with a proposal for a Norwegian position themselves, pointing 

out problems, challenges and what Norwegian position should be. If something is politically 

difficult, civil servants within the administration “play it up” to the political level before the 

issue goes to the Schengen spesialutvalg (interview 15). In contentious issues, the question 

can be forwarded to ‘koordineringsutvalget’ for Justice and Interior matters between JD & 

UD, and – if no agreements ensues – further forwarded to the   political masters. “But it is not 

always that they are in the loop. If the positions are clear or have been cleared politically, it is 

not necessary to go through this structure” (interview 15). It also depended on what kind of 

detail the negotiations were dealing with. ‘Rammenotater’ were usually concerned with 

broader perspectives (interview 3). The actual material for the SCIFA and, later, JHA 

meetings came therefore often directly from practitioners and the minister’s office at home: 

“Before the SCIFA meetings, a draft outline for an instruction was prepared, 

based on the suggestions from the internal working group. The outline was 
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distributed to the ministries, JD and UD. Following feedback from the other 

ministries, the instruction was finalized. If it was considered necessary, for 

instance if there were some political issues, the proposed instruction was 

submitted to the Ministers cabinet. The Norwegian delegation to the SCIFA 

meetings then acted on the basis of these instructions. They were more or less 

precise, depending on the nature of the issue.” (interview 13, involved in the 

SCIFA negotiations) 

Once with instructions, Norwegian representatives in the JHA group could start acting. In 

order to strike deals with other member states, they started looking for short term alliances. 

Since Norway was usually part of the majority opinion or part of a large minority, they would 

generally not be leading a group (interviews 3, 2, 1). In the issue of detention period, Norway 

acted for instance in alliance with Germany and other countries which took the lead 

(interview 3). The main impulses for discussion within Council came from the trilogue 

meetings. The back and forth in communication was time consuming (interview 12). Also 

from the outside, the process was described as a slow, patient bargaining process: 

“All the three parties involved, Council, Commission and Parliament, knew that 

they had to give something in order to get a solution. And the advancement 

towards a solution went in a very slow and circular manner. So it was that kind of 

thing. Not a breakthrough, but like a fruit that had matured.” (interview 3) 

This perception of the result of the interaction again indicates the dominance of the logic of 

consequence. The instructions towards the end of the process regarding the Return Directive 

came from EU-coordinators in Oslo and their clearance with the secretary general and the 

minister of justice (interview 3). In the case of the Return Directive, many specific 

instructions to representatives in Brussels were therefore cleared without involving the 

Schengen ‘spesialutvalg’ (interview 3). This indicates that many possible tensions between 

‘control’ and ‘rights’ elements of the directive could be resolved internally (interview 15). It 

is therefore relevant to see what kind of internal consultation happened within the ministry or 

with the underlying departments.  

 

 



58 
 

4.6 Opinion formation among civil servants: Indications for arguing 

Since the Return Directive would touch upon the practical realm of almost all of Norway’s 

immigration related institutions, the need for coordination was seen very early. In 2006, AID 

had entrusted a member of the Police department with coordination of the preparations for 

working group meetings. This soon happened within an informal group involving several 

institutions: 

“It was my opinion that in this preparatory group, we should consider each other’s 

arguments and try to get a common opinion. There are some participants who are 

nominally subordinated to the ministry of Justice, coming from POD and UDI. 

But in my opinion, a preparatory group like this has its value when there is a free 

flow of information and a comfortable group environment. In this way everybody 

can more easily come with the points they want to emphasize.” (interview 7) 

This indicates a basic orientation towards truth seeking without power play. In the 

negotiations on the Return Directive, e.g. UDI was involved by providing know-how in this 

informal working group. On several occasions in 2008, representatives of UDI joined their 

colleagues from the Police directorate on their trips to Brussels, although the information flow 

got thinner when the JHA counselors started meeting (interview B). The informal working 

group, which continued to exist during the course of 2009, 2010 and the start of 2011, was, 

also from the side of ‘subordinates’ in UDI, considered a forum giving possibilities for 

informal exchange of information and opinions (interview 8, UDI):  

“If I was sending an email to JD, this email would have to ‘go in line’ This means 

that the director would get a copy before it leaves the house. But if you have a 

working group like that, you can exchange views. I still act as a representative, 

but am a bit more free.” (interview 8).  

This indicates that at least some of the Norwegian positions were derived from a logic of 

arguing. But the general inclination was, on the other hand to send things ‘in line’, following 

standard operating procedures of inner- and inter-ministerial consultation.  
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4.7 April/ May 2008: Last phase of negotiations – Political bargains  

After the discussions at the technical level in the early months of 2008, the results were 

passed on to the high official (SCIFA) and political level (COREPER, ministers) to resolve 

the politically contentious elements of the directive like the length of the detention period and 

compulsory free legal aid. In the final phase leading up to the European Council, the small 

country of Slovenia acquired an important role. Charged with chairing Council meetings in 

the first half of 2008, and being the first of the new EU member states to occupy this 

important post, it was eager to get things accomplished (interviews 12, 5). The Slovenian 

interior minister made it his personal priority to bring the directive through and travelled back 

and forth between capitals in order to participate in trilogue meetings in spring 2008 

(interviews 6, 12). The importance of mutual trust (or the lack thereof) is illustrated by one 

problem: Some members of Council demanded a last minute change in the deal on the article 

on legal aid, the modification of a ‘shall’ into a ‘may’ clause. EP reacted strongly, and by 

virtue of the moderating efforts of the Slovenian presidency, the issue was resolved by giving 

some concessions to the member states (transposition delay of one year). Commission 

representative Lutz attributed this ‘hiccup’ to the fact that actors had changed because the 

political level (Commissioner, pres. of the LIBE committee, Interior minister) had taken over 

the negotiations: 

“This led to a situation in which the established informal communication channels 

could not work as efficiently as they used to do and in which ‘bureaucratic 

diseases’ (such as delays in communication, loss of information, (…)) could show 

their negative impact” (Lutz 2010: 63).  

The common spirit of trust, an indicator for a strong frame of ‘appropriateness’ for the 

cooperative bargaining, was missing in this instance and the purely interest driven 

amendments by the higher ‘political’ Council level created sudden, new friction between the 

institutions. 

4.8 June 2008: Debate in Parliament – Reluctant adoption 

According to theory, the European Parliament should be the place of deliberation, where 

directly elected representatives of EU member states publicly discuss legislation. Although 

according to our approach all three kinds of logics (appropriateness, consequence and 
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arguing) should also be present in a debate in Parliament, ideally, the better argument is 

expected to count more than the fulfilment of certain roles or tit-for-tat policy deals. The 

actual discussion revealed a deep rift between conservative EPP, liberal ALDE party group 

representatives and Socialist/Green Parlamentarians. Members of the Parliament were also 

divided within their own groups and were voting separately (interview 12). A last minute 

persuasion of only a few voters could have meant the end for the agreed ‘first reading’ text. 

The dominant coalition (conservative/liberal) therefore stressed the length and tediousness of 

the Council discussions as well as the complicated process in the trialogue process (statement 

rapporteur Weber).  

The more left-wing party groups, headed by PSE and Greens, generally criticized the 

restrictiveness of measures and the lack of real progress in human rights respects (Claudio 

Fava, PSE in Lutz 2010: 421). In the final debate in Parliament, the rapporteur recounted the 

difficulties of the negotiations and pleaded his colleagues to “show ourselves capable of 

acting” (Weber, EPP in Lutz 2010: 413). The shadow rapporteur, Jeanine Hennis-

Plaesschaeert (ALDE), added in her own statement that the directive also introduced 

protective measures: “the compromise package puts in rules where none exist at present” 

(Lutz 2010: 415). Another important argument for the more pragmatic wing of Parliament 

was the ‘exemplary’ (in the sense of precedence setting) character this directive could have as 

the first example of co-decision in migration matters. Pointing to the same fact, left-wing 

party groups asked for a symbolic ‘no’ to the current state of the directive, in order to set an 

example and lift its minimum standards to a more humane level (Moreno Sanchez, PSE, Lutz 

2010: 431).  

Some exceptions in the PSE wing (Wolfgang Kreissl-Doerfler) reminded the assembly of the 

fact that, if some of the larger member states had gotten their will, there would be no EU 

directive at all. He therefore recommended retreating from opposition in order to help “the 

people who have to work in this area and those who are stuck in the countries that do not have 

any guidelines” (Lutz 2010: 434). The major argument of the European left, namely that this 

Directive could be used to ‘water down’ currently existing more favourable standards in the 

member states (Inger Selstrom, PSE, Lutz 2010: 431), did not resonate with the ‘pragmatic’ 

fraction of Parliament. The directive was adopted on June 18th with the final record of 369 

votes to 197, with 106 abstentions. This indicates that the ‘pragmatic’ Parliamentarians were 

able to defend the trilogue compromise. They did so by referring to the difficult bargain and 
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the loss a failure of this compromise could entail. This indicates a rational inclination towards 

satisficing, not optimizing the outcome of negotiation. Norwegians, as non-members, were 

not part of this final debate. 

4.9 Final analysis: A logic of ‘consequential appropriateness’ 

Research question 1 was how Norwegian actors adapt to institutional change in EU Schengen 

policy making. The data presented above shows that Norwegian actors navigate the EU 

setting by relying on a combination or sequence of logics. The ‘hard’ logic of consequences 

with its focus on practical reservations was dominant in the first part of the negotiations, 

especially in the working group setting, when member states stood against the Commission 

(‘hard’ bargaining/ logic of consequences). Norwegian representatives were well adapted to 

this process of stock-taking, participated actively and used information instrumentally. Due to 

their role as a small state, however, they lacked bargaining resources and concentrated on 

providing expertise and practical know-how. Norwegians also cooperated with Nordic 

neighbours like Sweden and Finland, especially when they were conscious of their role as a 

nation with certain human rights obligations (logic of appropriateness, hypothesis 3). They 

were actively integrated into all levels of discussions, but often chose to join alliances instead 

of creating their own persuasive movement. One notable exemption to this rule was the 

positioning among Nordic colleagues in matters of the one-step-two-step procedure (logic of 

arguing, hypothesis 5).  

Looking at the EU level, we can conclude that the different negotiation settings did lead to 

different patterns of negotiation behaviour. The informal trilogue was the opportunity to 

discuss new ways of approaching the matter and to restructure the interaction between 

institutions (logic of arguing). The intense final phase of negotiation was still marked by a 

mutual spirit of trust, but high pressure and relatively hard positions created a ‘negotiated 

equilibrium’ (‘soft’ logic of consequence), not a reasoned consensus marked by surprising 

outcomes or preference changes. Since Norwegians were generally in favour of more 

European coordination, their preferences more or less matched the outcome of proceedings. 

All the while, Norwegian participants - especially the Brussel-based counsellors - were 

conscious of their role as a small, associated state and couched their arguments in ways 

acceptable and reasonable to the Commission and other member states (logic of 

appropriateness). Due to the new decision rules applying in the case of the Return directive, 
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Norwegians – like other member states - were excluded from the informal trilogue forums 

where the logic of arguing prevailed. They responded by adapting to the general spirit of 

cooperative bargaining within the JHA group. From a Norwegian point of view, the central 

role in this decision making process was the brokerage by the Brussel-based JHA and 

migration counsellors, who were involved at every stage of the decision making. By 

following the standard ‘clearing’ procedures within the ministry of Justice and the Police, 

they were able to create room for negotiation (Logic of appropriateness). The next chapter 

will highlight the developments at the domestic level. We will see how the Norwegian 

authorities reacted to the directive’s content and highlight the most important steps of 

transposition of 2008/115/EC by following the three logics. 
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5 Transposing the Directive into Norwegian Law 
This part of the analysis addresses the Norwegian institutional context in which the Return 

Directive was dealt with. Following a loosely chronological order, the first part of the chapter 

will outline general developments leading to a strong government focus on return issues. In a 

second step, it addresses the question of how Norwegian civil servants handled the 

transposition of the directive into domestic law. The third part looks at the final debate in 

Parliament before the directive was adopted. Congruent to the previous chapter, I will in each 

paragraph first sketch the developments in the relevant institutional settings. Then, actor’s 

responses to changes induced by the Return Directive are highlighted by matching them with 

the expectations derived from the three logics. The general finding is that deliberation, 

arguing and persuasion happened, but mainly in forums not easily accessed by the public. In 

order to accomplish transposition, actors involved in the process generally displayed a logic 

of appropriateness by employing already existing legal provisions and practices as well as 

international standards. The general inclination to comply with EU law as well as a high 

congruency of Norwegian laws with its normative content, were conducive to on-time 

transposition. Elements of the directive which still remain unimplemented in early 2011 were, 

at the time of writing, discussed in European level forums, in a mutual exchange between 

member state, Non-governmental organisations and Commission representatives. 

