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Since the end of the Cold War the narrative of Europe has had to change in terms of
defining what had hitherto been excternally defined limits to defining Europe’s role in
what President Bush identified as a New World Order’. The early results of this
process were mixed, on the hand there were the successful transitions in central and
Eastern Europe culminating in accession in 2004. While on the other there was the
inability of the EU fo prevent ethnic cleansing in the Balkans. Even accession posed
difficulties in terms of Europe’s identity as a global actor with divisions apparent over
the US decision to go to war in Iraq and the conduct of the War on Terror. This
paper argues, following Campbell, that security practices are performative, that is to
say they play an active role in constructing the ‘selves’ which they claim to protect and
indeed the ‘others’ whom are deemed threatening. This paper seeks to examine 21
century European security practices in order to examine what, if any, security identity
is being constructed by the EU. The particular focus will be on the recent EUFOR
mission in Chad and the EUNAVFOR wmission in the Gulf of Aden.
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| ntroduction

Since the end of the Cold War both the EU and $cstudies have been undergoing
something of a transformation. For the EU, the efdhe bipolar system was
accompanied by institutional and rhetorical refomwolving the deepening and
widening of the Union. The narrative of Europe thlothad to change in terms of
defining what had hitherto been externally defitedts, vis a vis the Eastern Bloc,
to defining Europes role in what the first PrestdBash identified as a ‘New World
Order’. The early results of this process were mhixen the hand there were the
successful transitions in central and Eastern Eutopmarket economies and Liberal
democracies culminating in the ‘big bang’acces&mnB004. While on the other there
was the inability of the EU to act in concert tceyent the violence and ethnic
cleansing in the Southern Balkans. Indeed, everativession posed difficulties in
terms of Europe’s identity as global actor with aggmt division over the US decision
to go to war in Iraq and the conduct of the WarTamror more generally. On the
Security Studies side of the equation debates e@ntm the redefinition and
broadening of the concept of security. In particutdough evident previously, a
greater concern emerged with the constructed aspédboth security and security
actors. Security practices, following Campbell, pegformative, that is to say they
play an active role in constructing the ‘selvesieththey claim to protect and indeed
the ‘others’ whom are deemed threatening. This papeks to examine 2XTentury
European security practices in order to examinetwhany, security identity is being
constructed by the European Union. The first sactd the paper discusses the
relationship between intervention, sovereigntyusige and identity. This is followed
by a discussion of the development of and, indéexlextent to which the EU can be

said to have an emerging security identity or ideies. The final section discusses



these developments in light the recent EU led missin Chad and the Gulf of Aden
before concluding with a discussion of directioosflirther research.

What isidentity?

The term identity has proven to be a difficult ammnplex one to incorporate
into analyses of the social world, and yet alsonaiispensable one. One’s identity is
something which on the individual level one mayl fpgte certain about and yet it is
difficult to define. Furthermore, the componentsoak’s identity are a complex mix
of natural or brute facts such as race or bioldgiea and social facts both chosen and
inherited such as religion, language, and even Yaourite football team.One of
the basic starting points for thinking about idgnin contemporary social science is
the assumption that:

“our identities, whether group or individual, aret matural facts’ about us, but
are things we construct — fictions, in efféct”

Although the term *fiction’ is provocative, and paps deliberately so, it does get at
the heart of the socially constructed nature offifye That is, even when based upon
‘brute facts’ as markers of identity, the content asignificance of identities only
emerge through social interaction. The questiotass then can we incorporate
identity into our understanding of the social worild an intelligible and useful
manner?

A common approach in the Discourse Theory litemhas been to focus upon
identity as being predicated on the articulationddference. Such approaches are
particularly focussed on the construction of biearand the attendant normative

implications outlined by Milliken above. Within theoststructuralist tradition identity

! See for discussion Alexander Wendt (1988}ial Theory of International PolitidSambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
2 John E. Joseph (200Binguage and Identityondon: Palgrave, p.6



is viewed as being both a product of and constgutf political practicé. The
complexity of dealing with identity can be explainen terms of its inherent
instability. As Waever has noted, with referenc€&mpbell:

