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Abstract How do we account for norm (non-)compliance in complex situations
of global governance? Instead of emphasising power and diverging interests, this
research note develops an innovative framework by arguing for a need to account
for the social foundation of norms and the processes of norm contestation among
relevant stakeholders. It comprises three crucial elements: first, the relevant stake-
holders that form around specific policies; second, the types of knowledge about
the policy object at stake; and finally, the knowledge gaps across stakeholders and
their strategies to overcome them. Based on these considerations, we advance a
framework of three pillars of ‘vested interests’, ‘vice’ and ‘virtue’: given, first, the
diversity of stakeholders in policy-making and their vested interests, we assume,
secondly, an increased likelihood for norm contestation. For some this constitutes
a vice. However, we argue, thirdly, that open deliberation has the potential to lead
to positive implications for governance arrangements and is therefore a virtue for
~ norm compliance. Applying this framework to the example of the use of outer space,
we show how our approach can address what we call the ‘lasting reality’ of global
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governance, namely the regular confrontation of culturally embedded normativity
that stems from the increased diversity of actors in the global realm.

Keywords Global governance - Norms - Contestation - Normativity - Legitimacy -
Knowledge -

Introduction

How do we account for norm compliance, or non-compliance for that matter, in
complex situations of global governance? Many fundamental norms, such as democ-
racy, human rights, the rule of law and sustainability, appear widely agreeable at
a first glance, given their stipulation in treaties, conventions or agreements (Koh
1997). Then again, they are however often violated, either by breaches of these
norms on behalf of the very signatory of these agreements or on behalf of a plural
set of agents who are expected to implement them ‘on the ground’. This is not sur-
prising. For, as the Chayeses have noted early on, the more specific and technical
standards at the stage of implementing norms on the ground are likely to trigger
contestation (Chayes and Chayes 1993). Taking the compliance literature further,
social constructivists have argued for a “richer view of the law” to account for the
social context of norm implementation (Finnemore and Toope 2001). Rather than
focusing on ever more specific details based on analysing stages of “legalisation”
(Abbott et al. 2000), this richer view decidedly places the interpretation of the law
within the wider social environment where agents interact.

This research note builds on this insight and seeks to flesh out the methodologi-
cal implications of a contextual constructivist approach to compliance. To that end,
we focus on the process covering the space between the stage of norm constitution,
1.e. in treaties, or agreements, on the one hand, and the stage of norm implementa-
tion on the ground, on the other. Following Park and Vetterlein, we conceive of this
process as the practices that contribute to the translation of fundamental norms into
“policy norms” (Park and Vetterlein 2010). We propose a research framework that
moves beyond predominantly interest-based explanations of the problem of (non-)
compliance. To that end, we draw on agonistic approaches in the growing field of
norms studies which perceive of contestation as a virtue rather than a vice (Tully
2002; Mouffe 2008; Wiener 2014). We argue that, as a social practice, contesta-
tion helps accounting for the social foundation of norms through interaction in con-
text. This is achieved by focusing on the very process of norm contestation among
affected stakeholders. Contestation is triggered by objection to breaches of funda-
mental norms, or by differences with regard to perceived normative meanings (Wie-
ner 2014, 2018). To take the constitutive force of contestatory practice into account
when studying compliance, it is key to move norm research out of the “positivist”
corner which implies an opening towards “more interpretive strains” (Kratochwil
and Ruggie 1986, p. 766).

To do so, we particularly address two aspects in current norm studies that war-
rant further discussion. These include, first, the assumption that strategies of norm
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diffusion are legitimated by universal rather than context-based validity claims (Kra-
tochwil 1984); and second, and relatedly, the often insufficient problematisation of
groups of affected stakeholders who are engaged in norm contestation in situ (com-
pare Zimmermann 2017 for an exception). Accordingly, we suggest that a spatio-
temporal distance between identifying fundamental norms at the constitutive stage
(i.e. in international treaties, conventions or agreements) on the one hand, and imple-
menting these norms by means of specific policies at the implementing stage (i.e. in
distinct locations in sub-unites of global society), on the other. While fundamental
norms may be agreed to by way of signing treaties and, therefore, appear to be uni-
versally shared, we highlight that international politics is marked by a diversity of
affected stakeholders. Given the plurality of affected stakeholders on a global scale,
their in situ interaction with norms and about norms at the stage of norm implemen-
tation is expected to generate “contested compliance” (Wiener 2004).

We term this a situation of norm contestation based on the diversity of practical
knowledge these different actors hold. And we argue that, in order to understand
why actors do or do not comply with norms, it is necessary to recall how policy
norms (Park and Vetterlein 2010) come about through interactive engagement in
politics and policy-making at the meso-scale of global governance. It is this interac-
tive engagement, we hold, that eventually enables IR theory to assess the legitimacy
of global governance norms by taking the plurality of diverse affected stakeholders
into account. To that end, it is vital to address the spatio-temporal distance between
the stages of norm constitution at the macro-scale and norm implementation on the
micro-scale of global society. The suggested approach initiates research at the micro-
level of global governance where affected stakeholders either contest breaches of
fundamental norms or engage in contestation about distinct interpretations of nor-
mative meaning. These contestations are informed by background knowledge that is
re-/constituted through everyday practice.

To assess the effect of this knowledge in situations of norm contestation, the pro-
posed approach is knowledge-based and focuses on the identification of three ele-
ments: first, the groups of affected stakeholders that engage in contestation of norms
regarding a specific policy sector; second, the types of knowledge with relevance
for the policy object at stake; and finally, the difference in background experience
that generates knowledge gaps among stakeholders and the strategies which are
developed to overcome them. Based on these elements, we advance the follow-
ing assumption that centres on the three pillars of vested interests, vice and virtue:
given the diversity of affected stakeholders and relatedly the distinct background
knowledge, or vested interests, that informs their perception of norms, we expect an
increased likelihood for norm contestation. While for problem-solving approaches
to compliance, this constitutes a vice which needs to be overcome (e.g. by blaming
or shaming), by contrast, we argue that contestation constitutes a virtue insofar as it
is as an indicator for difference, either in the perceived meaning or of breaches of
norms.

When triggering open deliberation among affected stakeholders, contestation
has the potential to generate shared meanings. As such, it has positive implica-
tions for governance arrangements. It is therefore, in principle considered a virtue
for research on norm (non-)compliance. The argument about the virtue of norm
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contestation is derived from agonistic approaches that devise legitimacy from con-
testation as an interactive practice (Tully 2002). It follows that the re-constitution
of normative meaning through practice is a crucial precondition for compliance
with norms in global society. We seek to demonstrate that such interaction is most
likely to occur in processes of politics and/or policy-making. This negotiating stage
is therefore considered as the social environment that is most favourable to gener-
ate shared background knowledge vis-a-vis fundamental norms. This has been espe-
cially noticeable with regard to the wide-ranging ‘responsibility discourse’ in global
governance. To exemplify the proposal for a new approach to global governance, we
refer to responsibility in the remainder of the article.