5.1 2008-2009: Rises in asylum claims – Politically motivated action 

This  paragraph  presents what kind of policy priorities Norwegian authorities displayed at the 

time the Return Directive was about to be transposed. According to a logic of consequences, 

interests of the national government and administration – like winning voter support as well 

as cost efficient administration – would be the dominant determinant of behavior. Adaptation 

within the responsible institutions should happen according to means-ends analysis and, if 

conflicts emerge, by bargaining behavior between different stakeholders. Conflict of interests 

could for instance emerge within the government coalition or between the rights-provisions of 

the coming Return Directive and some ‘control’ or practical aspects of national 

administration.  

In the time following the negotiations on the Return Directive, Norway had experienced a 

period of rises in asylum claims. While in a general European context, the numbers of asylum 
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applications lay relatively stable around a total number of 300.000, with a tendency to 

decrease after 2009 (UNHCR 2011: 2), Norwegian administration was faced with a sudden 

surge in numbers of applications, especially from Iraq and Afghanistan. In 2007, the asylum 

applications lodged in Norway lay around 6.500. In 2008 and 2009, there were over 14.400 

and 17.200, respectively (SSB 2010: table 94). This meant a major challenge to the 

Norwegian administration of migration, especially UDI and the Police (Storberget 2009: 1). 

National Parliamentary elections were approaching in September 2009. In the run-up to these 

elections, the Ministry of Work and Intergration (AID) had presented 13 measures to reduce 

numbers of asylum seekers without actual need for protection (AID pressemelding 

03.09.2008).  

Contemplating on the question why suddenly so many more asylum applicants immigrants 

chose Norway as a destination for their claims, the government named possible factors like 

“wrong impressions” of Norway being comparatively liberal and with a high demand for 

workforce (St. meld. 9: 34). In general, the Norwegian government did not consider 

Norwegian asylum measures to be very different from measures in the UK, Denmark, Sweden 

and the Netherlands. (St. meld 9: 21). According to Norwegian authorities and the UNHCR, 

Sweden’s readmission agreement with Iraq might have led to a spillover of asylum 

applications to Norway (ibid.; UNHCR 2011: 9).  

Shortly after his re-election, the minister subsequently linked the enforcement of return 

decisions to a more “humane asylum policy” (Storberget 2009: 2). JD’s interest in a more 

‘focused’ implementation regarding return was also perceived by civil servants in the 

immigration administration (interview 8, UDI). ‘Harmonization’ of Norwegian measures with 

other EU country’s policies were presented as an important possibility to avoid spillover 

effects (AID ibid.). Since 2008, returns in accordance with Dublin II had been enforced on a 

greater scale (ibid.). In 2007, ‘utvisninger’ (in the terms of the Return Directive, ‘return with 

entry ban’) for the breaching of the Immigation Code had counted 683, in 2008 they summed 

up to 805, in 2009, ca. 1.500, in 2010, more than 2.100 (UDI 2010). The numbers for 

implemented forced return procedures rose from 3.300 in 2009 to 4.600 in 2010 (UDI 2010: 

1). Due to the specifically sharp rise in unaccompanied minors seeking asylum in Norway, 
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UDI was also considering the possibility of sending minors from Afghanistan back to so-

called reintegration centres in for instance Kabul (Dagsavisen 2009)28

5.2 Government Goals - Connecting to European migration policy 

.  

In its “White paper on Norwegian refugee and migration policy in a European perspective” of 

March 2010, the Norwegian government attached great significance to the fact that the EU 

had decided upon a harmonizing directive on common standards and procedures for the return 

of third country nationals. This directive was perceived to assure a “dignified” (verdig) and 

“lawful” (rettssikker) “ending” (avslutning) to the illegal stay of a third country national (St. 

meld 9: 46). That the directive did not set out more than  (minimum standards to protect 

human rights and vulnerable persons was acknowledged. But in the eyes of the Norwegian 

government, this harmonizing set of rules for return could level out the large differences in 

standards and procedures that existed in Europe at the time: “persons without legal stay will 

get a better protection by this law than they had before” (St. meld 9: 47). This corresponds to 

the Commission’s argumentation that the Return Directive addresses both sides, ‘control’ and 

‘rights’ and that a leveling of European measures would result in better protection of illegally 

staying individuals. Norway’s perception of the function of return is therefore comparable to 

the mainstream thinking among member states that a credible return policy serves as a 

deterrent for illegal migration (interview 5).  

The official legislative process in Norway began with the announcement of the upcoming 

transposition of the Return Directive in Parliament. In his report on important EU and EEA 

subjects of 23 and 24 October 2008, Norway’s Foreign Minister Jonas Gahr Støre accounted 

for several Schengen relevant developments in 2008, one of them the Return Directive 

(Storting 2008: 236)29

                                                 
28 In this article, these ‘control’ oriented reactions of the governing coalition were attributed to the pressure 
issued by the immigration sceptic Norway’s Progress Party, the second largest fraction in the Norwegian 
Parliament. 

. Only few speakers in Parliament reacted to the subject of EU 

immigration policy and requested more information about it (e.g. Dagfinn Høybråten, KrF, 

Storting 2008: 292). Some ascertained that a more effective asylum policy (including shorter 

periods of processing and ‘good return procedures’) would result from a more co-ordinated 

return approach in Europe (Anne Margrethe Larsen, V, Storting 2008: 295). Otherwise the 

29 The others mentioned being France’s initiative to annual meetings on asylum and immigration, the upcoming 
electronic enhancement of SIS II, as well as the Prüm convention. 
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question of the Return Directive was not really debated at this point30. One other Christian 

People’s Party (KrF)-representative briefly mentioned questions of return, but in connection 

with pleading for the possibility of amnesty for those who have been living illegally in 

Norway for a long time: “These people are practically unreturnable” (Bjørg Tørresdal Storting 

2008: 302 f.). The notable exception making the Return Directive a prominent subject at this 

point was FrP-representative Ib Thomsen, who “would have liked the Foreign Minister to 

mention that the EU realizes more and more of the Progress Party’s immigration policy, and 

that the red-green government parties are not synchronized with Europe.” (Storting 2008: 

300). He labelled the government’s policy towards immigration ‘snillistisk’ (‘do-goodish’) 

and ‘naïve’ and claimed that the Return Directive’s content “sounded almost exactly like the 

Progress Party’s proposition for a new utlendingslov.” (ibid.). Thomsen specifically referred 

to the ‘fact’ that the new Return Directive opens for “18 months detention of asylum seekers” 

and that it legitimizes the use of prison facilities if closed asylum centres are unavailable31

5.3 2008: Conditions before the transposition of 2008/115/EC 

. 

The overall opinion of the Norwegian government was, however, that the Return Directive 

brought a good opportunity to adjust Norwegian practice to European developments, from the 

‘control’ side and on the ‘rights’ side (member of Parliament, interview 14). The above 

indicates that the Norwegian government was inclined to implement the Return Directive and 

that civil servants were encouraged to comply with this priority. In order to analyze how civil 

servants reacted to the coming Return Directive, the next part of the chapter looks at 

challenges posed by the transposition. The following section will describe the institutional 

conditions before the implementation of the Return Directive. 

Even before the official announcement of the forthcoming transposition of directive 

2008/115/EC, the Norwegian Directorate of Immigration (UDI) in the summer of 2008 

commissioned a report about forced return measures in several other European countries 

(France, Sweden, Poland), comparing their return policies (with a special focus on entry bans 

and SIS registration) with the Norwegian ones. The main findings of this report, conducted 

between September 2008 and March 2009, were that Norway had: 

                                                 
30 The overshadowing EU/EEA subjects that day were: Iceland and financial crisis, EU’s Services in the Internal 
Market Directive 2006/123/EF and the relationship between Russia and Georgia. 
31 Whether Thomsen intended the confusion of ‘asylum seekers’ and the concept of an ‘illegally staying third-
country national’, is unclear. 
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1) a rather centralized administration of immigration and return, which could indicate 

uniformity of processing but also a lack of involvement of heterogeneous societal actors (like 

general administrative courts, civil actors, NGOs) 

2) a law practice that distinguished between “bortvisning” (rejection or return without re-entry 

ban) and “utvisning” (expulsion and return with re-entry ban), a practice which would have to 

be changed in order to comply with the Return Directive (the specific Norwegian practice in 

deciding on entry bans is described at length in Econ Pöyry 2009: 21 f.) 

3) Norway lacked a maximum time period for detention, a measure specifically asked for in 

the directive 

4) the practice of legalization and amnesty for illegal immigrants was not as developed in 

Norway as in other European countries. The same accounted for voluntary return assistance. 

(Econ Pöyry 2009: 2f.)  

Other general features of return administration before the Return Directive can be described 

as follows: Individuals who did not have a permit to live permanently in Norway were asked 

to leave the country voluntarily. If they did not comply, the police could, according to the 

Immigration Act, ensure that they left the country and, if necessary, force them to do so. Entry 

bans with a minimum of two years were an administrative option, not an obligation. Forced 

return procedures were carried out, but considered very costly, so voluntary return was 

already then regarded as a preferable and more humane measure (Prop 3L: 27). The 

International Organisation for Migration (IOM) cooperated with the Norwegian government 

in order to promote and carry out the voluntary return of rejected asylum applicants (ibid.). 

Up to January 2005, foreigners applying for asylum had a general right to  judicial assistance. 

This was replaced by a consultative arrangement involving NOAS, the Norwegian 

Organisation for Asylum Seekers (NOU 2010: 65). 

The following part of the chapter is concerned with actor’s and institution’s responses to 

change. If the civil servants entrusted with implementing the Return Directive in the 

Norwegian context would be acting according to a logic of consequence, civil servants would 

be expected to calculate, negotiate and adapt domestic measures to EU demands as swiftly 

and effectively as possible. If they acted according to the logic of appropriateness, individuals 

would succumb to the more ‘normative’ interpretation of roles as well as the path dependency 
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of previous decisions. Choosing among different roles and standard operating procedures and 

an affirmation of normative expectations to the roles of certain positions would indicate a 

prevalence of this kind of adaptive behavior. The logic of arguing, on the other hand, would 

apply in instances where norms and roles are conflicting or undefined. Adaptation would then 

happen by deliberation, especially if scope conditions for the free exchange of reasoned 

arguments were given (density of informal norms, mutual trust, lack of power play etc.). 

5.4 2009-2010: Consultations at the EU level – Arguing? 

Usually, the working group meetings in Council had given the domestic practitioners a fairly 

good indication on how the practice in other member states was functioning (interview 7): 

“In expulsion and migration, we could have long discussions on formulations and 

articles. And on the basis of these discussions, we got a pretty clear understanding of a 

country’s attitude. The problems were highlighted by pro and contra arguments, 

formulations, and we got an understanding of how these formulations should be 

interpreted once they should be enacted.” (interview 7) 

The Norwegians civil servants could therefore analyse and interpret what the other countries 

had in mind and thus follow the European train of thought. The involvement of the European 

Parliament in the decision making process had led to several points of the directive which 

needed clarification (e.g. the return monitoring provision (article 8 (6)) and conditions for the 

return of unaccompanied minors (article 10)). The Commission therefore initiated a so-called 

Contact Committee, where national practitioners could meet, compare national practices and 

get legal advice by the Commission (interview 7, 11, 5). Lacking the bargaining element, this 

committee is of a slightly different character than Council negotiations:  

“What we have been doing over the last two years is to invite the member states to a 

contact committee to discuss open questions of interpretation, to try to achieve a 

common understanding on certain formulations in the text.” (Commission 

representative, interview 5) 

The open questions turned out to be more than expected and the initially planned two 

‘interpretative’ meetings were extended to at least six (interview 8, 11)32

                                                 
32 At the time of writing, these bi-monthly meetings in Brussels were still going on. 

. Norway was 
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actively involved in this exchange of views (interviews 7, 11, 5). The Norwegians, like other 

member states, were free to ask questions before the meeting, and the Commission compiled 

all the questions. “At the meeting, we go through them article by article and see if we can 

achieve common views“ (Commission representative, interview 3). As an example, 

Norwegian civil servants mention their consultation with the Commission also in official 

documents (Prop 3 L: 56). This indicates that the argumentative influence of other member 

states and the EU structures continues while transposition is going on. This process, of course, 

is mutual and links several levels of government: Indirectly, actors from the Norwegian 

immigration department (as well as POD, PU and UDI) were involved in this process by 

contributing with their own questions and suggestions (interview 8). This indicates that within 

the ministerial structues, civil servants were engaging in arguing (hypothesis 5). 