“These paradoxical features of identity stem frdme general property that

identities are never completely closed, never fallyiated, one is never simply

that which one is®
Identities then are conceived as social phenomleataare constituted “relationally
and discursively® They are a product of political practices but asbas a constraint
on such practice in that they legitimate or makespue certain course of action or
argument while excluding othetdn relation to Foreign Policy practice this proses
of identity construction may involve a process adlical othering. Campbell argues
that the US government has a need to constructenrmhstruct US national identity
through a process of radical othering where amatjcivilised self is threatened by a
pathological, evil other that must be resistedtasl@osts and that this drive to police
the boundaries of identity is more relevant to ¢baduct of Foreign Policy than the
existence of objective thredt&Vhereas for Campbell security is written in relatto
an external enemy, Waever has argued that ther*ottay be temporal. For example,
he argues that the EU is constructing its identityelation to Europe’s own violent
past:

“ ‘Europe’ is not primarily built as a political tagory through nation-state
imitating rhetorics of cultural identity and sharadcestry, but rather through a

% See for example David Campbell (1998jiting SecurityMinneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press and William Connolly (2008)entity/Difference: Democratic Negotiations of Bohl Paradox

, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota

* Ole Waever “European Security Identities”Jiournal of Common Market Studies! 34 No 1, 1996,
p.115

> Lene HansefSecurity as Practice: Discourse Analysis and therlsan WarRoutledge, London,
2006 p.37

® This issue is often explored under what Millikennis as the play of practice aimed at studying
‘subgjugated knowledge’. That is knowledge thabisluded or rendered unintelligible in terms of a
dominant or hegemonic discourse. See Jenniferkdiili(1999), ‘The Study of discourse in
International Relations: A critique of research amethods’European Journal of International
RelationsVol 5 No 2, p. 230

" See Campbell op. cit 1998



peculiar security argument. Europe’s past of warsdivisions is held up as the

other to be negated, and on this basis it is arthuedEurope’ can only be if we

avoid renewed fragmentatich”
A third form of ‘othering’ has been outlined by Berin relation to the beginnings of
Australia as penal colony, a product of a desireotustruct:

“a healthy ‘Commonwealth’ against the virulent Qtloé the criminal, which

could, it seemed, be excised from the social boayd cancer. Whether it be in

the figure of the non-economic savage or the mprddbased, criminal poor,

the Other was already a vast, enabling shadow si&ustralia’s future *
Critical here is the role that a process of ‘Othgriis linked to the legitimation of
certain political outcomes or practices. For Canfipbe¢he US these practices include
the McCarthy trials and the Cold War in generat,\Waever and Europe the creation
of European institutions, and for Burke the tramtgmn of criminals and other
miscreants that formed the basis of the new colwnustralia. In each case, what
this Paper would term the discursive constructibrentities ascribed to the ‘other’,
and by default relationally to the self, made polgscertain courses of action in terms
of how the state would deal with this other. Thguanent in relation to the EU is
whether or not the EU is undergoing a transfornmaitnoit’s identity as global actor as
it turns outward and if the memory of a dysfuncéibpast recedes as a legitimising
narrative for action what takes its plate?

In terms of the possible answers to this questisa issues need to be

addressed; the first relates to whether or nottitjeis necessarily defined in terms of
a radical other and the second relates to theafléentity in relation to interests in

terms of determining policy. In each of the casettired above the ‘other’ is defined

as radically different to the self, the questionisether this form of radical othering

8 Ole Waever, (1996), ‘European Security IdentitiEsirnal of Common Market Studigsl 34 No 1
p.128

® Anthony Burke (2008Fear of Security: Australia’s invasion anxigbambridge University Press,
Cambridge, p.19

19 See Thomas Diez (2004) ‘Europe’s other and themaif GeopoliticsCambridge Review of
International AffairsvVol 17 No 2 pp.319-335



is a necessary feature of the construction of ilertiansen argues strongly that such
a proposition would unnecessarily limit the scop@aacounts of Foreign Policy that

investigate the role of identity. She argues thantity can be and is constructed in
more ambiguous and complex constructions of diffeeein practice and that the

degree and mode of difference should be a quetioresearch carried out in this

vein rather than an a-priori assumptforThis Paper agrees with this formulation of
how to deal with identity as a feature of Foreignidy practice and adopts:

“an ontology of identity that is flexible as to tf@ms of identity that one might
encounter in concrete foreign polici€s.”

Thus a range of othering is possible from recoggisneighbourly difference to
outright hostility to alien forms.