Responsibility has become an established topos in several governance sectors.
CSR has been on the rise as a policy tool to hold corporations accountable for their
doings (Dashwood 2014). R2P releases a nation-state of its charge (in the third pil-
lar) and instead assigns responsibility to international organisations in the name of
human rights to which a majority of other states, the international community, has
agreed (Bellamy 2008; Welsh 2011; Karp 2014; Gaskarth 2015; Gholiagha 2015).
And the CBDR principle which has played a role in climate governance negotia-
tions subsequent to the Kyoto Protocol assigns states responsibility for the sustain-
able use of natural resources (Scott 2009; Brunnée and Toope 2010). The overlap-
ping responsibility discourse in these governance sectors illustrates the concept’s
increasing weight in global governance (Daase et al. 2017; Debiel et al. 2018). But
what is even more important here, and the reason why we have chosen to focus on
responsibility in this research note, is the fact that responsibility greatly emphasises
the underlying values of norms and therefore, relatedly, the normativity of politics.
In times of global crises, be they financial, religious or others, questions of morality
and ethics are evoked. For instance, most of the banks have acted in perfectly legal
confines during the financial crises, that is, they complied with regulations and law,
and yet, we now talk about a code of ethics for bankers.! These issues reveal that
policy norms such as standards and regulations are inherently normative (Kjaer and
Vetterlein 2018) and that in order to understand global governance and find answers
to pressing questions of norm compliance we might need to engage with ethics and
morality, too. In this research note, we therefore suggest that the responsibility norm
and its enactment or non-enactment in different sectors of global governance pro-
vides a fruitful testing ground for the framework we sketch in this note. Instead of
focusing on well-studied and well-documented cases such as R2P or CSR, we chose
to illustrate the proposed approach with reference to ‘outer space’. As a sector of
global governance, it has been gaining in importance as it is being discovered by
both private and state actors alike as a resource-rich environment. In addition to not
being studied too much, this case is particularly valuable as a ‘typical case’ (Palin-
kas et al. 2015) that can illustrate what we would like to highlight in this research
note.

! For the code of ethics, compare the American Bankers Association (ABA) at: http://www.aba.com/
Training/ICB/Pages/ethics.aspx
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The remainder of the research note is organised in three sections. In section one,
we introduce some aspects of current exploration of outer space. Private actors
as well as states approach it from very different vantage points, which serves as a
reminder that assumptions about universal validity in global ‘governance are dif-
ficult to uphold. Accordingly, in section two we highlight the limitations of inter-
est-oriented approaches that consider compliance a vice and propose focusing on
contestation as a virtue instead. In section three, we elaborate on the methodologi-
cal framework reflecting this preference based on the analytical tools of processes
of contestation and knowledge gaps. We contend that through this novel focus on
knowledge production and transfer through norm contestation helps overcoming
the gap between constituting norms at the macro-scale and implementing them at
the micro-scale. In the best-case scenario, these meso-scale contestations gener-
ate shared policy norms. In the well-known examples of climate governance and
humanitarian law, they are known as organising principles such as CBDR or R2P,
respectively. In a nutshell, the research note suggests that a more robust methodolog-
ical focus on contestation offers a novel way for norms studies to account for actor
diversity in relation to sustainable normativity in world society.

Responsibility in global governance: outer space

In addition to the well-researched sectors of climate governance, humanitarian law
security governance, a novel area where contestatory practices based on compet-
ing knowledge claims emerge, is outer space. In this research note, we use it pur-
posefully as a typical case in order to illustrate the conceptual intersection between
compliance and contestation. For it is at this intersection where the ways in which
actors who are supposed to make sense of a normative context act upon, interpret
and contest norms. In fact, we seek to show how in situations of contested com-
pliance, norm changes on the ground occur, thereby reflecting diverse background
knowledge that a plurality of affected stakeholders bring to the contestation. The
United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs (UNOOSA) has been “responsible
for promoting international cooperation in the peaceful uses of outer space”, which
includes implementing the Secretary-General’s responsibilities under international
space law, maintaining a register of objects launched into outer space, preparing and
distributing reports, studies and publications on space science, technology applica-
tions and space law.” It serves as the secretariat for the Committee on the Peaceful
Use of Outer Space (COPUOS), which works through a legal as well as a scientific
and technical subcommittee. Put simply, it is in that context in which space law and
all related normative regulations are negotiated and developed.

The Outer Space Treaty (United Nations 1967) constitutes a global framework
of human conduct in space with regard to shared responsibilities. Tt has provided
a legal basis with regard to exploration as well as use of resources since 1967
when it was signed simultaneously in Washington, Moscow and London (Lachs

2 See: htlp://www.unoosa.org/oosa/en/aboutus/roles—responsibilities.html.
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1992, p. 291). It puts forward legal principles governing activities of states where
outer space and celestial bodies including the moon “were declared not subject
‘to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupa-
tion, or by any other means’” (Ibid: 296). For some time, outer space was treated
as a “common heritage of mankind” similarly to global oceans (Pardo 1967,
Ostrom 1990), even though evolving legal frameworks with regard to these two
realms have resulted in slightly different trajectories of the term (Lachs 1992, p.
298). What matters for our argument is that the Outer Space Treaty establishes
an explicit link between international law and state responsibility when it holds
in Article VI that “States Parties to the Treaty shall bear international responsi-
bility for national activities in outer space, including the Moon and other celes-
tial bodies, whether such activities are carried on by governmental agencies or
by non-governmental entities, and for assuring that national activities are carried
out in conformity with the provisions set forth in the present Treaty”. In 2016,
states agreed that they have a responsibility for state and non-state actors alike
with regard to ensuring long-term sustainable use of outer space (United Nations
2016a, b, c). Therefore, the general benefit for humankind lies in preventing an
arms race in outer space (United Nations 2016a, b, c, pp. 2, 4).

Yet despite the various legal frameworks and resolutions that are in place, we are
witnessing diverging opinions between stakeholders, policy makers, and academic
experts concerning outer space. These diverging opinions about questions of respon-
sibility and ownership have come to the fore particularly in light of efforts in the US
to create coherent national space policies and to devise a legal framework for private
enterprises in space, which has been raging ever since the 1979 Moon Treaty, which
the US has not ratified to date. While the Moon Treaty sought to declare all celestial
bodies and their natural resources as the “common heritage of mankind”, the use of
which should be subject to an international regime (United Nations 1979: art. XI,
para 1 and 5), scholars have long-since warned that this would not be in the interests
of US enterprises and therefore not in the national interests as it would introduce
uncertainties and risks for private investments in space (Dula 1979; Hoffstadt 1994;
Cook 1999).

Indeed, the state perspective has been ambivalent and subject to change over
the course of three decades, which is illustrated by the state’s changing positions
towards the question of militarisation. Since the early 1980s, China and Russia have
attempted to push for a “Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space” (PAROS)
in the United Nation’s Conference on Disarmament (CD) (Gallagher 2010, p. 266).
But given the requirement by the CD to proceed by consensus (Blake and Imburgia
2010, p. 192) and the United States’ insistence that no arms race in outer space was
taking place (Kuplic 2014, p. 1157), and thus there was no need for an agreement
(Gallagher and Steinbruner 2008, p. 41), progress on PAROS was impossible. While
this denial of a need for an agreement has been a consistent position, different US
governments held different vantage points regarding space. The GW Bush admin-
istration opposed “new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or
limit US access to or use of space”; President Obama announced the administra-
tion’s willingness to “consider proposals and concepts for arms control if they are
equitable, effectively verifiable and enhance national security of the United States
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and its allies” (quoted in Kuplic 2014, p. 1157). Space policy under Obama was still
marked by contradictory approaches that would emphasise simultaneously sustain- -
ability and securitisation (Gallagher 2010). Yet the pendulum seems to have swung
in favour of the latter recently, as President Trump announced the possibility of add-
ing a “Space Force” to the US Navy, Army and Air Force (Wilkie 2018), which
echoes the argument made by SPACECOM lawyers for quite some time (Gallagher
and Steinbruner 2008, p. 42).