5.5 Spring of 2010: Internal hearing in preparation of transposition 

The inter-institutional working group on return which had accompanied the negotiations in 

Brussels was also involved in the practical preparation of the hearing procedure for the Return 

Directive’s transposition. Questions that need to be cleared were often technical, but induced 

also normative considerations: 

“For example since the Return Directive reduces the length of the entry ban in the 

Immigration Act, the question follows: shall we harmonise the duration of an 

entry ban for those which used to get five years, to two years. We are concerned 

with these kind of questions.” (interview 8, UDI) 

This kind of balancing of ‘rights’ versus ‘control’ related issues was also present when the 

length and proportionality of en entry ban affecting family life was discussed (interview 8). 

This, again, indicates a certain amount of arguing behavior. The bureaucrats involved in 

transposition were caught in a constant process of re-evaluation, re-adjusting current practice 

by deliberating on values, possible consequences and the effectiveness of new procedures. 

UDI worked with the regulation and revisited the foreigner's regulation 

(utlendingsforskriften). It sent notice to the ministry about necessity for changes, more 

precision in the regulation, probable costs of adaptation and where there was need for 

guidelines in the foreigner's regulation (interview 8).  
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“What we hoped for was that if we were part of this now, we would have greater 

control on the result, and that we could help the ministry of Justice to speed up the 

process. Because we are very depending on getting things clear ahead of time in 

order to prepare implementation in our institution." (interview 8, UDI)   

The above indicates a dominance of the logic of appropriateness, with a strong inclination 

towards the exchange of arguments. Participants of the procedure were concerned to do the 

right thing. In a process of constant communication were exchanged. Arguments by 

subordinate actors counted, not always, but especially if they argue from the standpoint of 

experience and expertise (interview 7). The following part of the chapter will describe the 

content and composition of the most important document in transposition, Prop 3 L.  

5.6 March-November 2010:  The hearing – appropriateness in action 

The Norwegian Parliament is the central law making institution in Norway, entrusted with a 

political control function towards the government and great budgetary powers. The plenary 

sessions of the Storting are supposed to be an arena of democratic discussion, where parties 

mark their ground and debate issues of national concern (www.stortinget.no). Before a law 

proposition for a new law is presented in Parliament, it usually goes through an extensive 

hearing procedure under the auspices of the responsible  ministry – in this case of Justice and 

the Police - which includes a list of potentially affected organizations in civil society (Prop 3 

L: 10). After comments are included into the proposition, its text is assessed in the relevant 

parliamentary committee(s) and voted on in plenary (Storting 2011a). 

As we shall see in the part investigating the hearing, actors in the ministry of Justice 

approached this task with a ‘professional’ attitude of merging the directive’s provisions into 

Norwegian law as effectively as possible. In order to do so, they refer to already existing 

norms and procedures as often as possible. The hearing procedure was initiated on February 

3rd, 2010. The Prop 3 L was presented on March 19th. The process of legal transposition 

ended with the adoption of the government’s legal proposition on December 17th. Within the 

administration, neither the directive’s content nor the general obligation to comply with 

Schengen directives was questioned, whereas some civil rights organizations objected to 

certain elements of it. 
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The transposition of the Return Directive followed the standard Norwegian consultative law 

making process: After the Ministries responsible for working out the law proposition had 

done their internal coordinative work, they sent the proposal through a consultative hearing 

process, where relevant organizations (public and NGOs) were asked for comments.  The 

Ministry incorporated relevant responses and amended a few formulations33

“I cannot remember that the EU Return Directive was a special problem. There 

was no discussion in the Norwegian public on it. When autumn came, we started 

to reflect on what this would entail in terms of change in our system of rules. And 

my judgement at that point was simple: EU directives come. And when they 

come, one has to largely comply with them.” (interview 14) 

. The proposition 

by the Ministry was also referred to the relevant Standing Committee in Parliament, which 

published an ‘innstilling’ (Innst. 137 L) with its comments to the proposal. Immigration 

policies, including Schengen matters and the Return directive, were also officially discussed 

in the White Paper of the Norwegian government on Immigration Policy in a European 

perspective, published in March 2010. Respondents involved in the transposition recall that 

the directive was first mentioned and to a lesser degree discussed in the Parliamentary party 

groups at this point. But the attitude prevailing can be subsumed by the following comment of 

a member of Parliament:  

In Prop. 3 L, the corner stone of the legal transposition process, the Ministry of Justice 

stresses the Norwegian obligation to follow its Schengen obligations. In the background 

description of the law proposal, the Ministry refers to the history and other features of the 

Schengen Borders Code. The Return Directive in principle addresses the cases of every 

illegally staying third country national, but opens for the exclusion of individuals stopped at 

the Schengen external border, persons who are expulsed in connection with a conviction as 

criminals and persons who are extradited. The Norwegian government opted for not applying 

the principles of the directive to these people (Prop 3 L: 5).  

 

 

                                                 
33 Later, the administration is expected to not only interpret the actual text of the law, but to use the comments in 
this proposition (Prop.) as guidelines for the interpretation of cases. 



72 
 

5.7 Opinions from external stakeholders - A certain disagreement 

Some media articles and interviews with Knut Storberget on the implementation of the Return 

Directive appeared, expressing critical reflections on the Return Directive’s content 

(Aftenposten 2010, Klassekampen 2010). But generally, none of the civil servants 

interviewed recall a strong debate and public engagement on the matter before the 

controversial Maria Amelie case in 2011 (Aftenposten 2011, interviews 11, 8, 3). It is not 

possible to present all hearing comments34

The question of free legal aid and other protective elements in the directive’s articles 12, 13 

and 14, hotly debated in the Council setting, did not trigger big discussions within the 

Norwegian system either. Most institutions involved agreed that the guarantees for individual 

rights protection in Norway had an equal to higher standard than the ones in the directive. 

Some Norwegian NGOs disagreed, for instance Advokatforeningen and Juss-Buss

 in the framework of this thesis (Prop. 3 L: 13). 

Many of the organisations who answered were concerned with the rights of families and 

children, as well as the restrictiveness of a compulsory entry ban. Quite a few of the NGOs 

involved in the hearing procedure stress that the period for voluntary return should be longer. 

The police, on the other hand, argued for a shorter period. The ministry followed the stricter 

line and stated that only if special reasons, for instance the consequences for children in 

school, persist, should a longer period be granted  (Prop 3 L: 28). This indicates that external 

actors did not have the necessary resources (media attention, public support) to put pressure 

on political actors at this point. 

35

                                                 
34 The list of non-governmental organizations invited to participate in the official hearing is included in the 
document. The ones who responded with comments were: Advokatforeningen, Amnesty International, 
Barneombudet, Domstoladministrasjonen, Fellesorganisasjonen, Juss-Buss, KIM, Mellomkirkelig råd for den 
norske kirke, NOAS, Norsk Folkehjelp, Norsk psykologforening, Oslo politidistrikt, Politidirektoratet, Politiets 
utlendingsenhet, Redd Barna, Riksadvokaten, Statistisk sentralbyrå, Tunsberg biskop, UNHCR, 
Utenriksdepartmentet, Utlendingsdirektoratet og Utlendingsnemnda (Prop 3L: 11). 

. They 

interpreted the directive in the way that article 13 (4) imposes the introduction of free legal 

aid to all third country nationals who have received a return decision. Juss Buss extended this 

right to people who receive an entry ban because of criminal acts (Advokatforeningen 2010: 

6; Juss-Buss 2010: 2). The ministry however, in its argumentation, referred to the scope of the 

directive as well as relevant law texts in Norwegian practice and considered the access to 

possibilities for appeal as well as legal aid as provided for, the latter in immigration code § 92 

(Prop 3 L: 48). The respect for non-refoulement and considerations of vulnerability of persons 

35 These are two voluntary organisations of (respectively) lawyers and law students involved in advising 
individual immigrants free of charge. 
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(e.g. health questions) were, according to the ministry, congruent with the directive and did 

not introduce changes (Prop 3 L: 19). According to Norwegian international human rights 

commitments, measures that are more favorable to the legal position of the individual 

automatically override Norwegian administrative practices that might be in conflict with it 

(Prop 3 L: 7)36

The directive uses some vocabulary that is foreign to the Norwegian practice, for example 

“return decision” (‘returvedtak’) and “removal order” (‘vedtak om uttransportering’). Where 

possible, these concepts were not incorporated into Norwegian law, but legal correspondence 

was considered enough (ibid.). For the interpretation of the directive, the Norwegian 

government referred to the 20 guidelines for forced return issued by the Council of Europe in 

2005 (Council of Europe 2005). The document’s principles were used as guidelines during the 

final phase of the EU’s negotiations and the Norwegian authorities considered this useful for 

interpretation (Prop 3 L: 9). Another procedural guideline, also for the incorporation of 

hearing contributions, were the ministry’s own guidebook “Lovteknikk og Lovforberedelse”, 

the FAD’s “Instructions for Official Studies and Reports”

. This was considered sufficient to ensure the protection of individual rights. 

37

5.8 Amendments of the law - Turning to prevalent practices 

 as well as the Foreign Ministry’s 

handbook for EU/EEA work (interview 11). The above reveals a general ‘appropriateness’ 

(hypothesis 4) orientation 1) to comply with EU law as well as general human rights 

standards, 2) a respect for existing national procedures and practice, and 3) an obligation and 

expectation to involve and consult relevant actors of civil society – although their arguments 

are not necessarily incorporated. 

This section will address the elements of the directive which actually resulted in amendments 

of the Norwegian law text. In its presentation and explanation of necessary amendments, the 

government focused on six points in the directive which needed to be incorporated: 

• Definition of risk of absconding 

• Voluntary return 

• Expulsion with compulsory entry ban 

• Monitoring system for forced return procedures 

                                                 
36 Reference to European Convention of Human Rights article 3. 
37 Ministry of Government Administration, Reform and Church Affairs (Fornyings-, Administrasjons- og 
Kirkedepartementet (FAD)) 
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• Return of unaccompanied minors 

• Detention length 

5.8.1 Definition of risk of absconding 

A term central to the directive is the term “risk of absconding” (‘unndragelsesfare’) which, 

prior to the directive, did not exist in the Norwegian law. The department of Justice therefore 

looked at current police procedures (especially regarding forced returns in the Dublin II 

practice) for inspiration. The fact that Germany, Switzerland and the Netherlands already had 

introduced a list of indicators for risk of absconding was also worth a consideration (JD 

2010b: 16f.). This indicates that the principal orientation within the ministry was to follow 

standard operating procedures. They also consulted what other countries saw as appropriate. 

The new §106a in the Norwegian immigration code makes clear that a complete assessment 

of the illegal immigrant’s situation has to precede the establishment of a risk of absconding. 

The nine indicators38

5.8.2 Voluntary departure 

 listed are supposed to be seen in their combinations and individually 

weighted against the other factors. (Prop 3 L: 17 f.). This blend of referrals to prevalent 

procedures as well as the ‘consultation’ of other countries indicates logic of appropriateness. 

Following the directive’s definition, a return decision is supposed to state that a TCN resides 

illegally on the territory and that this person has the obligation to leave. As a novelty to 

Norwegian law, this decision had to include an explicitly stated period for voluntary return. 