This brings us to the second point of concern: Hiov constructions of
identity make possible certain courses of actios?mfentioned above McSweeney
has argued that what he terms the identity thessstates the causal role of identity
in influencing practice:

“The opportunity is missed to explore the extentvtuch Yugoslavia, far from
exemplifying the autonomy of identity as a socadtf is perhaps an outstanding
example of the manipulation of identity by polifiedites in an area remarkable
for its historical forgetfulnes$®
McSweeney has identified a number of key pointd theed to be addressed by
proponents of this ‘identity thesis’. First to whaxtent is identity manipulated by
elites, second does identity exist independentlswath manipulation, thirdly what
role does identity play in making possible politieation, and finally he raises the

point of historical forgetfulness which lies at theart of much of national identity

constructions. The first two are related pointd idantity does not exist as a social

! See Lene Hansen, (2008¢curity as Practice: Discourse Analysis and therisan War_ondon
Routledge, p.38-41

2 |pbid. p. 41

13 Bill McSweeney (1996) “Identity and Security: Buzand the Copenhagen SchoolRieview of
International Studie¥ol 22 No 1, p.87



fact and to some extent political elites are respgme for manipulating identity
narratives to pursue pre-chosen political ends.ddgithg these two related points is
McSweeney’s proposition that interests exist indejeatly of claims of identity and
that the latter is largely a product of the former,at least that proponents of the
identity thesis need to take such a propositiorogsly and give reasonable grounds
for rejecting it. Fierke argues that there is mam#iguity to McSweeney'’s position:
“McSweeney emphasizes the failure of identity tisterto take interests
seriously, and sometimes suggests that the latéepror to identity. But the
notion that leaders and others are always ‘josthvith the two reinforces that
identity and interests cannot be separated and wéhlas a causal relationship,
in one direction or anothet?*
Rather what she terms a constitutive discourseysisak required so that we examine
the complex matrix of identities and interests dmv they are transformed over
historical time. In this case neither identity muterests are given ontological priority
but the empirical challenge is to explore how th® tinteract to produce policy
outcomes. The example she gives is relates to tfopolicy post-9/11:
“while the American interest in invading Iraq prded the attacks of 11
September 2001, the change in identity, or the aafegion of identity rendered
by the attacks on the World Trade Center and Pentagade the invasion in
2003 possible*®
In other words, it was the interplay of identitydammterests after 9/11 that produced
necessary enabling conditions for the invasiorrax.|
This brings us to the third point — what role dag@sntity play in making
political action possible? In Fierke’s example tastruction of 9/11 in terms of an
attack against American national identity as atémd by the administration created

one of the conditions of possibility for the invasiof Irag. Hansen uses a similar

argument in relation to the divergent identity diskises proposed by Las Casas and

14 Karin Fierke (2007 ritical Approaches to International Securiplity, Cambridge p.81
15 |bid. p81



Cortés in Todorov’'s account of their encounter witltive Americans. In both cases
the identity ascribed to the natives was one o¥dgas’ and both Las Casas and
Cortés shared an interest in the incorporatiomefrtew lands to Christendom and the
Spanish empire. However for Cortés the term ‘savageated with non-human and
therefore implied that the ‘savages’ should andade annihilated whereas for Las
Casas the term ‘savage’ was constructed to inchige natives as humans and
therefore capable of conversion and redempfiofhus the interplay of identity
discourses and interests has the potential to peochdically different results that go
beyond mere manipulation of identity for the putrsefi pre-given interests. In the
European case, as discussed in relation to Wadgrea the narrative of othering
relating to Europe’s past has enabled the strengtbeand deepening of cooperative
European institutions and enlargement post-1989. tBis narrative was largely
inward looking, as the EU emerges as a potentadajlactor what kind of identity is
emerging from the practice of security in Europasighbourhood and beyond?
Before turning to examine the EU as a security ractomore detail we will first
address the other side of the identity/securityusex

What is Security?

It has become a commonplace to suggest that howitgeshould be defined
has been debated ad nauseum in the aftermath Gioldé/Nar. Baldwin even goes so
far as to suggest that redefining security has mecsomething of a “cottage

"I” However he goes on to reject the proposition $katirity has become an

industry.
‘essentially contested concept’ in Gallie’s seri®ather, he argues, it is the referent to

which security properly applies that has becomdested in the post Cold War era.