Meanwhile, concerns by businesses seem to have finally been calmed by the
recent SPACE act, which became law in the United States on 25 November 2015
(Congress 2015). Politicians such as Congress’s Majority Leader Kevin McCarthy
welcomed the bill as reducing insurance costs for companies while lauding US
achievements in technology and science that could thrive in a “spirit of freedom”,
for which the bill would pave the way.? Stakeholders, such as enterprises Planetary
Resources, an asteroid mining company, or Deep Space Industries, contrast these
statements with a different narrative twist. They hold that the bill establishes the
“right of US citizens to own asteroid resources they obtain and encourages the
commercial exploration and utilisation of resources from asteroids” (Planetary
Resources 2015). Statements such as these ignore that the bill closes with a dis-
claimer in section 403, according to which,

[i]t is the sense of Congress that by the enactment of this Act, the United Sates
does not thereby assert sovereignty or sovereign or exclusive rights or jurisdic-
tion over, or the ownership of, any celestial body.

The discrepancy between the companies’ position, politicians’ views and the ter-
minology of the bill raises questions which legal experts, as a third group involved in
the process, have also commented on. Again, perspectives diverge: While some, like
law professor Ram Jakhu, point towards the provisions of the Outer Space Treaty
and emphasise that commercial use of asteroids is prevented, other legal scholars,
like Ricky Lee, hold that companies have been using orbital space for commercial
use, for instance through geostationary satellites, for decades or question whether
the term “celestial bodies™ actually includes small asteroids (CBC News 2015).

While this complication of definitions raises questions about US policy-making,
responsibility for outer space is a governance concern that reaches further than dif-
ferent vantage points held by US politics and US-based companies, respectively.
The accommodation of different vantage points is a global issue and current prac-
tices around the globe raise core questions for researchers interested in the ways in
which humanity organises global public goods (Commission on Global Govern-
ance 1995; Rosenau 1995). For example, in the context of outer space, China is
organising a sample-return mission to the moon to take place in 2019, which would
be the first of its kind since a Soviet mission in 1976.* It is part of a decade-long

3 See: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qk_fGc92bJY (accessed 10 May 2017).
¢ http://www.space.com/35472-china-moon-sample-return-mission-november.html. The mission was ini-
tially scheduled from November 2017 but was postponed due to difficulties with the launch vehicle.
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open-ended programme organised by the multi-disciplinary State Administration
of Science, Technology and Industry for National Defense. At the same time, India
has developed an ambitious commercial programme to launch satellites of both state
and non-state actors. In February 2017, India’s Space Research Organization (ISRO)
launched a record-breaking 104 satellites in a single take-off.> The ISRO is also
planning a new lunar surface mission for 2018, comprising an orbiter, lander and
rover configuration, which follows from the much-celebrated first mission in 2008.°
As a response to the annual call by COPUOS to inform about space activities, Ger-
many emphasised public—private partnerships in setting up an ideas competition for
a new space economy, as well as highlighting medical experiments to investigate
the effects of microgravity on blood vessel cells, instruments to document climate
change, space-based technology for disaster management, among others (United
Nations 2016a, b, ¢). Luxembourg, by contrast, places more emphasis on its thriving
space sector, a third industrial revolution that may occur in space. Although aim-
ing to contribute to the “peaceful exploration and sustainable utilisation of space
resources for the benefit of humankind”, the country’s statement clearly aligns with
the entrepreneurial spirit of US private companies, when it states that

Raw materials from space, to be used in space at a relatively low cost, can
make current satellites more capable and less expensive. Once a supply chain
of materials is established in orbit, it will encourage new applications and new
business models as entrepreneurs attempt to introduce even more services that
people on Earth find useful. (Ibid: 5)

Obviously, responsibility for outer space and its sustainable use for the benefit of
all means different things to different actors. At a more general level, this illustrative
example raises questions about three issues that we seek to address. First, it is pos-
sible to identify a number of stakeholders who all attempt to frame responsibility for
outer space policy from different angles, for example as an investment opportunity,
as a space for exploration or as an object that is somehow globally owned. Second,
these angles are approached from different knowledge positions. For instance, there
is the legal notion of outer space as a realm of ‘common heritage’, which contrasts
with the view that celestial bodies can become mining sites for resources that are
rare to find on Earth. Third, it becomes clear that in order to understand the norma-
tive effect of ‘contested compliance’, gaps in knowledge that exist between stake-
holders and their respective vantage points provide important information about how
‘contestation’ plays out. What is more, these gaps help identify the conditions that
would facilitate closing these knowledge gaps. The latter, we argue, will enhance
compliance based on normative change.

> http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2017/02/1 S/indias-space-agency-successfully-launches-100-forei
gn-nano-satellites.
® http://www.isro.gov.in/chandrayaan-2.
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Vested interests, vice and virtue: actor diversity, contested compliance
and sustainable normativity

A major part of the current global governance literature on norms and regulations
suffers from either of two shortcomings: Either norms are studied in isolation from
‘process’, i.e. emphasising vested interests of individuals, or they are considered as
closely interrelated with social construction, i.e. emphasising behavioural change.
Instead, we suggest that the inter-relation of structure and agency that is allocated in
the practices of norm contestation is key to examining the effect of contested com-
pliance on legitimacy in global governance.’

With regard to these shortcomings, norms are treated in terms of cost—benefit cal-
culations. This research has addressed compliance with regard to both general nor-
mative principles as well as standardised procedures. Addressing the macro-scale,
norms are discussed regarding their effect on state behaviour as well as their iso-
morphism and robustness, which in turn is generated through state behaviour. Com-
mon case scenarios focus on human rights, the ban on nuclear weapons, the ban on
landmines, torture prohibition, democracy or the rule of law (Risse et al. 1999; Price
2003; Bower 2017; Zimmermann 2017). This liberal constructivist literature defines
norms as standardised rules and procedures that are recognised by actors in a com-
munity with a given identity (Jepperson et al. 1996; Katzenstein 1996; Finnemore
and Sikkink 1998; Boerzel 2001; Raustiala and Slaughter 2005). This literature
addresses the compliance question, asking whether or not states comply with a given
fundamental norm of the UN system and by members of that system’s liberal order.

We hold that, regarding the example of outer space, this approach struggles to
capture the interactive dynamic between different actors and vantage points, for the
emphasis rests on the question whether or not parties adhere to the existing legal
framework. This research is mostly interested in cross-national policy conver-
gence (Rathbun 2004), which operates along a binary logic that takes the meaning
of norms as fixed. It thereby neglects the inherent contestatory practices as well as
the importance of interpretive processes: as our example showed, responsibility for
global goods comes in different forms and guises. Yet, we have ample evidence of
transitional policy elites that form around issue areas (Seabrooke and Tsingou 2014)
and the influence of wealthy private actors, such as Elon Musk’s SpaceX as a prime
example (Szocik et al. 2016).