The individual right to a period for voluntary return needed to be incorporated more explicitly 

(Prop 3 L: 24 f.).The current domestic practice had been that the denial of an application for 

legal stay was implying an obligation to leave the territory. Norway had, in agreement with 

other member states, under the negotiations argued against the institution of several separate 

decisions. This resulted in the directive’s article 6.6, which opened for the possibility of 

simultaneously issuing a return decision as well as a removal order. The period of voluntary 

departure could therefore be included in the denial of an application for legal stay (Prop 3 L: 

20). Generally, the Ministry considered the new focus on voluntary return as very positive. It 

                                                 
38 The factors listed in the directive are not the only ones which could count for establishing a risk of absconding. 
The ministry cites the incidents of rejected and disillusioned asylum seekers setting fire to the removal reception 
centers in the summer of 2010, and incorporates this kind of ‘disturbing public order’ as another possible 
indicator for risk of absconding (Prop 3 L: 18). 
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stressed that already in 2009, 1019 individuals left Norway in cooperation with the IOM. In 

the description of possible exemptions to  the period of voluntary return, the directive’s 

“threat to public order” was found in the Norwegian paragraph’s § 90 formulation 

“fundamental national interests”, and the ministry systematically evaluated this and other 

legal formulations and practices against each other, referring to the former St.Prop. of 2006-

2007 which had introduced the new foreigner’s act (Prop 3 L: 29f.). The responsibilities in 

cases where the granted period for voluntary return needed to be interrupted lay traditionally 

in the hands of the police, which expressed the wish to continue the practice (Politiet 2010: 2). 

JD agreed with this view: Although UDI in October 2010 was to overtake the responsibility 

for the organization of voluntary return, the Police was also in the future considered to be the 

authority entitled to extradite the individual if a risk of absconding was determined (Prop 3 L: 

32). All of the above indicates a dominance of the logic of appropriateness: legal standards – 

which are strong, enforceable normative standards – rule the transposition. The more informal 

respect for current practices was also an indication of the perception that roles, traditions and 

competence in a certain field needed to be respected and taken into account. The following 

three paragraphs describe the adjustments made to the four most controversial issues in the 

directive: entry ban, return and its monitoring, the return of unaccompanied minors and 

detention.  

5.8.3 Entry ban 

In connection to the directive’s article 11, which deals with the entry ban for TCNs who have 

not received a period for voluntary return or have not followed the request to leave the 

country within a certain period, the Norwegian government states that the Norwegian practice 

and law had to this date had a connection between expulsion (utvisning) and entry ban 

(innreiseforbud). The latter could not come without the former, but expulsion could happen 

without an entry ban (Prop 3 L: 41 f.). Rejection at the border and the normal announcement 

of end to a legal stay (bortvisning) used to come without entry ban. The entry ban could have 

a minimum of two years, the maximum was unlimited. The directive thereby provoked a 

stricter response to overstay and other breaches of the immigration code. This fact did not go 

uncommented by the NGOs involved in the hearing (Prop 3 L: 42). UDI, arguing from the 

practitioner’s point of view, mentioned that many foreigners do not realize the potentially 

severe consequences of an ‘overstay’. It therefore recommended the introduction of a 

premonition into the return decision’s text, something that could provide for administrative 
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efficiency, better legal certainty as well as a promotion of voluntary return measures (UDI 

2010a) That this idea was taken up by JD, was a result of this argumentation (interview 8), an 

incident which shows that practical expertise could be resource for persuasion. 

The politicians had already in spring of 2010 recognized that the compulsory entry ban would 

pose administrative problems (interview 14). But how an actual control system for people 

obliged to leave the country should be realized, was still unclear in February 2011 and also 

subject to discussion within the Commission’s contact committee (interview 8). In its legal 

proposition, the ministry conclusively aimed at continuing the current practice as far as 

possible (Prop 3 L: 46). This indicates inertia in decision making, which can be interpreted as 

a certain path dependency of current institutional conditions. The Return Directive’s article 21 

replaced Schengen convention’s article 23, which was the former rule guiding Norwegian 

administration in questions of rejecting people at the border (‘bortvisning’). The Norwegian 

framework for entry denial had mainly been a ‘may’ formulation, leaving it up to the 

administration to decide whether to let people in out of humanitarian reasons. The European 

directive has a stronger ‘shall’ formulation, with a few possible exemptions. Also here, the 

Norwegian government chose to continue its current practice, with an explanation of how 

procedures under the old article 23 were carried out as well as a reference to the Swedish 

assessment of the situation, which came to the same conclusion. (Prop 3 L: 22).  

5.8.4 Monitoring system for forced return 

One of the more controversial issues in the Norwegian hearing was the use of force in the 

enforcement of return decisions. The current practice (written in ‘rundskriv’ and Royal 

resolutions) was that Politiets Utlendingsenhet (PU) had the responsibility to return asylum 

seekers whose protection claim had been denied. The use of force in these cases had been 

regulated through the general law of the police and instructions to the police 

(politiinstruksen). Some NGOs (Amnesty, NOAS) asked for more precisely framed 

instructions, specifically designed for the act of enforcing return (Prop 3 L: 35). The ministry, 

on the other hand, saw the directive’s article 8 requirements on the use of force as fulfilled in 

Norwegian law and practice (Prop 3 L: 35). Regarding the institution of a monitoring system, 

the authorities referred to already existing institutions like the tilsynsråd at Trandum 

utlendingsinternat, Sivilombudsmannen, head of PU, etc. and otherwise indicated to wait for 

further definition by government, EU Commission research results and other instructions 
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(Prop 3 L: 36). This, again indicates that civil servants engaged in transposition were looking 

for instructions by authorities and otherwise intended to adapt to change by reverting to what 

was already tried and tested (hypothesis 4). 

5.8.5 Return of unaccompanied minors 

The return of unaccompanied minors and their special need for protection (article 10 (2) of the 

directive) was interpreted as being not sufficiently explicit in the Norwegian law text, only 

present in circulars issued by the Department of Justice. These commanded that minors are 

only to be returned to a relative or qualified caretaker in the country of origin (Prop 3 L: 38). 

The explicit formulations in the directive were taken as an occasion to re-formulate the law 

text in § 90 to make clear that the return of unaccompanied minors could only take place if a 

caretaker, family member or proper caretaking institution had been identified. It was up to the 

government to specify what a ‘proper caretaking institution’ is (Prop 3 L: 39). This new 

formulation, according to UDI, was not going to change current Norwegian practice (UDI 

2010a). Nevertheless, also this issue was taken up in the Commission’s contact committee 

(interview 11) – an indication for the fact that arguing was activated when norms or roles 

were unclear. 

5.8.6 Detention conditions 

Detention conditions and detention period have been the most difficult elements of the 

directive under negotiations. The ministry discusses and explains the question of detention 

over the length of seven pages. In the Norwegian hearing process, relevant NGOs like 

Advokatforeningen and NOAS stressed the importance of separating criminal prisoners from 

people detained in order to be returned. UDI also recommended a new point in the 

immigration code’s § 107:  

“If there is no place accessible in the utlendingsinternat and it is necessary to place the 

foreigner in an ordinary prison, this foreigner should in general be kept separate from 

other inmates.” (Prop 3 L: 55)  

The risk of absconding, again, was a central concept in the directive (article 15) for 

determining whether a foreigner needs to be imprisoned or not. In order to define  more 

precisely the length of detention in Norwegian law, the government proposed a new element 
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in paragraph § 106, and set the usual time period to a maximum of 12 weeks, something 

Norwegian practitioners had been working with before. Only if the foreigner would not 

cooperate and special difficulties arose in obtaining necessary documents from other 

countries, could the period for detention be extended to more than three months. As in  the 

previous legal  practice on such issues, only a court could decide whether special reasons to 

detain the foreigner persist after 12 weeks (Prop 3 L: 53). A period of a maximum of 18 

months was set following the directive. In this case, the directive introduced a ‘rights’ element 

into Norwegian law. The detention period had been unlimited before. Norway had argued 

against a limit to detention, but was now obliged to implement it. Regarding the directive’s 

articles 16 and 17, the ministry presented the recently reformed Norwegian conditions for 

imprisonment as congruent with the directive’s requirements (Prop 3 L: 54). It argued in 

general that the arrest and detention of foreigners to be deported was an important instrument 

to ensure the return of those who do not travel voluntarily (see also PU Årsmelding 2009: 2). 

This referred to both detention in order to ascertain identities as well as detention in order to 

implement a return decision (Prop 3 L: 54). This indicates an inclination to continue current 

practice (hypothesis 4).  

5.9 December 2010: In Parliament – ‘rhetorical appropriateness’ 

The central instance of legal transposition is the Norwegian Parliament, Stortinget. As in all 

Parliaments, deliberation and argumentation can take different forms: strategic rhetorics 

alternate with truth-seeking exchange of arguments based on commonly accepted norms and 

the following of roles and procedures. This final part of the chapter is not meant to give a full-

fledged analysis of deliberative quality, but meant to illustrate whether instrumental thinking 

(benefits/means ends) was present and which kind of norms (control/rights) were prevalent in 

argumentation by different parties. In analogy to the debate in the European Parliament, the 

position of the responsible committee as well as the debate in Parliament of December 2010 

are therefore examined for indications of the three logics.  

In its instilling 148 S and 137 L at the beginning of December 2010, the Standing  Committee 

for Local Government and Public Administration expressed its support for the coming 

directive (Innst. 148 S: 2, Innst. 137 L). The committee, in accordance with Prop 3L, came to 

the conclusion that many aspects of the directive were already present in the Norwegian law: 

the protection of children’s rights, the respect for the family and individual health, that the 
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return decision was issued when the immigrant’s application for legal stay was refused, that 

the directive’s article 8 on removal was congruent with national law. Only the Progress 

Party’s member of the committee objected to some of the content of the instilling: he 

demanded a two year entry ban, a detention period of full 18 months, not 12 weeks like the 

government suggested (Per-Willy Amundsen, FrP, Storting 2010a: 1694). Members of 

Parliament do not remember that the directive was discussed much further: 

“The committee is not the place for discussion, we have interventions, comments and 

proposals. So there is no special drafting in the committee. Especially if a majority is 

already established. In this case, there is neither a discussion between government and 

opposition.” (interview 14, member of Parliament) 

In the actual debate, other members of Parliament, notably from the opposition, expressed 

their consent to the directive: “… there is noticeable general agreement on this (…) Norway 

sends a signal that we stand united around an effective, but humane return policy” (Trond 

Helleland  (Høyre), Storting 2010a: 1695). None of the involved parties had major objections 

(interview 14). Many government representatives repeated the claim that it was very difficult 

to fight illegal immigration without an effective return policy. Third-country nationals would, 

on the other hand, also have a better protection by the law than before. The promotion of 

voluntary return was seen as very positive. Simultaneously, it is seen as “absolutely decisive 

that foreigners that do not return voluntarily must be expelled and transported from Schengen- 

countries.” (Innst 148 S: 2). Only the Christian People’s Party voiced some concerns on 

children’s rights (Kjell Ingolf Ropstad (KrF), Storting 2010a: 1695). The final word in the 

parliamentary debate was given to  Knut Storberget, minister of Justice (Ap): “Let me express 

satisfaction about the fact that we manage to unify around this important aspect of Norwegian 

refugee policy” (Storting 2010a: 1695). This indicates that the discussion was not a truth 

seeking dialogue, but a rhetorical confirmation of each other’s opinions, and, in the end, a 

‘contract’, consistent with prevalent norms, rules and standard operating procedures. 
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5.10  2011: Implementation Processes – Intentions to Comply 

The final chapters of Prop 3 L recount possible economical and administrative consequences 

of the directive’s implementation (Prop 3 L: 58 f.). The repercussions of the transposition 

were about to be felt in the administration for some time to come. But, overall, civil servants 

in JD acknowledged how much of the Return Directive could actually already be found in the 

Norwegian law text (interview 11). Some practical challenges therefore remained also after 

the legal transposition. Although the Return Directive introduced mostly minor adjustments in 

the law, these entailed major shifts in for instance electronic administration systems 

(interview L). Also UDI interpreted the current Norwegian law as mostly congruent with the 

Return Directive’s elements:  

“In the beginning we thought that this transposition would be difficult, but when 

we looked at our own practice, we saw that many of the standards in the directive 

already existed in Norwegian law. Nevertheless, the directive entails a lot of small 

adjustments. That is a lot of work. For example that the period for voluntary 

return in the directive is defined to lie between seven and 30 days. We didn’t have 

that before, and have to implement it now.” (interview 8, UDI)39

None of the respondents questioned the Norwegian obligation to comply with the upcoming 

Schengen directive (interviews 7, 11, 14, 8). The directive was transposed just in time in 

December 2010, but several points of it were still unclear after January 2011. Interview 

partners state that they wished to transpose  all elements of it and all of them worked hard “in 

order to live up to the ambitions of the directive” (interview 8). The responsible people in the 

Ministry and directorate showed high motivation to seek dialogue and clarification, both 

among each other as well as in Brussels at the Commission’s Contact Committee. The heart 

of the transposition process was, as usual, the hearing procedure, where relevant experts from 

civil society were involved in arguing about the merits and pitfalls of legal formulations 

proposed by the Ministry. But the preferences in the whole Norwegian Parliament were so 

clearly in favour of transposition, that contrary arguments resulting from concerns in civil 

society and media remained in the background

  

40

                                                 
39 The paragraph this UDI employee refers to is § 90 of the new Immigration Act, which in 7.2 stressed that the 
period to leave the country was usually set to three weeks (UDI 2008b). 