¥ Hansen, op cit. p42-3
" Davd A. Baldwin (1997) “The concept of security’Review of International Studi&®l 23, p.5



Instead Baldwin argues for a definition of secyritplowing Wolfers, that suggests
security is:

“a low probability of damage to acquired valu¥s”

Following from that, the question is what acquikedues are properly the domain of
security and how do we define the level of probgil Thus although security as a
concept is not contested in the sense Gallie im@nbeing neither appraisive nor
actually contested, accepting this proposition does not get us veay in
understanding what security is in a political semseather, and more pertinent to this
paper what it means to claim something is a secig$ue in terms of the identity of
the actor(s) involved.

In order to address this, we can turn to the Copgah School. This school's
approach to security can be situated within thadeaing of security after the Cold
War. For the Copenhagen School, security is thdumioof a social process through
which a particular issue or set of issues is ‘ségad’ via a speech-act naming a
particular issue as a security is$fiéthe concept of security, conceived as a low
probability of damage to acquired values, is lesgartant than the referent — that is
the definition of the values that need to be pieidcThis conceptualisation of how
security works in practice seems to suggest thatptitential for something to be a
security issue is almost infinitely broad. For t@®penhagen school what is
interesting in securitizing acts is the attendaatpces that are deemed to be justified

once an issue has been successful transportethimt@alm of securit§* However,

18 |bid. p13 and passim, see also Arnold Wolfers g)g5National Security’ as an Ambiguous
Symbol” inPolitical Science Quarterlyol 67 No 4, pp. 481-502

19 See Baldwin, 1997, op. cit. passim for discussion

% See Barry Buzan, Ole Waever & Jaap De Wilde (1$@&urity: A new framework for analysis
London: Lynne Rienner. Chapter 1

# bid.



constraints are place by the theory in terms oftwhay or may not be properly
considered to be effective securitization:
“As a speech-act, securitisation has a specificctire which in practice limits
the theoretically unlimited nature of ‘security.hdse constraints operate along
three lines. First...in practice it is structured the differential capacity of
actors to make socially effective claims about dtseby the forms in which
these claims can be made in order to be recogrizddiccepted as convincing
by the relevant audience, and by the empiricalofact.to which these actors
can make reference...the claims that are likely tona€le, the forms in which
they can be made, the objects to which they refad, the social positions from
which they can be effectively spoken are usuallgptie ‘sedimented'...finally
empirical contexts and claims...provide crucial reses and referents upon
which actors can draw in attempting to securitizgvan issue®
Thus any study of securitization needs to take atiwount both the internal logic and
consistency of securitizing speech-acts and theéegbrexternal to that act including
events and sedimented discourses and instituti@msial to the success or otherwise
of such acts is the role of the audience in rengihand accepting that a particular
issue be securitized.
However, the Copenhagen School has been critica®idl correctly so in my
view, for under-developing its theory of audienaesl how or when a securitizing act
is deemed to be or is likely to be succes$tdihis is particularly problematic given

that, as Hansen has noted:

“‘Security’, as defined by the Copenhagen Schisohot only about survival, it
is, as a general rule, abatlectivesurvival™*

For Buzan et al. a securitising speech act musbviothe security form or the
grammar of security. This involves the constructidma plot that identifies something

as an existential threat, a point of no return lomgmhat demands some form of

2 Michael C Williams (2003) “Words, Images, EnemiSscuritization and International Politics” in
International Studies Quarterlyol 47 No 4, p.513-4

% See for discussion Matt McDonald “Securitizatiow athe Construction of Security” Furopean
Journal of International Relationgol 14 No 4, 2008, pp.563-587; Holger Stritzel, (2D ‘Towards a
theory of Securitization: Copenhagen and Beydtutopean Journal of International Relatios! 13
No 3, pp.357-383; and Thierry Balzacq “The threm&of Securitization: Political Agency, Audience
and Context” inEuropean Journal of International Relatiows! 11 No 2, 2005, pp.171-201

% Lene Hansen “The Little Mermaid'’s Silent Secufityemma” in Millennium: Journal of
InternationalStudie¥ol 29 No 2, 2000, p.290.



action, and a possible way of dealing with thise#tr The success of such a speech-
act depends upon two external conditions — thetipasof the securitizing actor in
terms of her credibility, social capital and/oriofl position and secondly, the threat
itself:

“It is more likely that one can conjure a secuthyeat if certain objects can be
referred to that are generally threatenffig”