Towards a different take on norms

With regard to the illustrative case of ‘outer space’ policy, the research note pro-
ceeds to show how responsibility for the common heritage is constituted and re-
enacted through practice. Given that norms have a “dual quality”, that is, they are
both socially constructed and inherently contested (Wiener 2007), responsibility for

" Compare Onuf (1994).
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the common heritage is derived through studies that focus on norm contestations
among affected stakeholders on the ground. The examination of practices of con-
testation at the micro-scale allows accounting for norm generation through groups
of affected stakeholders in which competing interpretations clash. Crucially, these
contestations reveal rivalling interpretations of norms. If and when they are recon-
ciled through interactive practice, gaps in knowledge and communication are over-
come. Thus, we hold, problems of contested compliance are addressed as moments
in the process of norm implantation where shared policy norms may emerge based
on mutual interaction. To assess the effect of these contestations, it is therefore nec-
essary to understand both, the constitutive and the contestatory effect of practices.
To that end, the novel framework we advance entails three pillars that inform policy
norms as a vantage point for compliance: vested interests, vice and virtue. The fol-
lowing elaborates on each pillar in turn.

The vested interests pillar emphasises the diversity of actors forming around the
emergence, adoption, negotiation and contestation of policy norms. It is a likely sce-
nario and hence a basic condition for the way norms work in and through interna-
tional fora these days (Bueger 2015), leading to a growing diversity of stakeholders
with a plurality of interests in the same policy. It follows that it is more appropriate
to work with an understanding of international relations that are increasingly deter-
mined by their quality as ‘inter-cultural’ than as inter-state relations (Wiener 2014,
p. 6). We therefore argue that under conditions of ongoing internationality global
governance relations both reflect and enhance diversity. Therefore, the actorship that
global governance policy study seeks to examine in relation to possible legitimacy
gaps must be conceptualised as ‘state-plus’ including state actors and non-state
actors such as international organisations, non-governmental organisations, advo-
cacy groups and individual stakeholders. We argue that the legitimacy gap thus does
not stem from a standard that researchers impose by addressing non-compliance, but
rather stems from openings between actors’ normative positions.

The vice pillar holds that in the absence of homogenous social groups in global
governance, norm contestation is more likely than social recognition. If norm imple-
mentation depends on social recognition, it follows that contested compliance is
expected as a rule rather than the exception (Wiener 2014, p. 5). To facilitate favour-
able conditions of norm implementation, therefore, stakeholders need to be engaged
in dialogue. This is achieved through access to contestation (Brunnée and Toope
2016). Subsequently, the virtue pillar holds that conflictive interpretations of norms
are essential in order to identify shared or opposing normative positions (Owen and
Tully 2007). We argue that it is through such continuous engagement that actors may
be able to derive organising principles that are conducive to reconciling conflicting
understandings of normative principles and ensuing procedures, thereby creatmg the
conditions for sustainable normativity.

Sustainable normativity rests on organising principles that allow for consensus-
making at the meso-scale (Wiener 2008, p. 66; Vetterlein and Wiener 2013; Wiener
2014, p. 4). Access to contestation is crucial for sustainable normativity because it
allows actors to reconcile general normative principles with moral appeal, on the
one hand, and specific standards, rules and regulations which mark everyday prac-
tices, on the other. The approach provides a fresh take on legitimacy because it does
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not study global governance through the lens of interest and compliance. While
such an approach has led to questions such as “why would or should actors comply
with norms (rules, regulations, principles) against their interest?”, it takes universal
validity of norms as a given. As primarily interested in an actor’s response, it pro-
vides little in the way of a normative standpoint on the institutional underpinning
of global governance. By contrast, and to bring politics back in, we seek to carve
out the conditions of sustainable normativity as generated through practices of norm
contestation. _

Take the responsibility discourse as a case in question: the majority of actors
involved in global governance would accept that responsibility is an issue of global
reciprocity. After all, peace benefits human kind at large, as does access to clean
air or water, which is upheld in climate convention or through policies of corporate
social responsibility. Now, if we applied a common governance approach to under-
stand such behaviour, we end up with explanations that shed light on the benefits
states or companies enjoy by engaging in what is regarded as responsible action. It
is either just a reputational issue, directly avoiding costs as consumers might be able
to punish through boycotts or it is pre-emptive behaviour to avoid more far-reaching
regulation or even legislation by other governments. The accountability mechanisms
at work here are reputational, market and legal (Grant and Keohane 2005).

The problem here is the lack of engagement with the normativity of the policy
norm as such and the contestation that emerges around it. In fact, the very reference
to accountability already highlights this point (Vetterlein 2018, forthcoming). While
references to accountability emphasise the dimension of rights and compliance with
rules and regulations as well as a one-sided relationship from the actor demand-
ing accountability from another, responsibility differs in two ways: first, it allows
for a proactive interpretation as actors might take on responsibility, self-motivated
and also in cases when they have not caused a certain event or outcome for which
they could be held responsible. That is, individual actors choose to self-impose
constraints on their actions, including the expectation of fairness and social rules,
based on specific moral values. Secondly, in responding to accountability claims,
the blamed actors can and do significantly shape the policy norm at stake. In other
words, responsibility implies a relational dimension. Understood as such, responsi-
bility highlights the normativity of norms as well as the process of their (respective)
contestation. Focusing on those moments of contested compliance by identifying
the group of stakeholders in which the norm is negotiated, identifying stakehold-
ers’ practical knowledge, knowledge gaps and strategies of argumentation, we would
be able to answer questions beyond a mere compliance/non-compliance dichotomy.
Where do norms come from? What stakeholders are involved to shape the content of
the norm? And who has the power to do so0?

The problem with the norm compliance account is twofold: first, if we perceive
of responsibility policy norms mainly as rules and regulations that actors choose to
comply or not comply with, based on their own interest, we exclude all moments of
innovative norm formation, change and enactments of the rules in situ. The focus
would be on the ‘logic of appropriateness’ and the identification of conditions to
enhance compliance, but not on the ways in which stakeholders, based on their iden-
tity and the normative context in which contestation takes place, happen to mobilise
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Table 1 Typological approach to norms. Source Adaptation from Wiener (2008 p. 66) and Vetterlein
and Wiener (2013)

Norms Example Scale of global Degree of contestation
governance
Type 1: Fundamental norms Democracy Macro Low

Human rights
Sovereignty

Type 2: Organising principles, Access to participation Meso Legitimacy gap
ground rules Right to justification
Responsibility to protect
Corporate social responsibility
CBDR

Type 3: Standards, regulations Voting procedures Micro High
Ballot handling
ILO working standards
ISO norms

support for their ideas and values, based on which responsibility norms are pro-
duced, reproduced and changed. The second problem addresses the issue of power.
A common argument is that those who are able to set standards or avoid the compli-
ance with norms possess sufficient political and/or material resources and that the
power of norms, as it were, should not be overemphasised.® Our approach suggests
that the relationship between norms and behaviour and contestation and action sheds
light on how norms come about and are filled with content. Our focus on back-
ground knowledge of relevant stakeholders and knowledge gaps that lead to con-
tested compliance has thus also a discursive element as it is through such processes
of contestation, which would be the empirical focus of our approach, that discourses
are produced. Before outlining how such an approach could advance methodologi-
cally, we first elaborate on the theoretical premises it is based on.