.  

40 A scheduled live hearing in the Parliament’s responsible Committee (10. November 2010) was cancelled 
because no relevant institution had applied to take part in it (www.stortinget.no). 
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Year Month/Date Event 

2008 
 

June 2nd Deadline of applications for a comparative UDI report on 
European return policies 
 

June 16th European Parliament adopts directive 2008/115/EC 
 

October 8th Norwegian Foreign minister mentions Directive in his 
report on EU/EEA  
 

December 24th Publication in the EU’s Official Journal L 348 
 

2009  JD prepares a “White Paper on Norwegian Migration 
Policy in a European perspective”  (St. meld. 9) 
 

2010 
 

February 3rd Start of official parliamentary hearing procedure for the 
legal transposition of the Return Directive  

March 8th Presentation of White Paper “Norwegian refugee and 
migration policy in European perspective” (St.meld. 9) 
 

March 31st Deadline for sending in comments for the hearing 
procedure regarding Return Directive 2008/115/EC 
 

April 19th Storting hearing regarding St. meld. 9, participants: NHO, 
Norsk Folkehjelp, Flyktningehjelpen, NOAS 
 

June 4th Publication of Kommunal- og Forvaltningskomite’s Innst. 
327 S regarding St. meld. 9 

July 7th Initiation of hearing procedure on changes in the 
Immigration Code regarding detention preconditions 
 

August 30th Initiation of hearing procedure for amendments of return 
related regulation 
 

October 1st Publication of Prop. 3 L (JD) and 2 S (UD) 
 

November 10th Scheduled hearing on the Return Directive in the resp. 
Standing Committee of Parliament, cancelled 
 

December 7th Publication of Innstilling 137 L by the Committe of Local 
Government and Public Administration regarding 
transposition  of the Return Directive 

December 9th Publication of Innstilling 148 S by the Committe of Local 
Gov. and Publ. Admin. 
 

December 13th First treatment in Parliament (presentation) 
 

December 17th second treatment in Parliament, publication of Lovvedtak 
33 (enactment) 
 

Table 5.1 Timeline of transposition in Norway 
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5.11 Final Analysis: Appropriateness and professional arguing 

The question to be answered in the realm of this thesis was how domestic Norwegian actors 

and institutions respond to change resulting from EU Schengen policy. Since there was no 

strong opposition to the upcoming directive, neither within government nor within 

Parliament, civil servants could concentrate on efficient and ‘appropriate’ implementation. In 

defining the law and regulation amendments, the prevalent reaction of Norwegian civil 

servants was to revert to norms and procedures already known and accepted (logic of 

appropriateness). There were, however, some instances where the coming EU directive posed 

challenges to the administration: overlapping competences and understandings of new 

provisions required the exchange of opinions and experience (hypothesis 6). We can observe 

that participants in the Norwegian debate shared a common lifeworld – most of them were 

politicians, bureaucrats or working with return from the legal angle of civil rights 

organizations. Normative, truth-seeking exchange about commonly accepted rules and 

persuasion happened. But many decisions in the process were molded in small, professional 

forums. Here, also formally subordinate institutions were invited to voice their opinions and 

arguments. Although not all of their suggestions were taken in, some policy adjustments were 

directly connected to their comments. This indicates that the logic of arguing was at play in 

certain instances where practitioner’s expertise was pivotal (logic of arguing). The inter-

administrative dialogue also involved EU member states and EU institutions like the 

Commission. The search for a reasoned consensus was thereby largely limited to inter-

ministerial coordination groups and inter-institutional forums.  

The hearing procedure in itself was the usual opportunity for Norwegian civil society to 

express its opinion. External input by NGOs was taken into account, but most often their 

arguments could not convince the Ministry of Justice to amend its proposal. Civil servants, 

working intensely with the directive since 2005, had entered the hearing procedure well 

prepared and thoroughly informed about the Commission’s priorities as well as the opinions 

of its own directorates and departments. After intensive work on the directive’s content and 

transposition, they concluded that it generally fitted Norwegian practice and was in 

accordance with Norwegian norms and interests. This indicates a prevalence of the logic of 

appropriateness. The arguments brought forward by ‘outsider’ hearing instances were not 

relevant enough to convince the ministry of including new elements in the law text. This 

indicates that ‘outsiders’ would need other resources to back their arguments: a timely public 
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debate in the media, for example. This did not happen in the case of the Return Directive. The 

ministry of Justice could in addition count on a stable majority in Parliament to bring its 

proposition through. The logic of appropriateness, indicated by a referral to authoritative 

norms and prevalent procedures, dominated the process (hypothesis 2). Even though the 

consultation procedures were public (hearing, parliamentary debate), general interest for the 

transposition – as perceived by politicians - was low. The next chapter will sum up findings 

from chapter 4 and 5 and provide an outlook on possible further research. 
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6 Conclusion – Between Advocacy and Adherence 
This concluding chapter begins with a final interpretation of the findings from the empirical 

analysis. It first summarizes how Norwegian actors navigated the EU Schengen setting and 

transposed its outcome by applying a certain combination of logics. In a second step, the 

chapter gives some arguments for and against the methodological approach chosen. At the 

end of the chapter, ideas for further research are sketched. These include other Schengen 

policies, actual implementation at the national level and the emerging relationship between 

the Norwegian and European Parliament.  

6.1 Results emerging from the data 

According to Olsen, an institutional perspective aims to match “principles and standards 

underlying Europeanization processes and the identity, history and internal dynamics of 

specific nation states or institutions” (Olsen 1992: 264). This thesis has tried to accomplish 

this in the field of Schengen related migration policy. 

This thesis initially put the question how Norwegian actors responded to institutional change 

at the EU level. As chapter 4 could show, Norwegian civil servants responded to change 

proposed by the Return Directive’s provisions and shifting institutional environments mainly 

by reverting to a logic of cooperative consequence (Hypothesis 1). Nevertheless, their range 

of possible reactions as a small country and EU outsider was restricted by normative 

expectations and structural constraints. They responded to these restrictions by arguing in the 

‘appropriate’ terms of practical expertise. The return directive case offers several instances of 

truth seeking discourse, especially the initial trilogue meetings, when a general framework for 

negotiations was being put in place. But these institutional settings were not directly 

accessible to the representatives of Norway. The case of the Return Directive shows how 

institutional developments in co-decision restrict the possibilities of influence. 

 

As participants of cooperative bargaining, e.g. in the JHA counsellor group, Norwegians were 

informed about the content of informal negotiations between Parliament, Commission and 

Council presidency. In the context of the Return Directive, Norwegian interests were in line 

with a majority or large minority of member states (depending on the concrete issues being 

negotiated) and there was no need to be very proactive. Another indicator for this response in 
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this controversial context is that they did not swiftly attempt to contact and influence e.g. the 

Parliament or the presidencies. As long as Norwegian interests lie in the middle of European 

developments, Norway can meander between positions of member countries and seek 

alliances where it is opportune. Norwegian practitioners can also ‘download’ policy ideas and 

sometimes, as in the case of the one-step-two-step procedure, ‘upload’ practical contributions. 

The response of civil servants might have been very different if there had been a development 

which diverged strongly from Norwegian interests. As we could see in chapter 5, the interest 

of the Norwegian government was very close to the directive’s content. Even before the 

asylum numbers rose drastically in 2008, the coalition had declared that “A quick return of 

each foreigner whose application for asylum is rejected is of great importance for the 

legitimacy of the institution of asylum” (Soria Moria I: 75). Norwegian civil servants 

transposed the directive into Norwegian law by reverting to already existing standards and 

rules. Some of the new elements like the monitoring system for forced return triggered 

arguing behaviour, especially in civil servant groups directly concerned with transposition and 

implementation.  

It is, however, salient that the adoption and transposition of the Return Directive in the 

Norwegian Parliament took place without any major debate, especially if one compares its 

reaction to the controversial discussion (e.g. on detention) within the European Parliament. 

This may be understood on the basis that the directive was, broadly speaking, in line with 

overall Norwegian interests and in the field of return policy and that the government 

commanded an absolute majority at the time. But the lack of a Norwegian discussion on the 

restrictive elements of the Return directive, like for instance the compulsory entry ban, 

became suddenly salient in January 2011. The highly emotional public debate which 

accompanied the so-called Maria Amelie case made Norway’s migration administration tailor 

a so-called ‘Lex Amelie’ which creatively circumvents the compulsory entry ban of the 

Return Directive (interview respondent J, member of Parliament). The subject of return and 

entry ban obviously had a high potential for debate and the media discussion actually resulted 

in innovative legal outcomes in Norwegian society. But this happened only when a single 

person’s destiny was brought to the TV and tabloid debate forums, pressuring the Norwegian 

government and its immigration administration to move. Apparently, Norwegian politicians 

and the public were much less inclined to discuss EU policy while it actually was in the 

process of creation. 
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6.2 Reflections on approach and method 

This is a single case study. Generalizations and further development of theories are therefore 

hard to achieve. But thanks to the three logics approach, I could compare different 

institutional settings with each other. A focus on the behavioural response of civil servants in 

AID, JD and UDI shed light on the link between policy levels. The timeline of the directive 

illustrates how different settings in EU and domestic institutions result in different 

behavioural responses and, in the end, policy outcomes. At the EU level an object of 

bargaining and debate, the Return Directive became an instance of ‘following the procedures’ 

in the Norwegian context. The study focuses on a time period in which new decision-making 

procedures were introduced. Its neo-institutional perspective allowed me to illustrate the 

‘clash’ of different institutional cultures as well as a certain inertia in adaptation to new 

situations. Although this is a very special case, it does indicate that the involvement of the 

European Parliament in decision-making has consequences for Norwegian Schengen 

participation. Further research is necessary to evaluate how co-decision affects other 

processes of Norwegian Schengen engagement (for example the visa cooperation) or maybe 

even some EEA strategies when the Parliament is engaged. The three ‘logic’ perspectives 

were complementing each other, with gliding transitions from predominantly cooperative 

logics to competitive logics of behaviour (Lewis 2010: 652). Although this theoretical 

approach was not very parsimonious, it could indicate tendencies of behaviour in different EU 

settings, for instance when the member states came together after the directive’s adoption and 

engaged in a much freer exchange of thoughts than before.  

The multilevel approach used in this thesis has, however, one deficiency: following a 

directive through its stages means meandering between many different institutional forums, 

confronting a multitude of possible actors, interests and influences. This means that this thesis 

could not dedicate its attention to in-depth features of either the EU or the national setting, but 

had to stay with rather general impressions on actor responses and interpretations of the 

situation. New questions are raised, for instance the question of ‘personality’ in negotiations, 

a factor which interview partners often named. Single actors like the Commission 

representative, the EP rapporteur and the Slovenian interior minister were identified as drivers 

of the process. The data indicates that their mediating role was pivotal, but how and why 

exactly could not be ascertained.  
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It is obvious that, at the domestic level, only the implementation practice following the 

transposition of the Return Directive will show how far or near Norwegian interpretation of 

its rules actually lie from the European average. Actors from implementing institutions like 

UNE and POD were not represented in my interviews (only in the document research), so 

there is definitely a gap to be filled. The quality and character of deliberation on migration 

and return in Norwegian society could only be hinted at in this study, but offer a rewarding 

field of research, where European arguments could be compared to Norwegian validity 

claims.  