However for such an act to be successful, the gzioig move needs to be accepted
by the audience which in turn is dependent, acogrth Balzacq, on three facilitating
conditions — the audience, context and securitiaiggnt. For the audience we need to
be aware of its frame of reference, how it perceithee securitizing actor, and its
ability to influence or permit the actor’s actioms.other words does it have a formal
or moral role in facilitating the security actions.terms of context, Balzacq refers to
the zeitgeist and the immediate situation thatath@ience finds itself in and through
which it interprets the securitiser's argumentsdAinally, the securitizing actor must
be able to use the appropriate words and framesefgfrence to convince an
audienc&® A further concern in this regard is, as pointed by Roe, that this
relationship between actor and audience is whatigely the audience is being asked
to accept. Is it merely to accept that a partictilarg is a threat or that:

“given that this is a threat, this is what | propage do about it
This differentiation between the acceptance of sbhmg as a threat and the
acceptance of the proposed action adds an impomniggrice to the securitization

framework in that it allows audiences, or partaofliences, to accept that an issue is

% Buzan et al, op. cit. 1998 p.33

% Balzacq, op. cit., 2005 p.192

2" paul Roe (2008), ‘Actor, Audience(s) and EmergeMespsures: Securitization and the UK’s
decision to invade Iradecurity Dialogu&/ol 39 No 6, p.622

10



a security threat but to argue that it is besttdeith through other mearf8.Such a
distinction allows us to explore debates that oetttinin an accepted security frame
on the possible course of action available to dethl the securitized threat.
Thus for an adequate account of securitization @etlras outlined by Stritzel

a more “comprehensive awareness of the existenc@él spheré?® In similar
terms Hughes argues that:

“security is conceived as inescapably politicagtth ultimately resides in the

perception of an audience and has little to do with avoidance of harm.

Analysis then is about ‘who can ‘do’ security irethame of what?°
However in order to understand how a particulausgeation is successful we need
to go beyond the internal logic of the speech ts#lfiand examine the context in
which the act occurs in order to explore the nassientity invoked and to a degree
constructed by securitizing speech acts and thetipes which they enable. This

paper aims to:

“focus more on the understanding or discourse afursy underpinning
particular representations and practices rather tina act of ‘securitizing™

And then to draw out the implications of these pcas for the nature of the EU’s
security identity.

The EU as a Security Actor

Before turning to discuss the cases at hand, Befupoint needs to be made regarding
the appropriateness of seeking to examine or ésttaklen an emergent security
identity for the EU as a global actor. Much of tlierature on security and identity

understandably focuses on the national level, wifh foreign policy particularly

% |bid. p.622 and Ronald R Krebs & Patrick Thadd#arskson “Twisting tongues and Twisting arm:
the power of political rhetoric” iEuropean Journal of International Relatioxsl 13 No 1, 2007,
pp.35-66

9 Strizel, op. cit. 2007, p.365

%0 Bryn Hughes, (2007) ‘Securitizing Iraq: The Bustministration’s Social Construction of Security’
Global Change, Peace and Seculityl 19 No 2, p.87

31 Matt McDonald, op. cit., 2008 p.582
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prominent. The question is to what extent can alainanalysis be extended to a
complex multilateral institution such as the Eu@p&nion, particularly an argument
that seeks to suggest that EU security identityna$ solely constituted by nor
reducible to the sum of its member state parteedddthis diversity of opinion is also
reflected in the debate on whether or not the Eghising the strategic coherence to
become an effective military actor with strong angunts on both sid€é.Likewise
Burgess has argued that we need to speak of EuroPeaurities rather than a
European security identity, albeit though theseraoted in:

“the presumption of a distinct set of European gsaluthat... are to be
defended; indeed, defending Europe is identicelefending these valued®”

Picking up from the above discussion, the quedti@m is what are these values and
how are they to be defined. Is Diez correct to i@ shift away from the temporal
othering of Europe’s past towards a more geopalitid culturally rooted sense of
self and other’? Or do European leaders, following Manganas argairasrto why
Europe’s response to 9/11 was less robust thanAlneerican counterparts, recognise
that:
“It would be reckless to abandon this [perpetuacoe narrative in the name of
fighting terrorism. Perhaps something nastier Iurkaeath the mythologies of
peace. Europeans know this very well. And perh@yss is why they are so
scared to let the narrative of perpetual peace’yo.”