Between fundamental norms and policy regulation: towards sustainable
normativity

Policies of responsibility do not exist in an ideational vacuum. Like all other poli-
cies, they are based on the way in which solutions to policy problems are imagined
and designed relates to more profound ideas of how things should be, i.e. that they
belong to the realm of normativity. It refers to questions such as who is responsi-
ble for global public goods, including outer space and celestial bodies? Who is or
should be in a position to decide about access to them? And, what are practices sur-
rounding their use? In response to these questions, we suggest focusing on ‘policy
norms’ as the ground rules that emerge through practice in the larger policy-making
process.

8 For a critique of this argument with regard to CSR, see Vetterlein (2017).
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Perceiving of policy-making as norm-generative has the advantage to refer back
to the fundamental ideas underlying each policy (compare Table 1 for distinct norm
types). At the same time, policy norms are also not the specific regulations that are
supposed to be implemented. As Park and Vetterlein point out, “[pJolicy norms are
defined as shared expectations for all relevant actors within a community about what
constitutes appropriate behaviour, which is encapsulated in [... a] policy”. (Park and
Vetterlein 2010, p. 4) The policy level therefore is the place where greater ideas
materialise and are operationalised in more specific approaches and at the same time
policy norms are still open enough for interpretation. They also change through con-
testation within and across communities, which is at the centre of the operationalisa-
tion discussed in the next section. The tension between the normativity of norms and
their specificity has been made visible by critical norms research through a typology
- that differentiates three dimensions (see Table 1). It distinguishes between type 1
norms that entail universal moral appeal (e.g. fundamental human rights, democracy
or sustainability) and are likely to be agreed on in principle. Type 2 norms evolve
from policy-making, jurisprudence or politics (e.g. qualified majority voting; CBDR
or R2P) and enjoy an equal degree of legitimacy in theory and in practice. And type
3 norms set specific standards, rules and regulations for specific policy measures
(e.g. fishing quotas and net size; electoral rules; and so forth).

Perceiving norms as indicated by this typology allows the opportunity to differ-
entiate analytically between different levels of generalisability, validity and contesta-
tion of norms. It offers the opportunity to address the puzzling observation of con-
tested compliance as a situation where fundamental norms (type 1) are generally
agreed upon and, at the same time, the regulations (type 3) to implement the norm
on the ground stand contested. This argument is grounded in critical approaches to
norms in IR theory that has pointed out that norms do not entail a defined meaning
or standard which is universally valid (Walker 1995[1989]). This assumption has
been tested by pitching universalist meanings of type 1 norms against contingent
interpretations that reflected particular normative structures of meaning-in-use in
selected contexts. The results of empirical research show that when enacted outside
the boundaries of stable social groups the implementation of type 1 norms was con-
tested based on different meanings according to their respective social constitution
in culturally distinct contexts resulting in non-compliance with type 3 norms (Puet-
ter and Wiener 2009; Park and Vetterlein 2010).

Corporate social responsibility is a good case here. CSR has been embraced and
celebrated as the solution to withdrawing (in the North) or non-existing welfare
states (in the South). CSR relates to broader fundamental ideas of human rights (in
reference to child labour and working standards) and sustainability (in relation to
environmental standards) that everyone seems to agree upon, also companies and
CEOs. Yet, the reality looks different. First of all, not so many companies actually
engage in CSR activities as the current CSR discourse makes us believe (Hakon-
sson and Vetterlein 2010). But even the ones that engage in CSR in some places
are caught for non-compliance in other places. By comparison, responsibility with
regard to outer space use presents us with a different dilemma. This governance field
cannot look back to comparable processes that established CSR and there is no guar-
antee that a comparable set of standardised procedures will emerge. Currently, some
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[ 1) Stakeholder } '

Local knowledge & Local & practical
implementation vs. knowledge vs.
Technical knowledge Expert knowledge
of norm setting

3) Experts

2) Political-Legal } ~

Expert advice vs. Technical knowledge of norm setting

Fig. 1 Negotiated normativity in interactive governance relations. Source Authors

approaches to outer space appear to treat it as terra incognita which promises access
to considerable riches for those who dare. But as we have seen, this is not the only
approach taken and there is considerable variation among states as well as between
states and private companies. While material factors such as resources and power
are always a component in decisions to comply with rules and standards, they alone
cannot explain this situation of contested compliance. It is therefore necessary to
draw attention to social factors such as culture and experience which constitute dis-
tinct types of knowledge. In the next section, we argue that identifying these types
of knowledge that different actors bring to negotiate policy norms is the first step
towards increased norm compliance.

Operationalising the meso-scale: knowledge gaps and moments
of contestation

In order to reveal the socio-cultural foundation of policy norms, we suggest focus-
ing on interactive modes of knowledge production and the relations that are con-
ducive to or prevent an exchange of knowledge (Fig. 1). Specifically, we suggest
that the gap between the level of appropriateness and the degree of implementa-
tion that leads to contested compliance be approached as a knowledge gap. This gap
emerges in the absence of communication between involved (groups of) actors who
contribute different types of knowledge to norm generation, implementation, nego-
tiation and contestation. We propose a basic model that heuristically distinguishes
between types of knowledge. This distinction highlights that governance processes
do not merely occur within one given actor group. Rather they develop interactively
in an exchange of types of knowledge that exist simultaneously but separately. For
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instance, the US private sector’s approach to outer space differs from other coun-
tries. Our model identifies distinct positions, including experts from academia and
non-governmental organisations whose claim to knowledge about a subject area is
often couched in objective terms. These experts possess a particular kind of knowl-
edge of the world which enables them to give advice free from sentiment or political
considerations. Another form of knowledge exists in the political-legal realm. Here
inter/national organisations and institutions engage with a subject from their own
vantage point, providing technical knowledge of norm setting, for instance. Finally,
stakeholders, such as companies (or, in other governance areas, associations, work-
ers and affected people whose livelihood is immediately at stake) contribute to
negotiating normativity. They possess specific tacit knowledge on the subject matter
embedded in daily routines.

Given the complexity of multi-actor global governance, we hypothesise that sus-
tainable normativity emerges as a result of interactive knowledge production and
transfer in the process of policy norm contestation. That is, a focus on modes of
knowledge production and transfer in the process of interaction around a particular
policy norm would contribute to overcoming the gap between acknowledgement and
contestation of the responsibility norm. The apparent vice of increased inter-cultural
contact could thus be turned into virtue. By doirig so, we seek to overcome the gap
by adding sustainable normativity as the space where meso-scale norms (defined as
organising principles) are negotiated among all involved actors. These norms would
allow for reconciling scientific advice, norm setting and local practices. How such
an approach would translate empirically and methodologically will be described
now.