6.3 EU-Norway – what comes next? 

It is hard to trace whether and how European ways of reasoning resonate in Norwegian 

government discourse. But this study indicates that the Norwegian administrative ‘lifeworld’ 

in Schengen and immigration matters is strongly connected to European ways of reasoning. 

This trend is likely to continue. Norwegian migration and research institutions started 

participating in the European Migration Network (EMN) in 2010 to keep updated on general 

developments in European migration policy, especially the field of asylum (St. meld. 9: 78). 

One could be concerned that the Norwegian Parliament’s role is weakened and that the 

government’s and administration’s role is strengthened in this constellation (Eriksen 2008: 

373). Some indications are there: Jan-Paul Brekke claims that Norwegian governments, no 

matter from which side of the political spectrum, have shown a special interest in the ‘control’ 

side of EU integration developments (Brekke 2011: 16). In one way, this is true. The 

Norwegian government is apparently highly motivated to keep up the close coordination with 

the EU’s return policy. It stresses Norway’s present and future participation in Frontex, the 

European bureau for border control in charge of coordination of realizing returns to countries 

of origin (St. meld. 9: 79). The Stockholm programme is aiming to intensify European 

cooperation in matters of asylum and Norway reacts by joining the European Migration  

Network (EMN). Norway is also planning a participation in the European Asylum Office 

(EASO) (Brekke 2011: 10). The Norwegian authorities’ initiative to assess Norway’s 

relationship to the EU’s migration policy in a public forum (Europautredningen) indicates that 

the full extent of EU entanglement is far from clear. 

On the other hand, a closer look at civil servants in this multilevel system of policy making 

shows that bureaucrats see both sides of the value spectrum, ‘control’ and ‘rights’ represented 
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in EU developments. They stress that they would actually welcome to have more informed 

and earlier debates on Schengen related issues in order to develop their positions under 

negotiations (interviews 9, 11, 15). Migration counselors from Brussels publish their reports 

on new developments in migration and asylum policy (Lexau 2009). The Maria Amelie case 

has shown that Norway has a responsive democratic system once it is activated by public 

pressure. But the lack of public attention to the field of EU Schengen policy making has, so 

far, not been conducive to democratic discussion at the time when policy is decided upon.  

Norwegian institutions have recently shown a response to co-decision: While this thesis was 

under production, the Norwegian Parliament established the position of a Parliamentary 

coordinator at the Norway House in Brussels (Norway’s EU delegation: 2011). Time will 

show whether this contact will also cover Schengen and migration related policies in the EU’s 

evolving Justice and Home Affairs.  

 

 

 



89 
 

References 
Acosta, Diego (2009). “The Good, the Bad and the Ugly in EU Migration Law: Is the 
European Parliament Becoming Bad and Ugly? (The Adoption of Directive 2008/15: The 
Returns Directive)”, European Journal of Migration and Law 11: 19-39. 

Aftenposten (2010). “Ønsker å fengsle papirløse lenger”, article by Jenny Sandvik and Einar 
Haakaas, July 22nd 2010. 

Aftenposten (2011). “EU kan nekte Maria Amelie innreise”, article by Anbjørg Bakken, 
Karen Tjernshaugen and Christiane Jordheim Larsen, January 22nd, 2011. 
 
Andersen, Svein (2000). Norway: Insider AND Outsider. ARENA Working Paper 04/2000. 
Oslo: ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. 
 
Aus, Jonathan P. (2007a). Crime and Punishment in the EU: The Case of Human 
Smuggling.ARENA Working Paper 06/2007. Oslo: ARENA Centre for European Studies, 
University of Oslo. 
 
Aus, Jonathan P. (2007b). EU Governance in an Area of Freedom, Security and Justice: 
Logics of Decision-making in the Justice and Home Affairs Council. ARENA Working Paper 
15/2007. Oslo: ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. 

Aus, Jonathan P. (2009). “Conjunctural Causation in Comparative Case-oriented Research”, 
Quality and Quantity 43: 173-183. 

Börzel, Tanja (2002). “Pace-Setting, Foot-Dragging, and Fence-Sitting: Member State 
Responses to Europeanization”, Journal of Common Market Studies 40 (2): 193-214. 

Börzel, Tanja and Thomas Risse (2000). “When Europe Hits Home: Europeanization and 
Domestic Change”, European Integration online Papers (EIoP), 4, (15). 
http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2000-015a.htm 

Borgvad, Anne Marie (2007). “Schengen-avtalen: Den ukjente halvbroren til EØS-avtalen”. 
Unpublished. Brussels/Oslo. 

Boswell, Christina (2008). “The Political Functions of Expert Knowledge: Knowledge and 
Legitimation in European Union Immigration Policy”, Journal of European Public Policy 15 
(4): 471–488. 

Brekke, J.-P. (2004). The Struggle for Control. The Impact of National Control Policies on 
the Arrival of Asylum Seekers to Scandinavia 1999-2004. ISF-rapport 13/2004. Oslo: Institutt 
for samfunnsforskning. 

Brekke, Jan-Paul (2011). Migrasjon og integrasjon: Norges tilknytning til EU. 
Europautredningen report no.10. Oslo: Utvalget for utredning av Norges avtaler med EU. 

 

http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2000-015a.htm�


90 
 

Bøckman Finstad, Fredrik (2008). “EUs justis- og innenrikspolitikk”, Nytt Norsk Tidsskrift 4: 
336-347. 

Checkel, Jeffrey T. and Andrew Moravczik (2001). “A Constructivist Research Program in 
EU Studies?”, European Union Politics 2 (2): 219-249. 

Checkel, Jeffrey T. (2007). “It's the Process Stupid! Tracing Causal Mechanisms in European 
and International Politics”, pp. 35-58 in Blandingskompendium STV 4020, part 1, 2009. Oslo: 
University of Oslo. 

Claussen, Unni (2007). Den norske EU‐delegasjonen: Et lydig instrument eller en autonom 
aktør? Master thesis. Oslo: Department of Political Science, University of Oslo. 

Dagsavisen (2009). “Strammer inn asylpolitikken – igjen”, article by Sol Gabrielle Larsen, 
Juy 1st, 2009. 

Dolowitz, David and David Marsh (2000). “Learning from Abroad: The Role of Policy 
Transfer in Contemporary Policy Making”, Governance: An International Journal of Policy 
and Administration 13 (1): 5-24. 

Dryzek, John S. (2000). Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics, 
Contestations. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Econ Pöyry (2009). The enforced Return of Irregular Migrants: Rules and Practices in 
Norway, France, Poland and Sweden. Oslo: Report 2009-026.  

Eriksen, Erik O. (2008). “Norges demokratiske underskudd”, Nytt Norsk Tidsskrift 4: 368-
379. 

Egeberg, Morten (2006). “The Institutional Architecture of the EU and the Transformation of 
European Politcs”, pp. 17-30 in Egeberg, Morten (2006) (ed.). Multilevel Union 
Administration. The Transformation of Executive Politics in Europe. Houndmills, 
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Egeberg, Morten/ Jarle Trondal (2011). Forvaltningsmessige konsekvenser av EØS/EU. 
Sentraladministrasjonen – norsk og europeisk. Europautredningen report no.1. Oslo: Utvalget 
for utredning av Norges avtaler med EU. 

Eising, Rainer and Beate Kohler-Koch (1999) (eds). The Transformation of Governance in 
the European Union. London: Routledge. 

Elster, Jon (2007). Explaining Social Behavior. More Nuts and Bolts for the Social Sciences. 
New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Falkner, Gerda, Miriam Hartlapp and Oliver Treib (2007). “Worlds of Compliance: Why 
leading Approaches to European Union Implementation are only 'sometimes-true Theories'”, 
European Journal of Political Research 46: 395-416. 



91 
 

Fossum, John Erik (2010). “Norway's European 'Gag Rules'”, European Review, 18 (1): 73-
92. 

Farrell, Henry and Adrienne Héritier (2007). “Codecision and Institutional Change”, West 
European Politics, 30 (2): 285-300. 

Franßen de la Cerda (2008). “Die Vergemeinschaftung der Rückführungspolitik – das 
Inkrafttreten der EU-Rückführungsrichtlinie”, Zeitschrift für Ausländerrecht und 
Ausländerpolitik 28: 377-384.  

Geddes, Andrew (2001). “The Shift to Europe: Explanations for and Implication of the 
Development of EU Migration Policy”, Swiss Political Science Review 7 (3): 8-14. 

Geddes, Andrew (2008). Immigration and European integration (2nd edition): Beyond 
Fortress Europe? Manchester: Manchester University Press. 

George, Alexander and Andrew Bennett (2005). Case Studies and Theory Development in the 
Social Sciences. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Gerring, John (2007). Case Study Research: Principles and Practices. New York: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Goetz, Klaus H. (2001). “European Integration and National Executives: A Cause in Search 
of an Effect”, pp. 211-231 in Goetz, Klaus H. and Simon Hix (eds). Europeanised Politics? 
European Integration and National Political Systems. London: Frank Cass Publishers. 

Guiraudon, Virginie (2000). “European Integration and Migration Policy: Vertical Policy-
making as Venue Shopping”, Journal of Common Market Studies, 38 (2): 251-71. 

Guiraudon, Virginie (2001). “Seeking New Venues: The Europeanization of Migration-
Related Policies”, Swiss Political Science Review 7 (3): 2-8. 

Haas, Peter M. (1992). “Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy 
Coordination”, International Organization, 46 (1): 1-35. 

Haas, Peter M. (1998). “Compliance with EU Directives: Insights from International 
Relations and Comparative Politics”, Journal of European Public Policy, 5(1): 17-37. 

Habermas, Jürgen (1984). The Theory of Communicative Action (volume 1): Reason and the 
Rationalization of Society. Boston, MA: Beacon Press.  

Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary Taylor (1996). “Political Science and the Three new 
Institutionalisms”, Political Studies, XLIV: 936-957. 

Héritier, Adrienne (2001). “Differential Europe: The European Union impact on National 
Policymaking”, in Héritier, Adrienne, Dieter Kerwer, Christoph Knill, Dirk Lehmkuhl, 
Michael Teutsch and Anne-Cécile Douillet (eds) (2001). Differential Europe. The European 
Union Impact on National Policymaking. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 



92 
 

Hofman, Herwig (2008). “Mapping European Administrative Space”, West European Politics  
31 (4): 662 – 676. 

Joppke, Christian (2002). “European Immigration Policies at the Crossroads”, pp. 259-274 in 
Heywood, Paul, Erik Jones, Martin Rhodes (eds). Developments in West European Politics 
(2nd edition). Houndmills, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Klassekampen (2010). “Vil varsle tidligere”, article by Kristin Haug, October 23rd, 2010. 

Knill, Christoph (1998). “European Policies: The Impact of National Administrative 
Traditions”, Journal of Public Policy 18(1): 1-28. 

Kvam, Bjarne (2008). Norge og Schengen. Et svekket samarbeid mot kriminalitet. Oslo: 
Cappellen. 

Lavenex, Sandra (2001). “The State, Sovereignty, and the Europeanization of Migration 
Policy”, Swiss Political Science Review, 7 (3): 14-22. 

Lavenex, Sandra and Emek M. Uçarer (2004). “The External Dimension of Europeanization: 
The Case of Immigration Policies”, Cooperation and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic 
International Studies Association, 39 (4): 417-443. 

Lavenex, Sandra and William Wallace (2005). “Justice and Home Affairs. Towards a 
European Public Order?”, pp. 457-480 in Wallace, Helen, William Wallace and Mark A. 
Pollack (eds). Policy Making in the European Union (5th edition). Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.  

Lewis, Jeffrey (2010). “How Institutional Environments facilitate Co-operative Negotiation 
Styles in EU Decision Making”, Journal of European Public Policy 17 (5): 648-664. 

Lexau, Siw (2009). Flykting- og migrasjonspolitikk I EU. Brussel: Halvsårsrapport fra EU-
delegasjonen våren 2009. 

Lutz, Fabian (2010). The Negotiations on the Return Directive. Comments and Materials. 
Nijmegen: Wolf Legal Publishers. 