In order to examine this question we need to tlahkut European security identity

not just as the product of competition among menskeges but also as constituted by

%2 gee Sten Rynning (2003) ‘The European Union: Tdwarstrategic cultureSecurity Dialogud/ol
34 No 4, p.480

33 . Peter Burgess, (2009) ‘The is No European 8gc@mly European Securitiesooperation and
Conflict Vol 44 No 3, p.317

3 See Diez, op. cit. 2004, passim

% Nicholas Managanas (2007) ‘Europe is Scared...Thealiee of Perpetual Peac€ulture, Theory
& Critique Vol 48 No 1, p.49
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it's interactions with the wider worlt. Therefore this paper aims to take seriously the
challenge by the C.A.S.E. collective to re-exantimequestion of European identity:
“where identities are not givens and the nature artdome of the processes at
stake are not taken for granted. The aim wouldobeefiect on how identities
are re-produced through social practices and howsethpractices are
transformed, categorized and labelled as Européan”
The challenge then is to treat foreign policy pigcas both constitutive of as well as
constituted by the emergent EU security identity.

This picture is further complicated by the natwfea European security
identity itself, which as Waever has outlined exigs a concept in discussions of the
EU’s role in security affairs. He dismisses theuangnt that this is merely a reflection
of a weak institutionalism and instead argues itsgiresence is implicated in the way
in which the European project as a whole seeksstab#ish its political identit§®
Therefore we end up with a complex situation where:

“identity cannot be something we ‘have’ as a thimgsome inner quality of our
own which we are called upon to realize in optimpumity. Instead we have to
view identity simultaneously as something impossibl fill, always incomplete
due to the presence of the outside in the insidé,also as defined by this
impossibility.™®
European security identity, then isn’t somethingd nor is it readily definable rather
it is best viewed as the product of a process obimng that is never complete, never
closed but always sought out and pursued. Untilli®®@0’s this pursuit has largely

been focussed inwards on further integration, eéntishifted Eastwards towards the

post-Warsaw Pact and former Soviet emerging demias In the 2 century this

% See George Christou, Stuart Croft, Michela CedtiduSonia Lucarelli (2010) ‘European Union
security governance: putting the ‘security’ backBuropean Security/ol 19 No 3, p.346-7

37 C.A.S.E Collective (2006) ‘Critical ApproachesSecurity in Europe: A networked manifesto’
Security Dialogué/ol 37 No 4, p.472

3 See Waever, op cit., 1996 p.124

% |bid. p.127

0 See Atsuko Higashino (2004) ‘For the sake of ‘geaed security’? The role of security in the
European Union Enlargement Eastwar@sbperation and Conflic¢ol 39 No 4, pp.347-368
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focus has increasingly shifted beyond the immediaieopean neighbourhood, the
guestion is what kind of emergent security idendides this latest shift represent?

The EU as an External Actor: EUFOR-Chad and EU-NAVFOR

As discussed above, the emergence of an EU seadetytity has been deeply
entangled with debates about the depth and naturéumpean cooperation. A
number of cross-cutting divisions need to be tak#o account in relation to the
process of reforming the EU as a global rather thaagional actor. We've already
discussed the divergence between optimists andinpiess in relation to the
possibility of a coherent EU strategic identity. s&cond dynamic is the debate
between the nature of that identity, namely, watilcbntinue to be defined against a
fractious and violent European past or would intts a more geopolitical or even
cultural base as the memory of war recedes in #e generation of European
leaders. A third dynamic, this time specificallated to matters conventionally
considered to be the subject of security, is thi¢ lsptween those who view NATO as
the appropriate forum for developing the ESDP dmuké who seek to construct a
distinct European alternative. It is in this contthat the European Security Strategy
(ESS) emerged. The ESS was drafted as part ofrtheirny process of defining the
external role of the Union. For some it was seea asunterpoint to the NSS that set
out a distinct European approach to the questioseofirity and it to some extent it
was, but it was also a reflection of the interstahins and negotiations that marked
the debate over the Irag war and the longer stgndebate that had resisted the
creation of a separate, if complementary to NATQropean defence community.
Therefore the EU missions in Chad and the Gulf déewill reflect the product of

these tensions in their design and delivery bub al® some to answering the

14



guestions raised by the debates highlighted abewen if this is as an unintended
consequence of the reality of EU missions abroad.