The empirical approach to overcoming the knowledge gap embarks from the
premise that knowledge resembles a cultural reservoir of meanings which can be
drawn on and through which new meaning/knowledge can be created (Bevir and
Rhodes 2005). That is, the nature of the problem at stake will be defined from the
vantage point of a particular horizon (Gadamer 2004[1975]). To continue with our
example, responsibility for outer space is likely to be approached through very dif-
ferent mind-sets, informed by actors’ connotations. For instance, experts may regard
it as a question of technological feasibility and/or address a number of legal con-
siderations. Their advice could involve legal principles as well as health and safety
measures for the use of the earth’s orbit, standards for propulsion systems, etc.
Stakeholders could regard it as a possibility to satisfy their shareholders’ expecta-
tions and/or justify exploration with reference to a greater human good. Politicians,
finally, may hold that standards are either conducive or hindering for business oppor-
tunities and/or the national interest. These examples show how difficult it may be for
diverse actors to agree on shared normative understandings, which we addressed in
the beginning of this note. Each of the three groups of actors that we identified as a
heuristic device may present a heteronomous picture. This forms part of an explana-
tion, why the reconciliation of the normativity of a norm and its specificity are diffi-
cult. Yet, it is the task of researchers to reconstruct particular knowledge held by the
protagonists in order to identify the “gaps” that exist between different understand-
ings, which reflect different background knowledge.
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Given the potential diversity among relevant actors, we propose for researchers
to pursue a bifocal strategy that focuses first on knowledge gaps that are revealed
through practices of contestation and then on knowledge change. This can be traced
in data obtained in interviews, participant observation and document analyses.
This strategy helps to highlight the role of actors involved and the setting in which
knowledge is created, maintained or altered. In this regard, two types of knowledge
(Anderson 1976) are important. The first type of knowledge we refer to as ‘declar-
ative knowledge’. It comprises factual information about the world. It is the con-
textual knowledge of members of the respective group that the researchers may
approach based on their particular expertise, e.g. as representatives in companies
(group 1), bureaucrats (group 2) or as scientists (group 3). Factual statements that
can be identified in interviews or policy documents tell us about particular settings,
that is when and where knowledge is created, sustained or altered. The approach
helps identifying who is part of the actor group and delineating the contours of con-
testations, such as potentially conflicting positions within and across groups which
we identified as knowledge gaps. '

The second type of knowledge we refer to as ‘procedural knowledge’. It is not
about the structural setting that we obtain from declarative knowledge but rather the
subjective position of interlocutors. This type of knowledge comprises tacit know-
how that has been highlighted as important in IR’s turn towards practices (Pouliot
2008; Adler and Pouliot 2011; Sending 2011). Procedural knowledge comprises nar-
rative elements that clarify how the members of an actor group approach respon-
sibility based on their (often) unspoken and subjective connotations. It is possible
to trigger these connotations through individual and focus group interviews. Nar-
rative elements reveal distinct positionings (Harré and Langenhove 1999) and pro-
vide information about (subjectively perceived) change over time (Lucius-Hoehne
and Deppermann 2002). Researchers support their analysis of interviews and docu-
ments through fieldwork in the respective policy areas (“participant observation”™).
From the narrative elements one thus obtains the necessary information to recon-
struct what can be termed ‘core themes’ that dominate the type of knowledge among
the actors. We do not assume that knowledge within a group is homogenous. But
the distinction between the two types reveals how members of the group approach
responsibility based on their tacit and subjective connotations as well as factual
information on when and where knowledge is created, sustained or altered. The

actual procedure to uncover spaces of sustainable normativity spans several steps
(Table 2). :

Table 2 Accounting for knowledge. Source Authors

Knowledge Negotiated normativity Policy norms at the meso-scale

Obtain declarative Reconstruct organising principles based on Conclude on normative roots for

and procedural knowledge within and transfer across actor sustainable normativity and
knowledge in three  groups _ potential for global constitu-
actor groups tionalism

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
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Step 1: Initially, interviews, document analyses as well as participant observation
highlight discursive moments for each actor group. Based on the two types of knowl-
edge, research reveals how the members of the group approach responsibility based
on their tacit and subjective connotations as well as factual information on when
and where knowledge is created, sustained or altered. Step 2: In a further step, once
knowledge about responsibility is reconstructed for each group, we focus on knowl-
edge gaps between groups. These are indicated by knowledge contestation (different
interpretations, meanings) or by the lack of knowledge transfer (different settings).
By combining both types of knowledge, we establish whether and how knowledge
is translated across groups and whether a knowledge interface exists. This allows
for inductive conclusions about organising principles constituted through interac-
tion, which matter for establishing sustainable normativity. The aim of this step is
to identify organising principles that may be conducive towards creating a com-

mon vantage point. Step 3 links the empirically identified organising principles to a
broader discussion of space for sustainable normativity to assess whether an interac-
tive space for sustainable normativity can be identified. Based on the empirical find-
ings from the previous two steps, the final step thus involves a theoretical discussion
to tackle the problem of contested compliance. The aim is to close with a proposi-
tion for global governance research by sketching an agenda that is applicable across
different governance sectors. It is here that we draw out the virtue of practices of
contestation to develop a proposition for the literature on global governance towards
a new research agenda that enriches the framework of global governance approaches
insofar as it pays particular attention to filling the gap at the meso-scale of global
governance (by focusing on policy norms).

Conclusion

This note embarked on the premise that norm compliance and policy-making need
to be addressed holistically with a particular focus on what stakeholders take for
granted when engaging in interaction and how the meaning of norms may be con-
tested among them. The example of outer space exploration and exploitation high-
lights not only the spread of the responsibility discourse in global governance as
such, but it also reveals how responsibility is addressed from quite different vantage
points. Private actors may hold different goals than states, but they may also cooper-
ate. In other cases, states may make space missions part of their national interests
that does not only increase technological capacities, but it may also serve broader
identity projects. President Trump’s most recent suggestion that the USA build a
‘space force’ neatly illustrates the broader conceptual points we raised regarding the
vantage points on responsibility for outer space.

Against this background, outer space becomes a realm that is populated with
diverging as well as overlapping perspectives. We therefore asked how one can
address this scenario in the absence of universally shared positions. As inter-cultural
interaction among diverse groups of actors is the normal scenario in global govern-
ance, this note holds that research needs to address this within a framework that
takes a fresh view on the question of legitimacy. Herein, the practices of engagement
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~are considered constitutive for the meaning of norms. But unlike cost-benefit
approaches to norms or those interested in input or output legitimacy have argued
in the past, focusing on knowledge gaps and moments of contestation may also be
conducive to shared normativity. Rather than regarding contestation as problematic
and an indicator of a compliance issue, the note proposes using it to derive insights
into knowledge gaps between relevant groups of stakeholders. Sustainable normativ-
ity, which raises the legitimacy of governance processes tout court, may be achieved
through establishing organising principles at the meso-scale of global governance,
particularly where these are conducive to regular access to contestation. As we dem-
onstrated with regard to the recent phenomenon of responsibility in global govern-
ance, it may be straightforward to agree on the fundamental norm, yet less so on the
standardised procedures and regulations that come with practices of implementation.
The ensuing framework introduced in section three accounts for what we call the
‘lasting reality’ of global governance, namely the regular confrontation of culturally
embedded normativity that stems from the increased diversity of actors in the global
realm. The term ‘cultural’ is carefully chosen in this regard as it signifies more than
the usual reference to inter-‘national’ encounters. As our argument highlights, even
within particular policy-fields there exist a number of different vantage points that
may hinder a shared understanding of fundamental norms. We argue that approach-
ing this constellation through a perspective centring on different types of knowledge
may pave the way for empirically accounting for mid-range norms. Ultimately, we
_argue that this approach is transferable to other governance sectors.