Maanum Ruud, Tone (2003). Passer Norge inn i Schengen? En case-studie av 
europeiseringen av utlendingsforvaltningen. Hovedoppgave. Oslo: Institutt for Statsvitenskap, 
University of Oslo. 

March, James and Johan P. Olsen (1995). Democratic Governance. New York: The Free 
Press. 

March, James and Johan P. Olsen (1996). “Institutional Perspectives on Political Institutions”, 
Governance: An International Journal of Policy and Administration 9 (3): 247-264. 



93 
 

March, James G. and Johan P. Olsen (1998). “The Institutional Dynamics of International 
Political Orders”, International Organization 52 (4): 943-969. 

Naurin, Daniel (2010). “Most Common when Least Important: Deliberation in the European 
Union Council of Ministers”, British Journal of Political Science 40: 31–50. 

Olsen, Johan P. (1992). “Analysing Institutional Dynamics”, Staatswissenschaften und 
Staatspraxis 3 (2): 247-271. 

Ostrom, Elinor (1998). “A Behavioral Approach to the Rational Choice Theory of Collective 
Action. Presidential Address, American Political Science Association, 1997”, American 
Political Science Review 92 (1): 1-22. 

Peters, Guy B. (2005). Institutional Theory in Political Science: The ‘New Institutionalism’”. 
New York: Continuum. 

Putnam, Robert (1988). “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: the Logic of Two-level Games”, 
International Organization 42 (3): 427-460. 

Pollack, Mark A. (1997). “Delegation, Agency and Agenda Setting in the European 
Community”, International Organization 51 (1): 99-134.  

Risse, Thomas (2000). “Let’s Argue!’: Communicative Action in World Politics”, 
International Organization 54 (1): 1-39. 

Risse, Thomas and Mareike Kleine (2010). “Deliberation in Negotiations”, Journal of 
European Public Policy 17 (5): 708-726. 

Rosamond, Ben (2007). “New Theories of European Integration”, pp.117-136 in Michelle 
Cini (ed.). European Union Politics (2nd edition), Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Rubin, Herbert and Irene S. Rubin (2005). Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data 
(2nd edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Ruggie, John Gerard (1998). “What makes the World hang together? Neo-Utilitarianism and 
the Social Constructivist Challenge”, International Organization  52(4): 855-885. 

Sabatier, Paul A. and Hank Jenkins-Smith (eds) (1993). Policy Change and Learning. An 
Advocacy Coaliton Approach. Boulder: Westview. 

Sabatier, Paul A. (1998). “The Advocacy Coalition Framework: Revisions and Relevance for 
Europe“, Journal of European Public Policy 5 (1): 98-130. 

Sabatier, Paul A. and Christopher M. Weible (2007), “The Advocacy Coalition Framework: 
Innovations and Clarifications”, pp. 189-221 in: Sabatier, Paul A. (ed.). Theories of the Policy 
Process. Boulder: Westview. 



94 
 

Scharpf, Fritz W. (1994). “Games real Actors could play. Positive and negative Coordination 
in embedded Negotiations”, Journal of Theoretical Politics 6 (1): 27-53. 

Scharpf, Fritz W. (2006). “The Joint-Decision Trap revisited”, Journal of Common Market 
Studies 44 (4): 845-64. 

Schimmelfennig (2001). “The Community Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action and the 
Eastern Enlargement of the European Union”, International Organization 55 (1): 47–80. 

Sejersted, Fredrik (2008). “Norges rettslige integrasjon i EU”, Nytt Norsk Tidsskrift 4: 313-
322. 

Steenbergen, Marco R., André Bächtiger, Markus Spörndli and Jürgen Steiner (2003). 
“Measuring Political Deliberation: a Discourse Quality Index”, Comparative European 
Politics 1: 21-48. 

Stie, Anne Elizabeth (2010). Co-decision – the Panacea for Democracy? ARENA Report no. 
1/10. Oslo: ARENA Centre for European Studies. University of Oslo. 

Storberget, Knut (2009). “En human asylpolitikk”, article in Dagbladet, November 4th, 2009. 

Sverdrup, Ulf I. (2000). Ambiguity and Adaptation - Europeanization of Administrative 
Institutions as loosely coupled Processes. Dissertation. Oslo: Department of Political Science, 
University of Oslo. 

Tansey, Oisin (2007).“Process Tracing and Elite Interviewing: A Case for Non-Probability 
Sampling”, PS: Political Science and Politics 40 (4): 765-772. 

Trondal, Jarle (2002). “Beyond the EU Membership-Non-Membership Dichotomy? 
Supranational Identities among National EU Decision Makers”, Journal of European Public 
Policy 9 (3): 468-487. 

Trondal, Jarle and Frode Veggeland (2003). “Access, Voice and Loyalty: the Representation 
of Domestic Civil Servants in EU committees” Journal of European Public Policy, 10 (1): 
59-77. 

Trondal, Jarle (2010). An Emergent European Executive Order. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Uçarer, Emek M. (2010). “Justice and Home Affairs”, pp. 306-323 in Michelle Cini (ed.). 
European Union Politics (2nd edition), Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Vevstad, Vigdis (2006). Utvikling av et felles europeisk asylsystem. Jus og Politikk. Oslo: 
Universitetsforlaget. 

Yin, Robert K. (2009). Case Study Research. Design and Methods (4th edition). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 



95 
 

Public documents (Norway) 

Advokatforeningen (2010). “Høringsuttalelse – forslag om gjennnomføring av Returdirektivet 
i norks rett”. Letter to Justis- og Politidepartementet.  Oslo: April 9th 2010. 

AID (2008). “Innstramming av asylpolitikken”. Press release no. 88. Oslo: Arbeids- og 
Inkluderingsdepatementet, September 3rd 2008. 

JD (2010a). “Styrket Retursamarbeit”. Press release no. 31. Oslo: Justis- og 
politidepartementet, March 19th 2010. 

JD (2010b). “Høringsnotat om gjennomføringen i norsk rett av Europaparlamentets- og 
rådsdirektivet 2008/115/EF.” Oslo: Det Kongelige Justis- og Politidepartementet.  

JD (2010c) “Retningslinjer for fastsettelse av utreisefrist i vedtak etter utlendingsloven som 
innebærer at utlendingen skal forlate riket”. G-2010-015, Saksnummer: 201010587. Oslo: 
Justis- og politidepartementet, December 23rd 2010. 

Juss-Buss (2010). “Høringsuttalelse fra Juss-Buss om forslag til gjennomføring av 
returdirektivet i norsk rett”, Oslo: March 30th 2010. 

Innst. 137 L. Innstilling fra kommunal- og forvaltningskomiteen om endringer I 
utlendingsloven (Gjennomføring av returdirektivet). Oslo: Stortinget, December 7th 2010. 

Innst. 148 S. Innstilling fra kommunal- og forvaltningskomiteen om samtykke til godtagelse av 
direktiv 2008/115/EF om felles standarder og prosedyrer for retur av tredjelandsborgere med 
ulovlig opphold (videreutvikling av Schengen-regelverket). Oslo: Stortinget, December 9th 
2010 
 
NOU 2006: 14. Gransking av Utlendingsdirektoratet. Norges offentlige utredninger. Oslo: 
Arbeids- og Inkluderingsdepartementet. 
 
NOU 2010: 12. Ny klageordning for utlendingssaker. Norges offentlige utredninger. Oslo: 
Justis- og politidepartementet. 

POD (2010). “Høring Returdirektivet”, Letter to Justis- og Politidepartement. March 23rd, 
2010.  

Prop 2 S (2010-2011), Samtykke til godttagelse av direktiv 2008/115/EF. Oslo: 
Utenriksdepartementet, October 1st, 2010. 

Prop. 3 L (2010-2011). Endringer I utlendingsloven (gjennomføring av returdirektivet). 
Proposisjon til Stortinget. Oslo: Justis- og politidepertementet, October 1st, 2010. 



96 
 

Soria Moria I. Political platform for a majority government. Issued by the Labour Party, the 
Socialist Left Party and the Centre Party. Oslo: October 13th 2005. 

Soria Moria II. Political platform as basis for the Government’s work formed by the Labour 
Party, Socialists Left Party and Centre Party. Oslo: October 7th, 2009. 

St. meld. 9 (2009-2010). Norsk flyktning- og migrasjonspolitikk I et europeisk perspektiv. 
Oslo: Justis- og Politidepartementet. 

St. meld. 23 (2005-2006). Om gjennomføring av europapolitikken. Oslo: Det Kongelige 
Utenriksdepartementet. 

Storting (2008). “Sak: Utenriksministerens redegjørelse om viktige EU- og EØS-saker” pp. 
236-310. Oslo: Stortinget, October 23rd. 

Storting (2010a), Sak Nr. 8 og 9: “Endringer i utlendingsloven (gjennomføring av 
returdirektivet)”, pp 1693-1697. Oslo: Stortinget. December 13th: 

Storting (2010b). “Vedtak til lov om endringer I utlendingsloven (gjennomføring av 
returdirektivet)”, Oslo: Stortinget, December 13th.  

Storting (2011). Saksbehandling i komiteene. 
www.stortinget.no/no/Stortinget-og-demokratiet/Arbeidet/Saksbehandlingen-i-komiteene/ 

[03.05.2011] 
UD (2002). Instruks for utenrikstjenesten. Kapittel 3 § 5, “Spesialutseninger og andere 
utsendigner”. Oslo: Utenriksdepartementet, October 13th. 

UD (2008). “Retningslinjer for departementenes arbeid med EØS- og Schengen-saker”. Oslo: 
Utenriksdepartementet. 

UDI (2008a). “Utredningsprosjekt. Komparativ studie av utvalgte Schengen-land: Utvisning 
på grunn av brudd på utlendingsloven.” Konkurransegrunnlag. Saksnummer 08/2406. Oslo: 
Utlendingsdirektoratet. June 2nd, 2008. 

UDI (2008b). Immigration Act 2008. Oslo: Utlendingsdirektoratet, November 2008.  
http://www.udi.no/newact [08.01.2011] 
 
UDI (2010a) “Utlendingsdirektoratets høringssvar på Justisdepartementets forslag til 
gjennomføring av returdirektivet”. Oslo: Utlendingsdirektoratet, April 9th 2010. 

UDI (2010b). “Regulations of 15th October 2009 on the Entry of Foreign Nationals into the 
Kingdom of Norway and their Stay in the Realm (Immigration Regulations)” Oslo: 
Utlendingsdirektoratet. 
 

http://www.stortinget.no/no/Stortinget-og-demokratiet/Arbeidet/Saksbehandlingen-i-komiteene/�
http://www.udi.no/newact�


97 
 

UDI (2011a). Årsrapport 2010. Oslo: Utlendingsdirektoratet. 
http://www.udi.no/arsrapport2010/ [25.04.2011] 

UDI (2011b). “Returdirektivet  - Endringer i utlendingsloven og forskriften som følge av 
implementeringen av Returdirektivet som trådte i kraft den 24. desember.” Oslo: 
Utlendingsdirektoratet. Oslo: Utlendingsdirektoratet, January 5th. 

Politiet (2010) “Samarbeidet mellom politi og UDI om frivillig retur” 
https://www.politi.no/Nyhet_9447.xml [08.01.2011] 

PU (2004). Årsmelding 2004. Oslo: Politiets Utlendingsenhet. 
https://www.politi.no/politiets_utlendingsenhet/ [20.04.2011] 

PU (2009). Årsmelding 2009. Oslo: Politiets Utlendingsenhet. 
https://www.politi.no/politiets_utlendingsenhet/ [20.04.2011] 

PU (2010). Årsmelding 2010. Oslo: Politiets Utlendingsenhet. 
https://www.politi.no/politiets_utlendingsenhet/ [20.04.2011] 

Public documents (Europe) 

Commission (2002). Green Paper on a Community Return Policy on Illegal Residents. 
COM(2002) 175 final. Brussels: April 10th, 2002. 

Commission (2005a). Commission proposal for a European Parliament and Council Directive 
on common standards on procedures in Member States for returning illegally staying third 
country nationals. COM(2005)391 final. Brussels: September 1st, 2005. 

Commission (2005b). Detailed Commission Comments on Proposal for a European 
Parliament and Council Directive on common standards on procedures in Member States for 
returning illegally staying third country nationals. SEC (2005) 1175, Brussels: October 4th, 
2005. 