The EU mission is Chad is worth examining for anber of reasons, it
represents a good example of the kind of out oforegnission identified in the
European Security Strategy that, although it ddedirectly affect EU interests,
should concern the Union as part of its broad sgcpolicy.** It also demonstrates
the complex process through which an issue ememyése security agenda of the EU
and the interaction between the national, regicaarad global level. France were
pushing for involvement in Chad from as early a@7220~rance, as the former colonial
power, were to prove to be both the engine and rmamplicating factor of the
mission?? Indeed, it was French prompting at the Securityr@il that played a large
part in passing UNSC 1778 under which the missitimately deployed® The
structure of the mission which was placed undesraraander from the Irish Defence
Forces, General Pat Nash, was designed to try hinmsie the perception of overt
partiality and particularly too much French infleen Despite this the perception
remained complicated. As Ploch noted:

“At least one rebel group warned that it considetteel EU force a ‘foreign
occupational army’ because it included French fmreenom the rebels did not
see as neutraf®
Indeed, it is in this light that we can understdahd connection between the rebel
assault on the Chadian capital, N'djamena, immebjigtrior to the deployment of

EUFOR-Chad as the rebels sought to press home #uiantage prior to the

1 See European Union Security Strategy, 2003 ‘A 8eEurope in a Better World’
“2 Alexander Matelaar (2008) ‘The Strategic planrifiéU Military Operations — The Case of
EUFOR TCHAD/RCA'IES Working Paper 5/2008&rije Universiteit Brussel, p.10
43 [

Ibid. p.14
“ Lauren Ploch (2010) ‘Instability and Humanitari@anditions in ChadCongressional Research
Service 7-570Washington D.C., p.5
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deployment of what they perceived as reinforceméortshe Chadian governmetft.
Likewise this perceived lack of neutrality hindetéé mission’s ability to protect aid
groups® Furthermore, at the end of the bridging missiomynaf the EUFOR forces
simply ‘re-hatted’ to serve under the new UN miasiMINURCAT, which meant
that the taint of impartiality continued to hindertternational efforts complicated
further by the reduced capacity for the use ofdounnder the UN missioH. In an
editorial, the then EU High Representative for @@mmon Foreign and Security
Policy, Javier Solano argues that the Chad miss#mnonstrates that:

“the EU has become a global provider of security stability”®
Although this statement does give an insight to aatiqular view of the EU’s
emerging role in the world, it is generally acceptas being something of an
overstatement of the achievements of EUFOR-ChatheRaas Vines has noted:

“It is probably more accurate to credit this EUF©Reration with increasing

European learning and coordination on how to conduch a bridging exercise

successfully than with fulfilling a meaningful hunitarian mandaté®
For the purposes of this paper, the mission sdovbghlight the problems of carving
out a distinct EU security identity separate frasi more powerful member states.
EUFOR-Chad (and even the UN-led MINURCAT) contindedbe dogged by the
perception that they were French inspired, Frenetl missions rather than
representing the emergence of new global actor.r®ason for this is the ad-hoc and

limited nature of the mission, the lack of a cletmtegic vision that could explain

why the EU was in Chad in 2008 and not in one of ammber of other hotspots

%5 Alex Vines (2010) ‘Rhetoric from Brussels and igabn the ground: the EU and security in Africa’
International Affairs Vol 86 No5, p.1094

“5Ploch, op. cit. 2010, p.5-6

*"Vines, op. cit., 2010, p.1096

8 Javier Solano “Chad mission shows EU is effedtivgiving stability” The Irish Time43/03/2009
“9Vines, op. cit. 2010, p.1096
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either regionally or global. This lack will be reted to in the conclusion but first we
turn to the other case in hand — EUNAVFOR - ‘Operaftalanta. ’

Piracy off the coast of Somalia is a complex ségissue. On the one hand it
has a negative economic effect by raising the obdtansporting goods through a
vital global trade route. There is also the potdnlink to such piracy as either a
source of funding or tactical innovation for tersbrorganisations such as Al-Shabab
and Al-Qaeda’ While on the other hand, the ongoing humanitagapects of the
crisis demand a global response and securitiziagptbblem on the above terms also
obscures the role of external actors in destabgihe Somali economy and polity via
illegal dumping in Somali waters, destroying fighcks”, and the destruction of the
Al-Barakaat informal transmission network as pdrthe financial war on terro¥. In
other words, the Somali situation is preciselykimal of nuanced emergency the ESS
anticipated as facing the EU in the’XTentury. However a complicating factor in the
response was the lack of attention to Naval aspddise ESDP prior to 2008, albeit
with a backdrop of some naval cooperation emerging Mediterranean context.
The initial EU response was the creation of a coattn cell, EU NAVCO, to
enable coordination and support of surveillance @notiection activities in the region.
This was subsequently extended to an additionah&W4l force to be deployed in the

region, EUNAVFOR — Operation AtalantaThe force operates under a UN mandate

*0 Anja Shortland & Marc Vothknecht (2010) ‘CombatitMgaritime Terrorism’ off the Coast of
Somalia’DIW: Discussion Papers 1079.1