Acknowledgements Work on this article commenced while Antje Wiener held a EURIAS Senior Fel-
lowship at the Netherlands Institute for Advanced Studies, Wassenaar (2014/15), and Antje Vetterlein
held a one-year fellowship at the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies at Harvard University
(2015/2016). An initial version of the article was presented at the workshop “The Politics of Knowledge:
Europe and Beyond”, sponsored by UACES’s ERA CRN programme at Robinson College, University
of Cambridge, in July 2015. The authors would like to thank the discussants and JIRD’s two anonymous
reviewers for comments and suggestions.

References

Abbott, K., et al. 2000. The Concept of Legalization. International Organization 54 (3): 401-419.

Adler, E., and V. Pouliot. 2011. International Practices: Introduction and Framework. In International
Practices, ed. E. Adler and V. Pouliot, 1-46. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Anderson, J.R. 1976. Language, Memory, and Thought. Hillsdale: Erlbaum.

Bellamy, A.J. 2008. The Responsibility to Protect and the Problem of Military Intervention. International
Affairs 84 (4): 615-639. .

Bevir, M., and R.A.W. Rhodes. 2005. Interpretation and its Others. Australian Journal of Political Sci-
ence 40 (2): 169-187.

Blake, D., and J.S. Imburgia. 2010. Bloodless Weapons—The Need to Conduct Legal Reviews of Certain
Capabilities and the Implications of Defining Them as Weapons, 66 A.F. L. Rev. 157 (2010). Air
Force Law Review 66 (1): 157-204.

Boerzel, T. 2001. Non-compliance in the European Union: Pathology or Statistical Artefact? Journal of
European Public Policy 8 (5): 803-824.

Bower, A. 2017. Norms Without the Great Powers: International Law and Changing Social Standards in
World Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



The problem of non-compliance: knowledge gaps and moments...

Brunnée, J., and S.J. Toope. 2016. Norm Robustness and Contestation in International Law: Self-Defence
against Non-State Actors. Paper presented at the workshop Norms under Challenge, Goethe Univer-
sity Frankfurt, 8-9 December 2016.

Brunnée, J., and S.J. Toope. 2010. Legitimacy and Legality in International Law: An Interactional
Account. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bueger, C. 2015. Making Things Known: Epistemic Practices, the United Nations, and the Translation of
Piracy. International Political Sociology 9 (1): 1-18.

CBC News. 2015. U.S. Space-Mining Law Seen Leading to Possible Treaty Violations. http://www.cbc.
ca/news/technology/space-mining-us-treaty-1.3339104.

Chayes, A., and A.H. Chayes. 1993. On Compliance. International Organization 47 (2): 175-205.

Commission on Global Governance. 1995. Our Global Neighbourhood. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Congress. 2015. U.S. Commercial Space Launch Competitiveness Act. H.R. 2262. Washington, DC.

Cook, K.V. 1999. The Discovery of Lunar Water: An Opportunity to Develop a Workable Moon Treaty.
The Georgetown International Environmental Law Review 11 (3): 647-706.

Daase, C., et al. 2017. Politik und Verantwortung. Analysen zum Wandel politischer Entscheidungs- und
Rechtfertigungspraktiken’, Politische Vierteljahresschrift (Special Issue).

Dashwood, H.S. 2014. The Rise of Global Corporate Social Responsibility: Mining and the Spread of
Global Norms. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Debiel, T., et al. (eds.). 2018. Moral Agency and the Politics of Responsibility. London: Routledge.

Dula, A. 1979. Free Enterprise and the Proposed Moon Treaty. Houston Journal of International Law 2
(3): 3-33.

Finnemore, M., and K. Sikkink. 1998. International Norm Dynamics and Political Change. International
Organization 52 (4): 887-917.

Finnemore, M., and S.I. Toope. 2001. Alternatives to ‘Legalization’: Richer Views of Law and Politics.
International Organization 55 (3): 743-758.

Gadamer, H.-G. 2004[1975]. Truth and Method, New York: Continuum.

Gallagher, N. 2010. Space Governance and International Cooperation. Astropolitics 8 (2-3): 256-279.

Gallagher, N., and J.D. Steinbruner. 2008. Reconsidering the Rules of Space Security. Cambridge, MA:
American Academy of Arts and Sciences.

Gaskarth, J. 2015. Rising Powers, Global Governance and Global Ethics. London: Routledge.

Gholiagha, S. 2015. To Prevent Future Kosovos and Future Rwandas’. A Critical Constructivist View of
the Responsibility to Protect. The International Journal of Human Rights 19 (8): 1074—1097.

Grant, R.W., and R.O. Keohane. 2005. Accountability and Abuses of Power in World Politics. American
Political Science Review 99 (1): 29-43.

Hikonsson, S.J., and A. Vetterlein. 2010. Gode Gerninger Betaler Sig...: Men Er Den Internationale
Regulering Af Virksomheder Tilstreekkelig?’, in L. B. Kaspersen, O. Lund and O. H. Petersen, Eds
Offentligt Eller Privat?: Historiske Og Aktuelle Udfordringer, 69-85, Copenhagen, Djgf/Jurist- og
@konomforbundet.

Harré, R., and L.V. Langenhove. 1999. Positioning Theory: Moral Contexts of Intentional Action. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Hoffstadt, B.M. 1994. Moving the Heavens: Lunar Mining that the ‘common heritage of mankind’ in the
moon treaty”, UCLA Law Review 42. UCLA Law Review 42 (2): 575-621.

Jepperson, R.L., et al. 1996. Norms, Identity, and Culture in National Security. In The Culture of National
Security. Norms and Identity in World Politics, ed. P.J. Katzenstein, 33-75. New York: Columbia
University Press.

Karp, D. 2014. Responsibility for Human Rights: Transnational Corporations in Imperfect States. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Katzenstein, P. (ed.). 1996. The Culture of National Security. New York: Columbia University Press.

Kjaer, P.F., and A. Vetterlein. 2018. Regulatory Governance: Rules, Resistance and Responsibility. Con-
temporary Politics.

Koh, H.H. 1997. Why do Nations Obey International Law? Review Essay. The Yale Law Journals 106:
2599-2659. '

Kratochwil, F. 1984. The Force of Prescriptions. International Organization 38 (4): 685-708.

Kratochwil, F., and J.G. Ruggie. 1986. International Organization: A State of the Art on an Art of the
State. International Organization 40 (4): 753-775.



H. Hansen-Magnusson et al.

Kuplic, B.S. 2014. The Weaponization of Outer Space: Preventing an Extraterrestrial Arms Race. North
Carolina Journal of International Law and Commercial Regulation 39 (4): 11231164,

Lachs, M. 1992. The Treaty on Principles of the Law of Outer Space, 1961-1992. Netherlands Interna-
tional Law Review 39 (3): 291-302.