Council of Europe (2005). Twenty Guidelines of the Committee of Ministers of Europe on 
Forced Return. Strasbourg: September 2005 (adopted on May 4th 2005). 

Council (2006a). Outcome of Proceedings of Working Party on Migration and 
Expulsion/Mixed Committee (EU-Iceland/Norway/Switzerland) on: 13-14 and 26 September 
2006. COD 13025/06. Brussels: October 16th, 2006. 

Council (2006b). Outcome of Proceedings of Working Party on Migration and 
Expulsion/Mixed Committee (EU-Iceland/Norway/Switzerland) on: 26 September and 9 
October 2006. COD 13934/06. Brussels: October 18th, 2006. 

Council (2006c). Outcome of Proceedings of Working Party on Migration and 
Expulsion/Mixed Committee (EU-Iceland/Norway/Switzerland) on: 25 October and 6 
November 2006. COD 14743/06. Brussels: November 22nd, 2006 

http://www.udi.no/arsrapport2010/�
https://www.politi.no/Nyhet_9447.xml�
https://www.politi.no/politiets_utlendingsenhet/�
https://www.politi.no/politiets_utlendingsenhet/�
https://www.politi.no/politiets_utlendingsenhet/�


98 
 

Council (2006d). Note from the Dutch Delegation. COD 15701. Brussels: November 22nd. 

Council (2007a). Note from Presidency (Germany) to Strategic Committee on Immigration, 
Frontiers and Asylum. COD 6624/07, Brussels: February 28th, 2007. 

Council (2007c). Outcome of Proceedings of the Strategic Committee on Immigration, 
Frontiers and Asylum / Mixed Committee (EU-Iceland/Norway and Switzerland) on: 
November 21st 2007. COD 15566/07 Brussels: December 7th 2007. 

Council (2007c). Outcome of Proceedings of the Strategic Committee on Immigration, 
Frontiers and Asylum / Mixed Committee (EU-Iceland/Norway and Switzerland), on: 23-24 
October 2007. COD 14321/07. Brussels: October 29th, 2007. 

Council (2007d). Outcome of Proceedings of the Strategic Committee on Immigration, 
Frontiers and Asylum / Mixed Committee (EU-Iceland/Norway and Switzerland) on 21 
November 2007. COD 15566/07. Brussels: December 7th,2007 

European Council (1999). Presidency Conclusions. Towards and Area of Freedom, Security 
and Justice. The Tampere Milestones. Tampere: October 15th/16th, 1999. 

European Council (2004). Presidency Conclusions. Annex 1. The Hague Programme. 
Strengthening Freedom, Security and Justice in the European Union. 14292/04 1. Brussels: 
November 4th/5th, 2004.  
 
European Parliament (2007a). Report on the proposal for a directive of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on common standards and procedures in Member States for 
returning illegally staying third-country nationals. Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and 
Home Affairs (LIBE). A 6-0339/2007. September 20th 2007. 

European Parliament (2007b). Provisional Draft Opinion of the Committee on Civil Liberties, 
Justice and Home Affairs for the Committee on Budgets on the draft general budget of the 
European Union for the financial year 2008. 2007/2019 (BUD). July 5th, 2007. 

OJ (1999). Agreement concluded by the Council of the European Union and the Republic of 
Iceland and the Kingdom of Norway concerning the latters' association with the 
implementation, application and development of the Schengen acquis. L 176/36 EN. Brussels: 
Official Journal of the European Communities, July 10th, 1999. 

OJ (2008). Directive 2008/115/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 
December 2008 on common standards and procedures in Member States for returning 
illegally staying third-country nationals. Official Journal of the European Union (OJ) L 
348/98, December 24th2008 

 
 
 
 
 



99 
 

Internet sources 

 
Online access to Return Directive related Council documents in the public register via inter-
institutional file no. 2005/0167(COD) (as text) 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/showpage.aspx?id=1279&lang=EN 

Europautredningen Utvalget for utredning av Norges avtaler med EU 

http://www.europautredningen.no/ 

European Parliament – the Legislative Observatory 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/ 

Eur-Lex Access to European Law 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm 

EU (2010) Co-decision diagram s 

http://ec.europa.eu/codecision/stepbystep/diagram_en.htm [03.04.2011] 

FAD Instructions for Official Studies and Reports  

http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-wift/ldles?doc=/sf/sf/sf-20000218-0108.html [15.4.2011] 

Norway’s EU delegation 

http://www.eu-norge.org/Om_delegasjonen/delegasjonen 

Norway’s EU delegation (2009) Rapport om ulovlig innvandring [12.3.2011] 

http://www.eu-norge.org/Aktuelt/Rapporter/rapport_ulovlig_migrasjon_mars_2009/ 

Norway’s EU delegation (2011) 

“Stortingets veiviser i Europaparlamentet”, published February 16th, 2011 

http://www.eu-norge.org/Aktuelt/Nyhetsartikler/Stortinget-pa-plass-i-Brussel-/ 

[15.05.2011] 

UNHCR (2011). UNHCR’s Asylum Levels and Trends in Industrialized Countries. 
http://www.unhcr.org/statistics [30.04.2011] 

 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/showpage.aspx?id=1279&lang=EN�
http://www.europautredningen.no/�
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/�
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm�
http://ec.europa.eu/codecision/stepbystep/diagram_en.htm�
http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-wift/ldles?doc=/sf/sf/sf-20000218-0108.html�
http://www.eu-norge.org/Om_delegasjonen/delegasjonen�
http://www.eu-norge.org/Aktuelt/Rapporter/rapport_ulovlig_migrasjon_mars_2009/�
http://www.eu-norge.org/Aktuelt/Nyhetsartikler/Stortinget-pa-plass-i-Brussel-/�
http://www.unhcr.org/statistics�


100 
 

Annex 
 

a) List of interview partners  

Interview partner 
code 

Professional position Date of 

conversation 

meeting / phone 

1 Former Norwegian JHA 
counsellor 

02.03.2011 meeting 

2 Former Norwegian JHA 
counsellor 

09.03.2011 meeting 

3 Former Norwegian migration 
counsellor 

18.02. / 18. 03. 2011 meeting 

4 representative German 
Ministry of the Interior 

06.04.2011 phone 

5 Commission representative 03.03.2011 meeting 

6 Council secretariat 
representative 

03.03.2011 meeting 

7 Norwegian Police department 
representative 

09.03. / 02.04. 2011 meeting / phone 

8 UDI coordinator 1 01.03.2011 meeting 

9 UDI coordinator 2 28.04.2011 phone 

10 Norwegian lawyer and EU 
migration expert 

28.03.2011 phone 

11 Norwegian JD immigration 
representative 

03.03.2011 / 

15.04.2011 

meeting / email 

12 EP LIBE staff assistant 18.04.2011 phone 

13 Norwegian AID representative 
at SCIFA 

04.04.2011 phone 

14 Norwegian MP 13.04.2011 meeting 

15 JD international coordination, 
former JHA counsellor 

09.04.2011 meeting 
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b) Interview Guides Three Logics 

RQ1: How do Norwegian actors respond to institutional change at the EU level? 

RQ2: How do Norwegian domestic actors and institutions respond to EU change? 

Logic of Appropriateness 

Focus: Path dependency and identity. Norwegian representatives and their relation to 
institutional norms and constraints. Attachment of certain values and meanings to prevalent 
rules. 

Measuring in text and interviews:  

EU level:  

Which institutions are normally represented in EU negotiations? 

What do national representatives usually do in the Mixed Committee setting? 

What is expected of representatives a Norwegian representative in this situation? 

How do representatives act in instances of conflict between different sets of norms (e.g. HR 
versus national interest)? 

What do Norwegian actors think should a committee like the Mixed Committee deliver? 

How does the directive (e.g. entry ban, procedural rights, judicial remedy, detention, 
humanitarian safeguards) connect to other migration measures already agreed upon? 

National level: 

Which institutions are responsible and most affected by the returns directive? How did they 
participate in policy making? 

What characterizes daily practice in coordination of EU and domestic level? 

How well does the directive (entry ban, procedural rights, judicial remedy, detention, 
humanitarian safeguards) fit the Norwegian practices? 

How much do the institution and its representative feel compelled to comply with the 
directive? 

In which respects did representative and /or organization feel most stress on standard 
procedures? 

Would representative rather do without the influence of EU on Norwegian administration? 

Are there elements of the directive that Norway did not comply with? Why? 
(normative/practical reasoning) 
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Logic of Consequences:  

Focus: Short-term preferences. Instrumental view on negotiations, information obtainable, 
clear goals: e.g. avoid dissonance with national law and practices, flexible intergovernmental 
and inter-institutional trade-offs.  

Measuring: 

EU level:  

How clear were the instructions from home (e.g. entry ban, procedural rights, judicial remedy, 
detention, humanitarian safeguards) that representatives received? 

What were their bargaining resources? 

What were the preferences/resources of other countries? How did they behave? 

How much information / what kind of information did reps have about the goals of other 
countries? 

What restricted possibilities for action?  

What kinds of bargains were struck? (cooperative/hard) When? 

Did Norway /other countries seek a trade-off? If yes, with what could they bargain? 

Did Norway act strategically in coordination/coalition with other countries? 

If unsuccessful, do Norwegians go venue shopping for other possibilities to influence e.g. the 
Presidency, Parliament, Commission? 

National level: 

How do the preferences of different institutions (UDI, UD, JD, PU, UNE) compare to the 
central elements of the directive (e.g. entry ban, procedural rights, judicial remedy, detention, 
humanitarian safeguards)? 

What are the preferences of the Norwegian government coaltion (Ap/SV/SP)? 

What was/is the dominant institution in the current situation? 

Which institution / which actors have most resources? 

Is the directive useful for purposes other than the harmonization of return? 
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Logic of Arguing: 

Focus: true reasoning. power play between states/institutions recedes to the background, 
equal partners meet, exchange of validity claims with the goal to persuade and find consensus. 
Precondition: openness to be persuaded, truth-seeking  

Measuring: 

EU level: 

When were countries inclined to move on their positions (e.g. entry ban, procedural rights, 
judicial remedy, detention, humanitarian safeguards)? 

Did Norwegians witness “true” discussions about what the best instruments for an effective 
European migration policy are (based on common principles)? If yes, when & where? 

Did Norwegians observe instances of open arguing, were countries or the Commission 
actually moved on their position? Were there sudden, surprising agreements? 

How much importance was given the actual know-how of the experts present? 

Were there smaller actors which noticeably influenced the decision process by arguments? 

Which networks and channels did Norwegians use for additional information & know-how 
exchange? 

National level:  

How prominent was/ is the return directive (e.g. entry ban, procedural rights, judicial remedy, 
detention, humanitarian safeguards) in parliamentary and institutional discussions? 

At what points were bureaucrats / the Norwegian civil society / public involved in expressing 
their views about measures in transposition? 

How much freedom did institutions /individuals have in implementing the directives rules? 

Do implementing institutions share the idea that a credible return policy is a deterrent for 
illegal immigration? 

Are there other channels through which respondents exchange practices and views with other 
national and EU practitioners? 
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c) List of Council Prep. Bodies (11761/07) Borgvad (2007) *) = evtl. Norw. participation 
 

 

 

 

 

Europol 

Collective 
Evaluation 

 

Visa *) 

Police Cooperation*) 

Schengen 
Evaluation *) 

Article 36 Committee / 
CATS *) 

High Level 
WG on 

Asylum and 
Migration  

SCIFA: Strategic 
C. on Immigration, 

Frontiers and 
Asylum *) 

Civil 
Protection 

Committee 
on Civil 

Law 
Matters 

Frontiers *) 

Asylum 

Migration and 
Expulsion *) 

COUNCIL 

Justice and Home Affairs 
*) 

SIS-TECH *) 

Horizontal 
Working Party on 

Drugs 

Schengen 
Acquis *) 

 

Terrorism 

Customs Cooperation 

SIS/Sirene *) 

Fundamental Rights 
and Citizenship*) 

European Judicial 
Network 

Multidisciplinary 
WG Org. Crime *) 

Subst. Criminal Law 

Judicial Cooperation 
in Criminal Matters 

COREPER *) 

Information Exchange 

CIREFI *) 

 

Joint Supervisory 
Authority (data 

protection) 

JHA 
Counsellors 

*) 
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