*1 See report by Johann Hari “You are being lieddoua pirates'The Independer@5/01/2009

2 See Maryam Razavy “Hawal: an underground havetefoorists or social phenomenortime,
Law & Social Chang&ol 44 No 3, 2005 pp.277-278

>3 Basil Germond. (2008) ‘Multinational Military Coepation and its Challenges: The Case of
European Naval Operations in the Wider Mediterran®a’ International Relation¥ol 22 No 2,
pp.173-191

>* Basil Germond & Michael E. Smith, (2009) ‘Inter&sfinition and Threat-perception in the EU:
Explaining the first ESDP Anti-Piracy naval opeoatiContemporary Security Policyol 30 No.3,
p.574
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from resolutions 1814, 1816, 1838, 1846 & 185nd has had it's mission extended
twice by the EU, first until December 2010 and tHen a further 2 years until
December 2012 The mission also serves a dual purpose: to proteltterable
international shipping from piracy and to protehtps operating under the World
Food Programme mission in Somalia and the AfricaiolJs reconstruction mission,
AMISOM.>" The EU however is not acting alone in the regNATO has a separate
but parallel mission ongoing as do a number ofrogkegtes including the USA, Russia
and China® Thus, as Germond argues:
“as with previous ESDP Missuins, the EU’s decistonlaunch Atalanta was
clearly motivated by common perceptions of not ph&t interests but also the
grandeur of the EU and the affirmation of its vali&
The importance of EUNAVFOR may not then be for witatchieves but rather for

what it represents in terms of the emerging rolthefEU as a global actor.

Preliminary Conclusions and further resear ch

Although the above discussion is very much a fidsaft, some preliminary
conclusions can be drawn. The first is that morekwweeds to be done to link
together the various strands of research examiBldgHomeland Security and the
increasing global aspects of EU security policytdding to but not limited to other
aspects of EU security policy, particularly aspeditsnigration policy and counter-

terrorism® The processes shifting the EU from a temporal ge@political form of

% Eva Strickman (2009) ‘EU and NATO efforts to CoemPiracy off SomalialSIS Europe,p.2

*% European Union “New EU Force Commander of EUNAVFORomalia — Operation Atalanta”
14.12.2010, Brussels available at:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_dataloessdata/EN/foraff/118488.pdf

> Strickman, op. cit.,2009 p.3

*8 Germond op. cit. 2009 p.3

*9 |bid p.4

69 See Oldrich Bures (2006) ‘EU Counter-terrorismié3olA paper tiger?Terrorism and Political
ViolenceVol 18 No 1, pp.57-79; Oldrich Bures (2008) ‘Eur@pd-ledgling Counterterrorism Role’
Terrorism and Political Violenc¥ol 20 No 4, pp.498-517; Cornelius Friesendorf @0®athologies
of Security Governance: Efforts against Human Tekiifig in Europe’'Security Dialogué/ol 38 No 3,
pp.379-402; and Jeff Huysman (2000) ‘The Europeaiotyand the Securitization of Migration’
Journal of Common Market Studiesl 38 No 5, pp.751-77.
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‘othering’ are not just externally oriented butalsked to policing what it means to
be European within the boundaries of the EU. Sdgoiad highlighted in the case of
Chad in particular, the need for a coherent styatdghe EU level is required if the
EU is ever to be seen as more than an extensitreahterests of its more powerful
members. The EU successfully reconciled itselfdastern expansion in the 1990’s,
the question now turns to what kind of Actor is Elé going to be in its neighbouring
regions whether that is the former Soviet Uniomw, biddle East or the Maghreb. Or
indeed beyond its regional role in Sub-SaharancAfriOperation Atalanta’ points to

a more robust EU role than in the past, but oné thanot entirely devoid of

humanitarian sensibilities, the question is whethiee EU can (or wishes to)

successfully resist the increasingly securitiseslwof the Somalian piracy problem.
In light of recent events in the Maghreb from the#sade and in Ireland and Greece
from the inside, the time is short for the EU tadfitself a voice that would allow it to

pursue a unique line in global politics, failureswize this window of opportunity may

also have repercussions for the EU project as dewho
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