Lucius-Hoehne, G., and A. Deppermann. 2002, Rekonstruktion narrativer Identitit. Ein Arbeitsbuch zur
Analyse narrativer Interviews. Opladen: Leske und Budrich.

Moufte, C. 2008. Which World Order: Cosmopolitan or Multipolar? Millenium Journal of International
Studies 15 (4): 453-467.

Onuf, N. 1994. The Constitution of International Society. European Journal of International Law 5 (1):
1-19.

Ostrom, E. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Actions. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Owen, D., and J. Tully. 2007. Redistribution and Recognition: Two Approaches. In Multiculturalism and
Political Theory, ed. A.S. Laden and D. Owen, 265-291. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Palinkas, L.A., et al. 2015. Purposeful Sampling for Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis in Mixed
Method Implementation Research. Administration and Policy in Mental Health and Mental Health
Services Research 42 (5): 533-544.

Pardo, A. 1967. Speech at the UN General Assembly, 1515th Meeting (1 November 1967), New York.
http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/pardo_gal967.pdf.

Park, S., and A. Vetterlein. 2010. Owning Development: Creating Global Policy Norms in the IMF and
the World Bank. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Planetary Resources. 2015. President Obama Signs Bill Recognizing Asteroid Resource Property nghts
Into  Law.  http://www.planetaryresources.com/2015/11/president-obama-signs-bill-recognizin
g-asteroid-resource-property-rights-into-law.

Pouliot, V. 2008. The Logic of Practicality: A Theory of Practice of Security Communities. International
Organization 62 (2): 257-288.

Price, R. 2003. Transnational Civil Society and Advocacy in World Politics. World Politics 55 (4):
579-606.

Puetter, U., and A. Wiener. 2009. The Quality of Norms is What Actors Make of It: Critical Constructiv-
ist Research on Norms. Journal of International Law and International Relations 5 (1): 1-16.

Rathbun, B.C. 2004. Partisan Interventions: European Party Politics and Peace Enforcement in the Bal-
kans. Ithaka: Cornell University Press.

Raustiala, K., and A.-M. Slaughter. 2005. International Law, International Relations and Compliance.
In Handbook of International Relations, ed. W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse, and B.A. Simmons, 538-558.
SAGE: London.

Risse, T., et al. (eds.). 1999. The Power of Human Rights: International Norms and Domestic Change.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rosenau, J.N. 1995. Governance in the Twenty-First Century. Global Governance 1 (1): 13-43.

Scott, J. 2009. Environmental Protection: European Law and Governance. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Seabrooke, L., and E. Tsingou. 2014. Distinctions, Affiliations, and Professional Knowledge in Financial
Reform Expert Groups. Journal of European Public Policy 21 (3): 389-407.

Sending, O.J. 2011. Banking on Power. How Some Practices in International Relations Anchor Others.
In International Practices, ed. E. Adler and V. Pouliot, 231-254. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Szocik, K., et al. 2016. Political and Legal Challenge in a Mars colony. Space Policy 38 (1): 27-29.

Tully, J. 2002. The Unfreedom of the Moderns in Comparison to their Ideals of Constitutionalism and
Democracy. Modern Law Review 65 (2): 204-228.

United Nations. 1967. Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use
of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. 2222 (XXI). New York: United
Nations General Assembly.

United Nations. 1979. Agreement on Governing the Activities of States and the Moon and Other Celestial
Bodies. A/RES/34/68. New York: United Nations General Assembly.

United Nations. 2016a. Guidelines for the Long-Term Sustainability of Outer Space Activities. A/
AC.105/2016/CRP.17. Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. Vienna, 8—17 June 2016.

United Nations. 2016b. International Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. A/RES/71/90.
New York: United Nations General Assembly.



The problem of non-compliance: knowledge gaps and moments...

United Nations. 2016c. International Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space: Activities of
Member States. A/AC.105/1133/Add.2. Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. Vienna,
5 December 2016.

Vetterlein, A. 2017. CSR Revisited: Uber die Moglichkeiten und Grenzen sozialer Verantwortung von
Unternehmen. Politische Vierteljahresschrift 52: 383—408.

Vetterlein, A. 2018. Responsibility is More than Accountability: From Regulatory Towards Negotiated
Governance. Contemporary Politics.

Vetterlein, A., and A. Wiener. 2013. Gemeinschaft Revisited: Die sozialen Grundlagen internationaler
Ordnung. Leviathan 41 (28): 78-103.

Walker, R. 1995[1989]. History and Structure in the Theory of International Relations. In International
Theory. Critical Investigations, ed. J. Der Derian, 308-339. New York: New York University Press.

Welsh, J. 2011. Civilian Protection in Libya: Putting Coersion and Controversy Back into RtoP. Ethics &
International Affairs 25 (3): 255-262.

Wiener, A. 2004. Contested Compliance: Interventions on the Normative Structure of World Politics.
European Journal of International Relations 10 (2): 189-234.

Wiener, A. 2007. The Dual Quality of Norms and Governance beyond the State: Sociological and Nor-
mative Approaches to Interaction. Critical Review of International Social and Political Philosophy
10 (1): 47-69.

Wiener, A. 2008. The Invisible Constitution of Politics: Contested Norms and International Encounters.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wiener, A. 2014. A Theory of Contestation. Heidelberg: Springer.

Wiener, A. 2018. Constitution and Contestation of Norms in Global International Relations. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Wilkie, C. 2018. Trump Floats the Idea of Creating a ‘Space Force’ to Fight Wars in Space. https://www.
cnbc.com/2018/2003/2013/trump-floats-the-idea-of-creating-a-space-force-to-fight-wars-in-space
html. Accessed March 2018.

Zimmermann, L. 2017. Global Norms with a Local Face: Rule-of-Law Promotion and Norm-Translation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hannes Hansen-Magnusson is Lecturer in International Relations at Cardiff University. Drawing on
hermeneutic methodology, his teaching and research focuses on Security, Global Governance and Criti-
cal Geopolitics, with a particular interest in Arctic politics and the rise of responsibility as a normative
concept in global politics. He obtained an Early Career Fellowship from the British International Studies
Association in 2017/18 to conduct research on diplomacy in the Arctic Council.

Antje Vetterlein holds the Chair in Global Governance at the University of Miinster and is Associ-
ate Professor in the Department of Organization at Copenhagen Business School (CBS). Her research is
located within international political economy with particular interests in global governance, the politics
of development and the practices of policy communities and the role of ideas and norms in international
politics. Her work appears in journals such as Global Governance, New Political Economy, and European
Political Science Review.

Antje Wiener holds the Chair of Political Science especially Global Governance at the University of
Hamburg and is By-Fellow at Hughes Hall at the University of Cambridge. Her research and teaching
focuses on IR theory, especially, critical constructivism, norms studies and contestation theory. Her most
recent publication “Contestation and Constitution of Norms in Global International Relations” is pub-
lished with Cambridge University Press in August 2018.



	img-180730124717
	img-180730124750
	img-180730124816
	img-180730124838
	img-180730124858
	img-180730124918
	img-180730125107
	img-180730125138
	img-180730125156
	img-180730125215
	img-180730125231
	img-180730125252
	img-180730125314
	img-180730125332
	img-180730125352
	img-180730125411
	img-180730125431
	img-180730125452
	img-180730125513
	img-180730125533
	img-180730125554



